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Preface

\KES AND FRAUDS was the subject of our tenth annual conference on aspects,
«nnetimes rather peripheral, of book trade history, and the first under the au-
pices of the Centre for Extra-Mural Studies at Birkbeck College, University of
ondon. It is our ninth publiction of the proceedings, and the second to be issued

hardback by St Paul’s Bibliographies. The numbers of those attending have
vradually grown over the decade, but this year they shot up from about 65 to
more than 8o — partly owing, no doubt, to the intriguing title which attracted a

:neral audience as well as book trade specialists. We hope that none was disap-

pointed to find scholarship and entertainment combined in equal proportions as
never before. On the one hand Lotte Hellinga and Michael Treadwell contributed
their latest research on false and misleading imprints in the 15th and 17th cen-
turies respectively while, in more light-hearted vein, Nicolas Barker and Tom
Davis entertained us with the chicanery of recent literary forgery and criminally
torged documents. There was also a wide timespan, from the 12th century, with
Nigel Ramsay’s paper on scriveners’ seals, to the present day, and Michael Harris
and Joseph Levine were at a mid point in both chronology and seriousness with
new research, wittily presented, the one on the alternative trade and the other on
forged editions of classical authors in the 18th century. In place of our customary
workshop session we had a question-time during which pairs of speakers, with a
chairman, took part in discussion and answered questions arising from their
papers. This was both enjoyable and profitable but it was of the moment and did
not seem to provide a basis for a written summary.

For November 1989 our theme will be the distribution of the printed word
outside London. Our speakers will include Christine Ferdinand, Michael Harris,
lan Maxted, Robin Myers, Michael Perkin, Eiluned Rees and Tessa Watt and the
subjects will range from the 16th century to the early 19th. John Feather will lead
a discussion on pills and publishing in the 18th century provinces.

We are grateful to the British Academy whose grant to the tenth conference
enabled us to invite two North American contributors.

Robin Myers and Michael Harris
London
February 1989
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Fig.1 Printed in Venice?
Johannes Mandeville, Izinerarium
[Gouda, Gheraert Leeu, ¢.1483—4].
British Library, IA.47355, colophon.



‘Less than the Whole Truth’:
False Statements in

15th-Century Colophons

LortE HELLINGA

ONE OF THE EARLIEST editions of the Latin text of John Mandeville’s Travels
ends with a colophon (fig. 1) that appears to be full of helpful information:

Ixplicit itinerarius a terra anglie in partes ierosolimitanas et in ulteriores transmarinas
editus primo in lingua gallicana a domino johanne de mandeville milite suo auctore. Anno
incarnacionis domini Mceclv. in civitate leodiensi et paulo post in eadem civitate transla-
tus in dictam formam latinam. Quod opus ubi inceptum simul et completum sit ipsa
elementa seu singularum seorsum caracteres litterarum. quibus impressum vides venetica
monstrant manifeste.!

The beginning of the colophon is particularly specific about the origin of the text:
‘the Itinerary of John Mandeville, from England to Jerusalem and lands beyond,
first issued in the Walloon language, in the city of Li¢ge, in the year 1355, and
shortly after that date in the same city ina Latin version’ This statement is followed
by an observation on the printed book that is actually in our hands: ‘where this
work was begun and completed, the elements, or characters of the single letters
with which you can see it is printed, each show clearly that they are Venetian’ —
‘venetica monstrant manifeste’. A Venetian book, the reader would be justified in
concluding, printed in Venice, and you would agree with the colophon that the
textura typeface is in a style that you may call typical of countless Venetian books. It
is true that early in its bibliographical history this Mandeville edition has briefly
gone on record as a book printed in Venice, but in due course it was realized that
this same printing type was used in many books printed in Gouda and in Antwerp
by the printer Gheraert Leeu, his name clearly mentioned, and the Mandeville was
confidently assigned to his press.2

It now became a bibliographical question whether the book was printed in
Gouda or in Antwerp, which was most ingeniously settled by Henry Bradshaw
who decided from features in the layout that the book ranged with books known to
be produced in Gouda. But why that Venetian suggestion in the colophon?

We need to know a great deal more about the circumstances in which the book
was printed before we understand that its colophon s half a boast, halfa pun. In the
first place, the chronological arrangement of Leeu’s books of the period, and the
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Fig. 2. Printing invented in Bruges?
Jean Gerson, Instruction et doctrine de tous chrétiens et chritiennes
[Bruges, Johannes Brito, ¢.1477].
Paris, Bibliothéque Nationale, Rés, D.7780, colophon.
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pattern of the survival of copies, show us that the Mandeville was issued together
with two other travellers’ tales — the Ludolphus Suchen, Iter ad Terram Sanctam,
and, more spectacularly, the editio princeps of the Latin version of Marco Polo’s
travels.? “The Gouda Triplet’, Henry Bradshaw called these three books, and the
layout, with space for a very large initial capital in the Marco Polo, shows us that
this was the book that had to come first in the volume. The Mandeville, the only
one with a printer’s colophon, was to come at the end. A Venetian pun at the end
of a volume beginning with that most Venetian of texts makes some sense. But
there is more. We now know that this typeface was not only Venetian in style, it
was first used in Venice in a slighly different state, by the printer Reynaldus de
Novimagio.* Gheraert Leeu used it in Gouda in 1483 (as well as a smaller Ven-
etian typeface) after an interval in his production of over a year, during which we
may reasonably assume (although there is no documentary evidence) that he
visited Venice and brought home to Gouda, not only two typefaces of much
higher quality and durability than anything he had used before, but also a Latin
manuscript of Marco Polo. The printing of the travellers” tales in his brand-new
type conveys a fine sense of elation after the widening of horizons, and the
experience of a much greater world. ‘Can’t you see that this is a Venetian book?’
the colophon asks, showing off the printer’s trophies. Perhaps there is yet another
dimension concealed here; Venetian textura was used for printing in Latin for the
whole academic world until it was overtaken by Roman in the 16th century. In
the 15th century, from ¢.1480 onwards, the printed book production of Venice
itself was more significant in the academic world than that of all other centres of
printing put together. A sample taken in England suggest that 58% of printed
books used in Oxford and Cambridge in the 15th and early 16th centuries were
printed in Venice alone.5

It is with this giant centre that Leeu began to compare himself in his outpost in
Holland. Within a matter of months, however, he moved to Antwerp, at the time
a modern centre of trade where he could successfully work for an intemational
market: many of his books in Latin were sold to England, he also printed in
English, and he had trading connections with France and Germany. The Ven-
etian pun may therefore be taken as an exuberant declaration of intent to work ina
world-wide dimension; although I do not think that Gheraert Leeu would have
minded if his buyers thought that the book was really printed in Venice, his
statement does not appear to be a serious attempt at deceit.

In another colophon (fig. 2) that I shall briefly discuss as an example of an
obviously un-truthful statement, I see again more punning and perhaps self-
mockery than intention to deceive. It is a colophon written by the printer Jean
Briton, or Jan Brito, a scribe from Brittany who had settled in Bruges, and started
printing about 1476. One of the few books known from his press ends with the
declaration that he had printed this, ‘while inventing himself the admirable art
without instruction, nor {instruction] in the not less amazing instruments’. What
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does Brito claim here? Perhaps that he had not worked in somebody else’s work-
shop to learn the new technique? Nobody except the odd local historian has ever
believed that Brito had any serious claims to be the inventor of printing from the
wording of this colophon, and it is generally left open to other interpretation.

These two examples testify to the willingness of later readers to accept that a
colophon may offer more than is superficially apparent, that a truth may be hidden
there, but not quite in the way in which we expect to encounter it. But this
tolerant attitude changes when a colophon appears to give us exact particulars
about dates, printers and place of printing.

In such cases it is often forgotten that a colophon, a statement appended to a
text giving particulars about its genesis or production, is a text in its own right,
and is therefore open to interpretation according to the time, place and circum-
stances of its origin, as every text is. Interpretation is a function of context and
situation — an obiter dictum that W. Hellinga’s pupils used to be able to recite in
their sleep. It may be worth repeating in the face of some of the problems pres-
ented by colophons.

A colophon is a statement, usually spoken in another voice than that of the
author of the main text (or texts), and made at another time. And since this is a
statement of facts that most bibliographers dearly want to know — the time and
place of the production of the text in this particular material form — these facts are
usually taken very seriously, and given almost legal status, as if they were a sworn
truth. It is of course sound practice to assume that a text means what it says unless
it can be proven to lie. Yet this denies the subtleties and delights that can be
embedded in a text that flirts with the truth; or the revelations in those baffling,
manifest un-truths in statements about time: how can it be that a printer is ten or
fifteen years out in what appears otherwise to be a perfectly sober statement? How
could such a slip of the careless hand go uncorrected? Slips and absent-
mindedness serve as messages to reveal concealed inner mental states, as we all
know in the wisdom of 2oth-century psychology, but what kind of Fehlleistung
makes the printer or compositor put the clock back to 1468 when the year is 1478,
as in the first book printed in Oxford, or 1461, when the year is 1471, as with the
famous Decor puellaram printed by Nicolas Jenson in Venice?”

What these strange slips, which both generated a bibliographical dispute and
literature spanning more than two centuries, show beyond doubt, is our own
preoccupation with time, our obsessive need to arrange these objects — printed
books, as printed, in a sequence of time and place. They also show how difficult it is
to grasp the import of a deviation of a literal truth, not only to catch nuances of
sarcasm, irony, or deliberate playfulness, but to perceive what part of a statement is
crucial toits structure, what is subordinate— wherea compositor or printer could be
allowed to lapse. In such subtle but profound changes in a colophon text, these
curious mistakes resemble the questions posed by the presentation of illnesses as
they change over the centuries, and are indeed close to such phenomena
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in so far as they are symptoms of changing mentality: the etiology of texts.
Although germane to the theme of this conference of book-historians such an
approach is generally remote from the way of thinking of the bibliographer.
When a bibliographer encounters such errors or contradiction between statement
and material evidence, he will tick the printer off, and may perhaps seek the
historical context to explain the aberration. For not every manifestly wrong
statement originates in the depths of the subconscious — there are instances where
a reasonable ground for a misleading statement is obvious even to us. A.W.
Pollard quoted in his Essay on Colophons a Politianus edition which states, quite
simply, that it is printed in Florence in 1499.% In fact it is printed in types which
belonged to Bernardinus Misinta in Brescia. Even so, Pollard writes, the fraud
could have remained undetected, as it did for 4o0 years, if the book had not been
mentioned in a petition to the Venetian Senate in 1502 where Aldus complained
that a certain printer pretended that a book, protected by Venetian privilege, was
printed in Florence whereas it was printed in Brescia. The fraud was a direct
outcome of the first imperfect attempts to give the producers of books a reason-
able copyright in them by means of privileges. As Brescia was subject to the
Venetian Senate, Misinta could have been fined, had he put a truthful statement in
his colophon, and he therefore used a false imprint and date to divert suspicion.

This colophon is by no means an isolated case. In a fascinating article on false
information in colophons,® Curt Biihler quoted (from among a rich supply of
examples) several cases of piracies, bogus Neapolitan or Sienese imprints pro-
duced in Venice and Milan, claiming to provide certain categories of books with a
distinguished imprint, and mendacious colophons printed in Lyons, which pur-
ported to be Venetian or Bolognese. He also quoted over 30 examples of sheer
carelessness and incompetence out of a number he called ‘countless’. Bithler even
gave examples of dates such as the 3oth of February, the 33rd of March, the 31st of
June, of numerous years long befor the invention of printing, and of unspeakable
liberties with the Roman calendar.

Deliberate deceit can be brought about by competition, and also because of
restrictions imposed by authorities. The more restrictions and interference, the
more printers resorted to subterfuge; the introduction of control of the press and
censorship in the 16th century offers rich material to illustrate the point. But we
must also keep in mind what is, for us, an astonishing freedom with notions of
time: time apparently was the vulnerable element in any statement concerning
identity or leading to identification. Such weakness does not come to light until
modern bibliographical methods detect conflicts between statements about time,
and material evidence present in the book. Take, for example, the first book
printed in Oxford with the printed date 1468, nine years earlier than any dated
imprint in a book in England: its position in the hierarchy of the introduction of
printing was hotly disputed, until it could be shown that the typeface did not
exist, the paper was not made, until close to the date of 1478. It takes, however, a
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Fig.3. Date of printing ?
Johannes Balbus Januensis, Catbolicon
Mainz [the Catholicon press, 1460, or 1469-70?].
British Library, C.14.¢.1, colophon.
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great deal of confidence in the comprehensiveness of our knowledge to arrive at
any such certainty for anything produced in the past. For printing in the 15th
century we are somewhat closer to that confident state than for most other
periods of printing, but enough remains open to interpretation for discussions to
continue.

The following discussion will illustrate this. It will concentrate on the colo-
phon of the Mainz Catholicon, a famous book which has given rise to much
controversy, especially in this century. Although few would deny that the colo-
phon is striking, even moving, the words are open to many interpretations. The
same can be said of the few facts which might lead to the identification of its
printer and the circumstances of its production. It would take us too far in the
present paper to discuss fully the various theories which have been built in the
past and more recently around its production. In a study published in the
Gutenberg- Jabrbuch 1989 1 present in the context of the assessment of bibliographical
evidence an interpretation which leads to a new hypothesis about the dating and
the production of the book. I submit this as a new alternative to other theoties.
The interpretation of the colophon which I present here forms part of my argu-

ment. This interpretation cannot be considered in isolation, without placing it in
the context of data and circumstances of production. I shall therefore outline my
arguments in brief, but refer for details and for supporting documentation and
literature to the fuller discussion in the Gutenberg-Jahrbuch.

The Mainz Catholicon is a very substantial book, a dictionary compiled in the
13th century in Genoa by the Dominican Johannes Balbus, containing explana-
tions of terms used in the Bible and preceded by a treatise on grammar.10 It counts
373 leaves in royal folio format, and is printed in a small typeface, considerably
smaller than any other type known to be used at the time. Its colophon (see fig. 3)
contains a statement about the place where the book is printed, Mainz, and about
the date, but the latter in an unusual form, using the plural ‘annis’ followed by
roman figures for the year 1460. Nevertheless until recently the date 1460 has not
caused much doubt. The Catholicon has therefore traditionally stood as a monu-
ment at the beginning of printing, after the Gutenberg Bible of 1455, the two
Mainz Psalters of 1457 and 1459 and the Durandus Ratinale of 1459. There has,
however, been a long-standing division of opinion as to the identity of its printer.
In 1460 only two printers’ workshops wete connected with Mainz — that of the
inventor himself, Johann Gutenberg (but there is no documentary evidence of his
whereabouts in 1460), and of Gutenberg’s former associates Johann Fust and
Peter Schoeffer, who had by then produced their two editions of the Psalter, the
Durandus and in 1460 an edition of the Clementine Constitutiones, all signed with
their names. The absence of 2 name was one of the arguments used in favour of
Gutenberg, who never signed anything; on the other hand, many phrases in the
Catholicon colophon are closely related to phrases used in colophons of Fust and
Schoeffer. A third possibility, suggested early in this century, is that the book was



8 FAKES AND FRAUDS

printed by a partnership, a consortium of printers, but this suggestion, made by
the great incunabulist Paul Schwenke, was neglected as the named printers found
more favour as candidates. It is worth keeping this early suggestion in mind,
though, in view of recent developments surrounding this question. Meanwhile,
arguments and discussions raged until the end of the 1930s, without coming to a
conclusion. At that time the discussion was usually referred to as the Catholicon
controversy, and it is true that a certain amount of romantic sentiment and
emotional heat attached to the questions surrounding this book.

The discussions about the Catholicon were revived with the development of the
recording and dating of paper. It had long been known that all surviving copies
of the Catholicon — and there are more than yo recorded = are printed on three
distinct paper stocks: there are copies of Bull’s Head paper, on paper with an
initial G called Galliziani paper, after its makers, and on a combination of two
papers showing marks featuring a Tower and a Crown, There are only a very few
leaves found in some copies which stray from this pattern, which was clearly
established during the production of the book. There are also copies printed on
vellum which have a few very minor variants in common with the Bull’s Head
copies. Otherwise all these states are printed from the same typesetting.

With the rapid development of the recording of paper in the 1960s it was first
noticed by Dr Th. Gerardy that two of these paper supplies, the Galliziani and the
Tower & Crown paper, certainly did not exist in the year 1460, but belonged to
the late 1460s, and early 1470s. The Bull’s Head paper, on the other hand, cer-
tainly existed in 1460, and was related to some of the paper known to be used by
Gutenberg. Gerardy offered only very tentatively the hypothesis that all these
books might have been printed in the late 1460s, some copies on an older paper
stock, although, as he pointed out, paper was normally used soon after its manu-
facture. His suggestion was immediately dismissed by several historians of print-
ing, but his findings were confirmed by technically more refined paper researches.
These were the results of experiments in electron radiography conducted by Mrs
Eva Ziesche and Dr Dierk Schnittger who then suggested three different datings
for the printing of the three states of the book — 1460, 1469 and 1472. These three
datings ignored the fact that the impression of type on the paper in each state is
identical.

In a reaction to Ziesche-Schnittger, Dr Paul Needham confirmed their findings
on somewhat extended material, and put forward an explanation to reconcile the
three paper states with the identical impression: he agreed that printing did indeed
take place at three different dates, not from movable type, however, but from
2-line units, solid pieces of metal cast as ‘slugs’, which were re-assembled on the
two later occasions. This hypothesis was based on a number of observations
which show that any corrections that were carried out in the type-metal affected
the setting of two lines at a time, and that pairing of lines can sometimes be
observed in other ways. Dr Needham concluded that the casting of text on solid
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line-pairs (or ‘slugs’) was Gutenberg’s final invention. This view, with a touch of
romanticism, had a wide appeal, and became known by the highly un-romantic
name of ‘the slug theory’

I must admit that I found it difficult to accept this hypothesis, because I found
that one observation, made over a large number of pages, consistently negates it:
this is that when viewed on a collating machine, or by superimposing photo-
graphic negatives, a sharp image is obtained of large areas of the superimposed
pages of any two different states. This indicates identical typesetting and it seemed
out of the question to me that this material was re-assembled on two occasions.
To obtain this sharp image one would have to posit that it was re-assembled with
enormous precision using identical furniture, quoins, column dividers, etc. But I
must add at once that the other evidence for the pairing of lines seemed to me to
be correctly observed. Could there possibly be another explanation for line-pairs
than the casting of slugs?

It appeared to me that there was a case for querying the evidence for the three
widely separate dates of printing and I decided to re-assess the evidence, in the
first place for the existence of the paper-stocks and also for the existence of the
Catholicon itself between 1460 and 1470, and after 1470. This turned out to be a
rewarding excercise.

For the paper-stocks I found that the paper-historians had dismissed without
investigation a manuscript note of ownership and date on the final text-page ina
copy (now in the Forschungsbibliothek in Gotha) of an undated German Bible
printed at Strassburg by Heinrich Eggestein on Tower & Crown and on Galli-
ziani papers.! The manuscript date in this inscription states that the book was
owned by Steffan Losniczer Zum Stege in 1470 (see fig. 4). There seems no
ground for doubting the truth of this statement, especially since a person of that
name can be identified in Landshut in Lower Bavaria in the late 1470s.

Fig.4. Not written in 1470?
Inscription on last page of text in the German Bible,
[Strassburg, Heinrich Eggestein, undated].
Gotha, Forschungsbibliothek, leaf 359 verso.
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The date of ownership in 1470 shows that this large German Bible must have
been in production by 1469; the dating ‘not later than 1469” of the Tower &
Crown paper therefore does away with any significant time-gap with the Galli-
ziani paper of 1469. This has its consequences for the Carholicon: the conflict
between colophon date and material evidence is hereby reduced to the question;
the very year 1460 or the late 1460s?

In re-assessing the evidence for the existence of the book I found that there is
considerable external evidence for the existence of the Mainz Catholicon from 1470
on: a copy in Basle University Library has a buyer’s date in 1471 which is not
ambiguous; the Carholicon is listed in 1470 in an advertisement for books issued by
Peter Schoeffer in Mainz; there are several instances of printers’ waste, especially
of vellum strips printed on one side, used in bindings in Cologne in the early
1470s; and the book was used as exemplar for later editions from 1470 onwards.
The book and its production clearly made an impact in a variety of ways. The
pre-1469/70 evidence so far adduced is, on the other hand, all ambiguous or open
to argument or interpretation. There is only one important piece of material
evidence, a date of purchase purporting to be 1465, but this inscription is not
beyond suspicion.

Fig.5. Written in 1465?
Inscription in a copy of the Mainz Catholicon from the
Bergerkloster, Altenburg,
Gotha, Forschungsbibliothek, flyleaf or original binding.

It is again a copy in the Forschungsbibliothek in Gotha, this time of the
Catholicon itself, which was acquired in the 18th century for the ducal library at
Gotha from the Bergerkloster in Altenburg in Saxony (see fig. 5). This copy bears
on a fly-leaf in red ink the inscription which reads (with contractions expanded):
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Liber presens per venerabilem virum dominum ottonem grisz tunc tempotis prepo-
situm in vtilitatem monasterij beate marie virginis in aldenburgk confraternitatis ibidem
existentium Emptus est de bonis monasterij scilicet xlj antiquis sexagenis anno domini
M® ceec® Ixv® circa festum trinitatis.

There is still much to be uncovered about the history of the Bergerkloster, a
house of the Augustinian Canons Regular, but it is known that in the 14705 2
bitter dispute developed with the successor of Otto Grisz (the date of whose
death is unknown), a prior named Pilgram von Ende. Pilgram apparently had
contributed considerably to the financial disorder of the house and was forced to
retire. Perhaps such a dispute may offer an explanation for the fact that the figures
in the year date appear to be tampered with: the date ‘Ixv’ is written in a different
hand, possibly over an erasure. This variation in script makes the crucial date
highly dubious as a witness for the existence of the book in the year 1465, and
invalidates the sole piece of material evidence for the existence of the Catholicon by
that time. All other arguments for a dating pre-1469 revolve round the wording
of the colophon and its relation to other colophons.

We can therefore condense the argument even more. The ‘slug-theory’ is
based on two assumptions: that all paper is always used shortly after its manufac-
ture; and that we understand the wording of the colophon. The latter is what 1
want to discuss here, as an example of a complex situation underlying an enig-
matic statement.

The Catholicon colophon with its printed date ‘1460’ may appear to present an
unambiguous statement (fig. 3). A.W. Pollard translated its text as follows in his
Essay on Colophons (1905):

By the help of the Most High, at Whose will the tongues of infants become eloquent,
and Who ofttimes reveals to the lowly that which He hides from the wise, this noble
book, Catholicon, in the year of the Lord’s Incarnation 1460, in the bounteous city of
Mainz of the renowned German nation, which the clemency of God has deigned with so
lofty a light of genius and free gift to prefer and render illustrious above all other nations
of the earth, without help of reed, stilus, or pen, but by the wondrous agreement,
proportion, and harmony of punches and types, has been printed and finished.
Hence to Thee, Holy Father, and to the Son, with the Sacred Spirit,
Praise and glory be rendered, the threefold Lord and One;
For the praise of the Church, O Catholic, applaud this book,
Who never ceasest to praise the devout Mary.

Thanks be to God.

In view of the ambiguity of the evidence for the existence of the book much
before 1470 there is some cause to doubt the validity of the colophon date 1460.
It is therefore possible to invoke precedent and point to the many cases where a
colophon date in an early printed book, which on the face of it provides an
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equally unambiguous statermnent, could be proved to be a misprint.

In the case of the Catholicon, a misprint 1460 for 1470 was first suggested by
Gerard Meerman in 1761, who a few years later revoked this idea when his
attention was drawn to the Altenburg inscription with the date 1465; although he
had not examined the inscription personally (nor had his informant Senator
Duve of Hanover), he accepted its authority.

To assume a simple misprint ‘1460’ for ‘1470 would make it possible to let the
matter rest at this point. However, the text of the colophon is intriguing, and has
aroused a great deal of discussion as to its meaning. It has always been read in
isolation, in attempts to gauge whether these were words written by the inven-
tor, or not, and if so, to interpret his statement about the nature of his invention.

Discussions in recent years on the validity of the date ‘1460’ in the colophon
have had very limited scope and concentrated on the term ‘annis’ in ‘annis M cccc
Ix’. Although inconclusive, they point to an interpretation of the term ‘annis’ as a
deliberate use of that unusual form.

The term was discussed by the late Professor Hans Widmann in the Gutenberg-
Jabrbuch 1973; he cited a few instances in manuscripts where the plural seemed to
indicate a particular (single) year. He concluded that if the colophon did not
indicate ‘1460’ it must be a matter of a misprint, not terminology.

In a further discussion in the Guienberg-Jarhrbuch 1975 Hildebrecht Hommel
presented a more subtle reading of analogies in Latin, and concluded that ‘annis
M cccc 1x’ could well be read as an ablativas respectus sive limitationis, giving the
meaning; ‘in the years after 1460, ‘in the years that end with 60’ — which gives a
rather sibylline tone which it is best not to ignore.

Widmann, however, proceeded in the same year to discuss the Catholicon
colophon in particular in relation to the colophon of the Vocabularins ex guo,
printed in Eltville in 1467 and 1469 which has several lines of verse in common
with the Catholicon colophon. The texts of the Casbolicon and the Vocabularins are
related, although the Vocabularius is not a direct abstract of the Catholicon, as
formerly thought. Both texts had an extensive dissemination in manuscript.

Widmann argued that the colophon of the Vocabularins (with three lines of
verse) was ungrammatical, whereas the four lines of verse in the Catholicon,
although not without grammatical defects, were at least coherent. He saw here
proof that the Catholicon had preceded the first edition of the Vocabularins ex qno of
4 November 1467 and arrived at a dating for the Catholicon: ‘not later than 4
November 1467

There is a weakness in Widmann’s argument in that he did not consider the
various other grammatical errors and inconsistencies in the colophons of the two
works. He clearly measured the grammar according to standards which did not
apply at the time for a text of this kind. Furthermore, with such an extensive and
interrelated manuscript tradition of the two texts there seems no justification for
regarding the two printed editions in isolation, and as exclusively dependent one
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on the other, as if there could be no influence from manuscript tradition.
The final four lines in the Catholicon colophon are printed on a new line and
are therefore distinct. The two first lines of verse:

(1) Hinc tibi sancte pater nato cum flamine sacro
(2) Laus et honor domino trino et uno

have the familiar ring of countless scribal colophons, written in a style, some-
times half-humorous, that was to distinguish them radically from the preceding
text. The scribe has the last word, as in (to take an arbitrary example) ‘Laudem
do xpo,qui me liberavit ab isto’ There are countless examples, many in some
kind of metre, and the lines in the Catholicon might be traced to any late-medieval
manuscript as model. The two final lines, however, in the same metre, appear to
be appropriate to ending the Casholicon text, because the reader (or perhaps the
book, as my colleague Ronald Browne suggested) is addressed (or referred to) as
‘Catholice:’

(3) Ecclesie laude libro hoc catholice plaude
(4) Qui laudare piam semper non linque mariam

Of the four lines of verse three are found in the two editions of the Eltville
Vocabularius ex guo with dates in 1467 and 1469. It has been argued that these must
have been copied from the Catholicon, with the obvious omission of the third line
in which the word ‘catholice’ must allude to the Catholicon itself. If taken on their
own this would indeed be a serious argument against a date of printing of the
Catholicon later than 1467, in fact the only serious argument that remains for any
date earlier than ¢.1469—1470. But I think one should take account of possible
earlier models that the Vocabularius and the Catholicon could have had in common.
In jingles of this kind so much can have happened: of an earlier example the third
line, with different content, may have been omitted; the third line may have been
re-coined for the Catholicon on the basis of an earlier model (for example: ‘libro
hoc discipule, or presbitere, plaude’); amyone could have written that line. The
absence of this line of crooked verse in the first Eltville I“vcabularins cannot stand
as sole firm evidence for the existence of the Cutholicon in 1467.

It therefore seems justified, pace Widmann, to consider the colophons in at
least the wider context of the whole Catholicon colophon and its place among the
formulae used in Mainz in printed colophons from the earliest in 1457 until 1472.
For the sake of argument I propose to consider the Catholicon colophon, hypothe-
tically, as undated, whether we base this on the precedent of wrongly dated
editions, or on the interpretation of the term ‘annis’, and to investigate how it
ranges within the chronological sequence of dated books with related colophons,
almost all printed in Mainz.
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In those colophons we can distinguish separate elements which are repeated in
various combinations showing some major and minor variations. In the follow-
ing list each of these elements is distinguished and indicated by a capital letter.
The editions in which they are found are added in brackets. The list is limited to
books printed before 1473, by which time evetybody is convinced that the Mainz
Catholicon existed in print. The core of these texts remained in use throughout the
1470s, especially in reprints, although new colophons tended to become increas-
ingly voluble and complex.

LIST OF PHRASES DISTINGUISHED AS ELEMENTS
A (title), for example ‘Presens clementis quinti opus constitucionum clarissimum’
Br  venustate capitalium decoratus Rubricationibusque sufficienter distinctus (1, 2, 3)
B2 Rubricationibusque sufficienter distinctus (4)
C  Adinventione artificiosa imprimendi ac caracterizandi (1,
C  Artificiosa adinventione imprimendi ac caracterizandi (3, 4)
Artificiosa adinventione imprimendi seu caracterizandi (5b)

C4 (sed) artificiosa quadam adinventione imprimendi seu caracterizandi (6a and b, 9,
10, 12, 14, 16, 20, 21, 22, 24)

Cs sed nova artificiosaque invencione quadam (11, 13)

D1 absque calami ulla exaracione (1)

D2z absque ulla calami exaracione (z, 4, 9, 10, 14, 20, 21, 22)

D3  absque calami exaratione (3, 5b, 18)

E  sic effigiatus (1, ,4,5b,6aandb, 9, 10, 12, 14, 16, 18, 20, 21, 22, 24)

F1  Etad eusebiam dei industrie est consommatus (1, 3, 4, jaand b, 6aand b, 9, 10, 11,

, 14, 106, 18, 20, 21, 22, 24)
Fz et ad laudem dei ac honorem sancti Jacobi (2)

Gr1  Alma in urbe maguntina. inclite nacionis germanice. quam dei clementia tam alti
ingenii lumine. donoque gratuito ceteris terrarum nacionibus preferre. illustrareque
dignatus est (6b, 9, 10, 12)

G2 tarn alti ingenii lumine dignata (14, 20, 21, 22, 24)
G3 tam alto ingenii lumine  dignata (16)

G4 ...tam alto ingenii lumine . .. dignatus (Cath)
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H Non atramento. plumali canna neque aera (6a and b, 7, 8, 12, 16, 23, 24)

Sed arte quadam perpulcra, manu Petri [de gernsheim] pueri mei feliciter effeci fin-
itumn (7, 8)

K Non [calami] stili aut penne suffragio (11, 13, Cath)

[Sed mira] patronarum formarum que concordia proporcione [et modulo].
impressus [atque confectus est] (Cath, abbreviated in 15)

M Hinc tibi sancte [pater] nato cum flamine sacro. Laus et honor domino trino tribua-
tur et uno. Qui laudare piam semper non linque mariam (11, 13, Cath)

N Ecclesie laude libro hoc catholice plaude (Cath)

O Altissimo presidio cuius nutu infantium lingue fiunt diserte. Qui que numerosepe
parvulis revelat quod sapientibus celat (Cath)

P Name of printer(s) (1, »4, ,0,9,10,11,12,13, 14, 16, 18, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24
p 9 3 3
Date Q1: Anno dni (1, 2, 3, 4, 5b, 6, 11, 13, 14, 16, 21, 22
3 3
Q2: Anno dnice incarnacionis (5a, 10, 12, Cath, 18, 20, 23, 24)

Q3: Anno (7, 8)

LIST OF EDITIONS WITH RELATED COLOPHONS PRINTED
BEFORE 1473
(ALL EXCEPT THREE PRINTED AT MAINZ)

Psalterium, 14 August 1457
Psalterium, 29 August 1459
. Duranti, Rationale, 6 October 1459
. Clemens V, Constitutiones, 25 June 1460
. Biblia Latina, 14 August 1462 (5a: short, 5b: expanded colophon)
. Bonifacius VIII, Liber 1T Decretalinm, 17 December 1465 (6a: short, 6b: expanded)
. Cicero, De Officiis, 1465
. Cicero, De Officiis, 4 February 1466
Thomas Aquinas, Summa Theologica, Secanda pars Secunde, 6 March 1467
10. Clemens V, Constitutiones, 8 October 1467

- I - N NS

LivrviLie: Vocabularius ex quo, 4 November 1467
Justinianus, Institutiones, 24 May 1468
13. BrrviLee: Vocabularius ex guo, 5 June 1469
14. Thomas Aquinas, Super guarto libro Sententiarum, 13 June 1469
15. NUREMBERG: Franciscus Retza, Comestorium vitiorum, 1470
16. Bonifacius VIII, Liber VI Decretalium, 17 April 1470
. Hieronymus, Epistolae, 7 September 1470
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18.

19.
20.

23.
24.

FAKES AND FRAUDS

Mammotrectus, 1o November 1470

Valerius Maximus, 14 June 1471

Clemens V, Constitutiones, 13 August 1471

Thomas Aquinas, Summa Theologica, Prima pars Secunde, 8 November 1471
Biblia Latina, 23 February 1472

Gratianus, 13 August 1472

Justinianus, Institutiones, 29 October 1472

The use of these elements and their distribution over the editions can be summar-
ized in the following diagram (fig. 6.).

FEPTLIIPTETIE ) | ek sefer cacscucsprozpsk r rzfor cizasaabe b b pa v ol for e
1. 1457, 14.VIII Psaherium AB Cl nt E 1 PQ
2. 1459, 29.VIL Psalreri A BI C1 D2 E rQ
3. 1459,6.X  Durami A DI c2 DJE rQ
4. 1460, 25.V1  Clemens A B Q D2 ETi rQ
5. 1462, 14.VI1I Biblia Lati (A Fl rPQ
(A) D3E Ft P Q
6. 1465, 17.X11 Boni A E F1 H P Q
A ETt H P Q
7. 1465 Cicero A HI r) Q
81466, 401 Cicero A H1 (W) Q
9.1467, 6.1 Thomas Aqui A D2 Gl rQ
10. 1467, 8.X Clemens V A D2 [e]] r Q2
11. 1467, £X!  ELTVILLE, Vocabularius A cs M P Q
12. 1468, 24.V  Justinianus A Ct G1 H P Q2
13. 1469, 5.VI  ELTVILLE, Vocubularius A cs M rQ
14. 1469, 13.Vl  Thomas Aqui A [} D2 (] PQ
date? Catholicon A KLMNO Q2
15. 1470 MUREMUERG, Fr. Retza L
16. 1470, 17. 1V Bonilacius VIIT A rQ
17.1470,7. X  Hicronym A (independent) rQ
18. 1470, 10.XT  Mammotsectus A DIE FI P Q
19. 1471, 14.VI  Valerius Maxi r Q
20. 1471, 13.VIIT Clemens V A C4 D2 G2 r Q2
21. 1471, 8.XI  Thomas Aqui A C4 D2 G2 P Q
22,1472, 2301 Biblia Lutina (A) C4 D2 G2 raQ
23, 1472, 13.VIUI Gratianus A (independeny) G2 (vac) PoQ
241472, 29X Juslinianuy A C4 ET1 G2 r Q2

Fig.6 Distribution of colophon elements over editions.

The colophons all praise the great invention, and appear in each instance to be a

short ritual, first conducted in the printing house and thereafter, forever, between
printer and reader, lest we forget the greatness of the technical miracle by which
the book was produced. It is a reminder that praise is due to God for this
invention, as well as gratitude that he granted the city of Mainz a privilege above

all

others. It is a formal celebration of completion, in its consistency over many

years unparallelled in colophons printed elsewhere. It is also ritualistic in the sense
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that the same or similar words and phrases were repeated over and over again. In
the diagram it can be seen how the phrases evolved, sometimes to reach a stable
torm, e.g. Cg4 ‘sed artificiosa quadam adinventione imprimendi seu caracterizandi’
which was used eleven times, after three earlier versions. Some elements were
replaced by new elements: H ‘Non atramento plumali canna neque aera’ is intro-
duced as an alternative to D ’absque calami (ulla) exaracione’. The two never
appear together.

If, for the sake of the argument, we exclude the Catholicon, there emerges an
obvious development in both length and imaginative form of expression. The
first four colophons (1457-1460) are short, each consisting of five elements plus
title, date and name of printers. Then follow two instances of colophons existing
1n both a short and a longer form. In the 1462 Bible this is merely the addition
‘artificiosa adinventione imprimendi seu caracterizandi’ In the 1465 Bonifacius
there is in the second version a much longer and more important addition: ‘Alma
in urbe maguncie  dignatus est’ In both versions of this colophon the longer
element H (quoted above) is introduced. In the two Cicero editions the awareness
of the non-Christian status of the text is seen in the use of plain ‘Anno’ in the date,
against the ‘Anno domini’ or ‘Anno dominice incarnacionis’ of the other colo-
phons. The new art is mentioned, however. After the death of Fust in 1466 the
two substantial books printed in 1467 have much in common with the 1465
Bonifacius, but we find the shorter formulation D instead of H. In 1468 the
Justinian conforms exactly to the Boniface of 1465, but included at the end of this
book we find also the famous twelve lines of obscure verse on the invention of
printing which were reprinted in the edition of 1472. At that time someone in
Mainz must have delighted in producing difficult, punning and allusive Latin
verse, compact with meaning which is (at least partially) bound to elude us. It has
often been thought that the author of the verse in the Justinian may be the same as
the author of the Grammatica Rbythmica of 1466 (a revised edition in two parts,
r.1470 and 1473), usually referred to as Johannes Brunner, although we cannot be
sure about his name, and of whose identity we know nothing, but of whom there
is good reason to assume that he had close connections with Schoeffer’s work-
shop. The edition of Jerome’s Epistolae of 1470, which also contains verse at the
end, is the first great edition with a long and independent phrasing of the praise of
printing and of Mainz, as can also be found in the Valerius Maximus of 1471 and
in the Gratian of 1472. Meanwhile, seven major books printed between 1469 and
1472 had the earlier phrasing.

The wording in the colophon of the Thormas Aquinas of 13 June 1469 follows
cxactly that used in the Aquinas edition printed two years earlier, and the Boni-
face of 1470 similarly reprints the longer colophon of 1465. The Mammotrectus
of 10 November 1470 has a relatively curt reiteration of the pre-1465 formulae;
the Clemens V of 13 August 1471 reprints the colophon of the same text com-
pleted in 1467, the Thomas Aquinas S#mma, Prima Secunde, of 8 November 1471
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reprints the colophons of 1467 and 1469, but the Latin Bible of 1472, by adding
element G, presents a motre elaborate colophon than the longest of the two
variants printed in 1462,

There is, however, a small grammatical variation in several of these editions.
The long passage in praise of printing in Mainz, passage G, beginning with ‘Alma
in urbe maguntie’, is first found in a dated edition in 1465. Two corrections were
introduced into its dubious grammar, one in 1469 and one in 1470. Both appar-
ently aimed at improving the grammar with a minimum of change. One is the
form ‘dignatus’, which had either no subject, or was mis-matched with ‘Magun-
tia’, which was the city graced above all others. In the Thomas Aquinas of 1469
we find the more logical and correct form ‘dignata’ The other is in the words ‘alti
ingenii lumine’, where in 1470 the word “alti’ is changed into ‘alto’, with some
improvement of meaning.

1465 Boniface G: alt dignatus

1467 Thomas Aquinas Gr alu dignatus

1467 Clemens V G1  ald dignatus

1468  Justinianus G1  alu dignatus

1469 Thomas Aquinas Gz alti dignata

1470 Bonifacius VIII G alto dignata

1471 Clemens V Gz ald dignata

1471 Thomas Aquinas Gz alt dignata

1472 Biblia latina Gz alti dignata

1472  Justinianus Gz alt dignata
?  Catholicon Gy alto  dignatus

From this survey it will be evident that the variations in this passage do not offera
base for a finely drawn terminus ante, or post, guem. But it is evident that the
tinkering with the grammatical inflexions, the awareness of meaning expressed in
subtle changes, belong to the years 1469 and 1470.

This period fits in with the increased freedom and signs of inventiveness which
we can see beginning in 1465 with the second colophon to the Boniface, but
which grow visibly with the verse in the 1468 Justinian and 1470 Jerome. The
obscure and poetic allusions to printing in the Grammatica Rhythmica of 1466 may
well also be relevant in this context. Almost entirely independent phrasing begins
to appear in 1470 (Jerome) and 1471 (Valerius Maximus). In the full sequence of
Mainz colophons, which are all (except the Catholicon) known to have been pro-
duced in the Fust & Schoeffer and Schoeffer printing house, the freedom and
inventiveness of the Catholicon colophon does not fit in easily with the highly
formalized colophons known to belong to 1457-1462; it is much closer to the
colophons published from 1465 on, and in particular in the years 14681470 when
we see improvement of grammar as well as the introduction of a distinct style:
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punning and enigmatic, enigmatic also in the sense that it challenges the reader to
nnravel its elegant intricacies. It may not be too fanciful to imagine that someone
i Mainz had become interested in printing and delighted in finding new formulae
ior praising the new art.

The punning obscurity of the Catholicon colophon lies in the lines that are
peculiar to this colophon alone: the opening clause which introduces the date and
plice of printing, the lines about the ‘mira patronarum formarum que concordia
proporcione et modulo’, an abbreviated version of which was taken over in a
~uremberg colophon in 1470, and the closing lines, one of which appears to be
particularly apposite to the text. Let us first take up the challenge of the opening
lines:

\ltissimi presidio cuius nutu infantium lingue fiunt diserte. Que que numerosepe patrvu-
iis revelat quod sapientibus celat. Hic liber egregius. catholicon. dominice incarnacionis
annis M ecee Ix Alma in urbe maguntina (etc.)

The first two words are a devout but also rhetorically effective beginning,
iollowed by two quotations from the Scriptures which deflect the high-flowing
tone to a tender humility. We find here the traditiona] juxtaposition of the two
‘testaments, following Augustine’s word that ‘Novum Testamentum in Vetere
latet, Vetus in Novo patet’ The first quotation, ‘Quoniam sapientia aperuit os
mutorum et linguas infantium fecit disertas’ is from the Old Testament (W7sdow
10:21); the second a paraphrase of a parallel text in the Gospels of St Matthew and
St Luke: ‘In illo tempore respondens Iesus dixit: Confiteor tibi Pater Domine caeli
¢t terra, quia abscondisti haec a sapientibus et prudentibus et revelasti ea parvulis’

Matthew 11:25, ¢f. Luke 10:21). The careful balance of the two Testaments sug-
vests that these words are to be taken seriously. These texts, with their deprecia-
t10n of the wise and learned in favour of the young and simple, are on one level of
interpretation appropriate to the learned lexicon that they conclude: it is the
supientes who need this learned book in order to understand the Bible text, the
meaning of which is revealed by the gift of God to the parvuli without such
intervention. It is obvious to relate the opening lines to the production of the
hook, for giving such information is the function of a colophon. The lines have
-ven been read as a formulation of modesty on the part of the inventor of print-
ing, and taken as an argument that Johannes Gutenberg was the printer of the
book, for who else could disclaim with such humility the personal merits of the
mvention? It is doubtful, however, that such sentiments were commendable
much before the 19th century; they certainly do not appear to me to belong to the
moral values of the fifteenth.

[t appears to be more in accordance with late-medieval stylistic forms to put the
cmphasis on the concealment that is expressed here: something is concealed to the
wise and sophisticated — namely the wise who have just finished consulting this
cnormous and learned book. The text is not only enigmatic, it can be read as an
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enigma — a classical and post-classical form that was still alive at that time. Playing
with enigmatic forms of language certainly flourished in the Mainz workshop of
Peter Schoeffer, as witnessed by the Grammatica Rhythmica and the lines of verse in
the Justinian editions and the Letters of Jerome. A classic enigma is a play on the
unexpected and the obvious; obvious to the initiated, but the outsider will never
know the answer unless, revealed by intuition or divine inspiration, he sees things
as they are and not as they seem to be.

In the Catholicon colophon the text leads us explicitly to concealment (‘celat’).
Since these lines introduce statements about the date and place of printing and the
wonders of the printing process we may be justified in thinking that that is where
concealment lies. In relation to the book the sapientes would be its readers, but the
parvali are less clear; are they the unsophisticated, the ‘simple persons’ in the term
William Caxton would use to refer to himself and his role in the transmission of a
text, not many years later? Perhaps we may even find, on a mundane level, an
uncomplicated answer: the sapientes for whom the book is printed are not initiated
in the process of printing and all that is behind it. But there are parva/i, simple
persons, to whom the contents of the learned dictionary are a closed book, but
who know all about the glorious invention and how to apply it.

I suggest we should explore the possibility of seeing the opening of the colo-
phon as a formula for posing a riddle (and we have to imagine the dead-pan face,
the twinkle in the eye and the raised finger which all belong to the ritual, and the
iconography, of the presentation of a riddle). The text challenges us to ask: what
can be concealed here, what is it we do not see? Or perhaps, think we see while we
do not see? How are we hoodwinked?

We can work by elimination: the challenge to the enigma is followed at once by
a statement of the text ‘Hic liber egregius catholicon’: the identity of the book
cannot be in question. Then we have a statement of the date ‘annis 1460’ of which
we have already discussed the problems posed by the term ‘annis,” an unusual
term, and if it is indeed an ablativas limitationis, as suggested by Dr Hommel,
certainly something of a teaser. The elaborate statement of the place of printing
again leaves no doubt. But two things strike us as unusual when we compare this
sequence with other colophons produced in Mainz. What is conspicuously miss-
ing here is the name of a printer or printers; and secondly, the position of the date
is in conflict with all the other Mainz colophons until the Gratianus of 1472, and
indeed with the conventions of colophon statements: the usual form, which is
represented in the 18 colophons printed until 1472 is to present the name of
printer(s) and date in conclusion. In colophons printed in Mainz from 1473 on a
second tradition begins, in which the colophon opens with a statement of date
and ends with the name of the printer, in this case always Peter Schoeffer. Its
unusual position, as well as the fact that it follows the introduction to an enigma is
a reason, additional to the unusual form ‘annis’, to suspect that there is more to
this date than immediately meets the eye.
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There is, as we all know, Mainz printing where the name of the printer (and
indeed a colophon) are notoriously absent: everything printed by Johann Guten-
berg. The absence of a name has been a long-standing argument in favour of
consideting Gutenberg the printer of the Catholicon. Here all depends on what
value can be attached to the other evidence for its dating which I have partly
sketched. If we pursue the alternative theory, which assumes that the book was
printed without intervals between states at the time of the two later paper-
supplies, i.e. £.1469, it would have been produced after Gutenberg’s death in
1468. We could then reason that the absence of a printer’s name would mean that
it was no? printed by the firm of Peter Schoeffer, and it would be possible to
propose as a reasonable alternative that the book was commissioned by the owner
of Gutenberg’s materials, Dr Conrad Humery.

There is one important document that enlightens us about the status of Guten-
berg’s possessions and about Dr Humery. It is a letter to the Archbishop of
Mainz, Adolph von Nassau, written shortly after Gutenberg’s death in February
1468, by Dr Humery in Mainz in which he confirms that he was granted by the
Archbishop the full possession of everything left in Gutenberg’s printing shop.
Humery had owned these materials from the eatly 1460s as security for a loan,
while the usufruct remained with Gutenberg. But there was one important condi-
tion of a restrictive and protective nature imposed by the Archbishop: the mat-
erials had to be used in Mainz only, and were not to be sold outside Mainz.

This circumstance — materials left after Gutenberg’s death — would go a long
way towatds explaining how, exceptionally, a supply of paper and type which
were both several years old, came to be used. We can then think again of the
consortium of printers, as originally proposed by Schwenke. In this case the
colophon would be silent about the circumstances of the production of the book
which are concealed rather than merely unstated; the colophon would hide the
name or names of those who were behind the production of the book, while
proclaiming itself emphatically as a book produced in Mainz.

Scrutiny of the text of the colophon can lead to speculation. This is therefore a
good point to recap the vatrious kinds of evidence with which we are dealing.
Material evidence in the form of the three distinct paper stocks points to a conflict
in dating between the traditional reading of the colophon and the actual time of its
production. External and circumstantial evidence leads to a date of printing in the
late 1460s. A revised reading of the Catholicon colophon, in which we can distin-
guish several layers — Mainz formulae, earlier manuscript formulae and ad Aoc
phrases — would allow for such an interpretation. But a new hypothesis needs a
widening of the material evidence on a basis of further observation to explain
more fully the circumstances of the production of this book. And finally we need
to broaden the historical context for a fuller understanding of such circumstances.

In the last few years the book has been examined on a scale as never before.
Stimulated by Dr Needham’s bold hypothesis, Dr Martin Boghardt has travelled
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the world and examined all 70 surviving copies with particular attention to cor-
rection by means of the cancellation of leaves, which confirmed that correction
took place two lines at a time; the great care taken with correction is a general
indication of overriding concern for producing a correct text. Dr Needham him-
self examined many more copies in addition to those that had formed the basis for
his first publication. Blind impressions, damage to the impressions on the page,
were examined and interpreted on both sides of the Atlantic. In December 1985 a
conference was held at the Herzog August Bibliothek in Wolfenbiittel, on the
initiative of Dr Boghardt, devoted entirely to the questions of the Casholicon.
Gradually, but only very gradually, the book appeared to give up some of its
secrets. I have to resort again to drastic summarizing, to end with a speculative
last interpretation of the colophon, and refer again for all supporting material
evidence and documentation to the full treatment in the Gutenberg-Jabrbonch 1989.

In extensive observations shared with friends with greater specialist know-
ledge and experience of typography than I have — Walter Partridge, Nicolas
Barker and James Mosley— we arrived at the conclusion that the book was pro-
duced with three different lock-ups of the same typesetting, at three different
presses, reflected by the three paper stocks. It was printed in movable type. The
two-line effect was not caused by solid two-line blocks of types. This established,
a further hypothesis emerged. Blind impressions of quads visible in substantial
parts of the book, and occasional blind impressions of what appears to be wire, or
the ends of pieces of wire, led to the surprising suggestion made by James Mosley
that the type was secured with wire two lines at a time; a time-consuming process
that cannot have been often repeated in the history of printing. A few allusions to
such a process have filtered down in history, but it seems unlikely that many
books have been produced in this way.

Why should anyone have chosen such a cumbersome procedure to produce a
book? When trying to find an answer we have to go beyond the interpretation of
observations and other evidence, and speculate on a historical context.

Whether (according to Dr Needham’s hypothesis) printed at intervals of time
from reassembled slugs, or (according to mine) divided between presses working
in collaboration, the printing of the Catholicon resulted in an unusual book, an
experiment in the new art of printing books. In the second hypothesis there is no
major technical innovation, although there is a variation from what we think are
ordinary procedures of the time; but, more important, an innovation in organi-
zation and in division of labour. Behind this may also lie a sharing of responsibi-
lities of two kinds: for the accuracy of the text and financial responsibility. What
we perceive may well be a redeployment of investment. We may speculate
whether such an innovation took place in response to particular circumstances,
and I have already connected this with the materials left by Gutenberg and from
1468 on in the possession of Dr Conrad Humery. Humery, born around 1400, and
Doctor in Canon Law, had long been a very prominent citizen who attained the
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position of Syndic and Chancellor of the City of Mainz. He was also clearly a man
of letters and had translated Boethius into German. He had taken an active part in
the dreadful Mainz War in 1461-63, in which he had been the most influential
supporter of Archbishop Dietrich von Isenburg. It is probable that he was
banished from Mainz when Dietrich’s opponent, Adolph von Nassau, won the
city in 1462. In the autumn of 1463, when peace was made, Dr Humery was
reinstated and compensated at Dietrich’s request. Humery was a rich man, and
had provided loans to other citizens of Mainz on several occasions. On the basis
of his declaration to his former oppressor Archbisop Adolph von Nassau of 1468
it is thought that he lent Gutenberg money after the conclusion of the inventor’s
agreement with Fust, and that he held Gutenberg’s typographical assets as collat-
cral security. Thus, after the death of the inventor, he may have wished, at last, to
realize the assets that until then had only nominally been in his possession, and,
perhaps because they had been unused for a long time, to waste no time doing so.

It is at this point, in seeking a set of circumstances that would have allowed
materials (paper and type) to lie unused for a number of years, that we have to
speculate that at the time of the Mainz War (1461-63), and in his declining years
plagued by old age, shortage of funds and, through changed circumstances,
uncertain patronage, Gutenberg was not capable of carrying out plans he may still
have cherished, and of making use of materials that were still available to him,
although morgaged to his creditor. In 1468 Humery was himself in his late sixties
and approaching the end of his life (he died probably in 1472), but not too old to
commission the printing of a book. His choice was a reference work for which
demand was certain, a guide to the reading of the Latin Vulgate Bible, the print-
ing of which had been the glory of Mainz and Gutenberg. Perhaps it was the book
that Gutenberg had always planned to print. Printing had ostensibly to take place
in Mainz, for on that condition the Archbishop allowed Humery possession of
the goods.

All this, it has to be repeated, is speculation. So is the thought that Dr Humery
may have been author of the striking opening lines peculiar to the Cazholicon.
There is only a small trail of material evidence that leads to Humery: a manuscript,
now in the Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, written in his own hand in 1430,
which contains lecture notes from the time he was a student in Bologna, was
originally wrapped in leaf [n]1o of the Casholicon, unrubricated and therefore
presurmably a leaf of printer’s waste.

Printer’s waste hints at some intirnate involvement in the production of a book:
it was material accessible to those connected with a workshop. Traces of printer’s
waste lead as material evidence to several printers who may have been partners in
a consortium. Not surprisingly, we come up first with Peter Schoeffer, who was
the only printer active at Mainz at the time. Apart from two instances of printet’s
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few probably printed by Ulrich Zell in Cologne. There is, however, also a line of
evidence pointing to involvement of Ulrich Zell in the Catholicon. There is vellum
printer’s waste of the Catholicon in several volumes bound in Cologne containing
Zell quartos. It is likely that there still exists more of this kind of waste than at
present recorded. Zell had started his typographical career in Mainz before settl-
ing in Cologne in 1464, but there are abundant indications that he maintained
some connections with Mainz. Apart from what appear to be Zell titles in
Schoeffer’s advertisement of 1470, many of Zell’s quartos (his speciality) survive
bound with quartos printed in Mainz. Qutside Mainz Ulrich Zell would therefore
appear to be a prime candidate for partnership in a consortium based at Mainz.
Finally there may be a connection with Heinrich Keffer, who is known to have
worked for Gutenberg, because he is mentioned in the Helmaspergerscher Nota-
rial Instrument of 1455. Keffer was associated with Johann Sensenschmidt in
Nuremberg in 1473 in the printing of the Pantheologia.

It is now possible to speculate even further. Could it be that they all had some
claims on the Gutenberg estate and that by participating in the production of this
book, and sharing in profits, they were given the opportunity to redeem some of
these claims? Dr Humery may not have been the only one who had to wait
patiently to see a return on generosity. If this were the background for a consor-
tium, there would have been a complicated arrangement, because investment was
required in the two new paper stocks, in the casting of a large supply of type using
the (by then rather worn) matrices available in Gutenberg’s shop, and of course in
labour. But with the production of books that could be readily sold, financial
reward must have seemed assured. The plurality of interests, the size of the
investment, would explain a decision to print a larger number of copies than
usual; this would be an incentive (but possibly not the only one) for the ambition
to produce an impeccable text.

At present I see no grounds, not even for speculation, as to where the presses
that produced the Catholicon were sited. I can only observe that the peculiarities of
the presswork show no relation at all to any known Mainz printing of the period.
The complicated arrangement which entailed the well-planned division of work
over presses, and the steady transportation of made-up pages of a carefully cor-
rected text, may have led to necessitate the measure of securing the lines and the
columns with wire as they were built.

Perhaps the slow unravelling of material evidence may have set us on the trail
of an emerging feature in the trade of printed books. We may see here a reaction to
restrictions decreed by the authorities — probably with the best of intentions — but
running counter to the developing relationships forged by the craft itself and by
its necessity to distribute copies through a network that grew rapidly more elab-
orate. Protection to an important local trade (as, for example, extended early in
the 15th century in Bruges by the St John’s Guild to the illuminators of books)12
did not best serve the interest of printers who had to look mainly beyond the city
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walls for their trade. The heading ‘impressos maguntie’ in Schoeffer’s book list of
1470, where it is now evident that some were printed in Cologne, points the same
way: in the direction of mild deceit and subterfuge »/s-d-vés authority.

In this light the colophon of the Catholicon may be open to yet another level of
mterpretation. It must be obvious that although a misprint ‘M.cccc.lx’ for ‘Ixx’ is
perfectly possible, and could be supported by precedent, I lean towards the view
that the colophon is communicating something in a concealed form. If indeed
several printers, no longer citizens of Mainz, were involved in a consortium, it
‘an hardly have been to the liking of the Archbishop who would have had formal
grounds for objection. It would be human, at least, if this had not deterred Dr
[{umery, formerly exiled by him, but on the contrary had stimulated his ingen-
uity. Could it be that the colophon, while praising Mainz as the place of printing
in the traditional formula, is, in an inspired form, deliberately concealing the
circumstances and even disguising the date of production? The date could be read
by those in the know as: “. . . in the years that end with 60’, by all others as 1460. If
s0 the colophon has been successful in guarding its secret, and since this can only
be put as a question, the secret can still be considered safe.

tivery interpretation of history is a product of its own time, and I can see this to be
the case with the interpretation of the Catholicon colophon I present here. I hope
that the analysis of its formulation reflects modern awareness that the meaning of
a text can function on more than one level, and that there are layers of interpre-
tation: a deeply religious thought, expressing the submission of the creations of
humble man to the will of the Almighty, may on another level serve to pull the
wool over the eyes of secular authority.

It is naturally possible to elaborate on all three elements which led to this new
interpretation of the statements of the colophon and the assessment of the values
to be attached to them: material evidence (the divided paper supplies and the
two-line mode of production, combined with external evidence for its dating),
the awareness of a possible historical context (Mainz in the 1460s) and a particular
situation (Gutenberg’s death and his estate).

There are several avenues of research opea to the incunabulist which I have not
explored here (nor in the much fuller treatment of material evidence in the
Gutenberg- Jabrbuch 1989). For example, not examined on any systematic basis is the
‘hand-finish’ of the ¢.70 extant Catholicon copies. The rubricators” headings in the
first section of the book, which were presumably added in the workshop(s) and
were executed in a limited number of hands, have so far not been distinguished or
documented. The illumination and rubrication of the copies is an indispensable
part of the alphabetical section of the book, and exists in all extant copies. Insight
into the illuminators” workshops of the Mainz area has made rapid progress in
the last ten years, thanks to the work of Prof. Dr E. Kénig. His impression is that
so far no copy of the Cazholicon examined by him appears to be illuminated in the
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early 1460s. This preliminary observation indicates an avenue of documentation
and research that could well be rewarding.

Further insight into methods of production, and especially press-wozk, in the
first fifteen years of printing, including centres outside the Mainz area, will un-
doubtedly help to place the Catholicon in a proper technological context. The study
of incunabula has been very slow to develop in this direction, but has started to do
so. It is probably superfluous to add that in this, as in all other contextual issues,
the question of dating the book is crucial.13
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On False and Misleading Imprints
tn the London Book Trade, 1660—1750

MicHAEL TREADWELL

S1X YEARS AGO, under the general heading of author/publisher relations, I
spoke to this same conference on ‘Swift’s Relations with the London Book
Trade to 1714.”! On that occasion I had, understandably, a good deal to say
about Swift’s dealings with Benjamin Tooke Jr, the publisher (in our modern
sense) whom he first employed in 1701 and to whom he remained characteris-
tically loyal for twenty years. And when I was not talking about Ben Tooke I
was for the most part discussing John Barber, the master printer with whom
Swift worked so closely throughout almost all of the four last years of Queen
Anne’s reign, his own most prolific period of authorship. I make no apology for
this concentration for, with a tiny handful of insignificant exceptions, Tooke
and Barber between them published all of Swift’s work, from the Contests and
Dissentions in 1701 right down to his eventual retreat to Ireland in 1714. However,
what struck me as disquieting even at the time was the fact that of the dozens of
Swift’s works which passed through the two men’s hands over that thirteen-year
period only two relatively minor ones carried the imprint of Benjamin Tooke and
not a single one that of John Barber. What this implies is that if we had had to
reconstruct Swift’s publishing arrangements on the basis of the works themselves
and the imprints they carry rather than from his correspondence, particularly the
Journal to Stella, we would have got them entirely wrong. This is because the vast
majority of the imprints which actually appear on Swift’s published works are at
worst false or at best misleading, and it has occurred to me many times since 1982
that in deploying a good deal of documentary evidence in the attempt to reveal
the actual state of affairs which existed behind the smokescreen of Swift’s imprints
I was doing only half the job and perhaps not the more important half. What it
now seems to me that we need, quite as much as detailed studies of the publishing
arrangements of our greatest writers, is 2 modest beginners’ guide to when to
become suspicious that the work in front of us may not in fact have been printed
by, printed for, or sold by those whose names it bears in black on white and as
likely as not, in italics. And with apologies to those of you who need no guidance
from me or from anyone else on such a subject that is what I am going to try to
provide in this paper.

I should begin by saying what I understand by a false or misleading imprint;
and there is no better starting point than W.W. Greg’s section on ‘The
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Interpretation of Imprints’ in his 1955 Lyell lectures, a section which begins with
the reminder that

Tl ~bineg g€ Uoptcon nuaptius; @ etk idluer wintif wemay-torpresemn palpdscs mcuac

colophons, is to impart certain information respecting the circumstances in which the
material book has been produced and is being distributed.2

For Greg, three agents or groups of agents are involved in such production and
distribution:

the capitalist, who finances the operation, and whom we call the publisher; the crafts-
man, who produces the article, namely the printer; and the tradesman, who undertakes
the distribution, in other words the bookseller.?

A full and accurate imprint would thus take the form ‘Place: Printed by A at A,
for B at B'; and sold by C at C'. Date’ where the place, names and addresses, and
date are all accurate, and where A, B, and C did in fact print, finance, and sell the
work in question. A false imprint I would define as one in which the place or date
have been deliberately falsified, or where those named in the imprint either do not
exist at all or, if they exist, have no relation to the work concerned. A misleading
imprint I would define as one which, while containing actual place, date, names
and addresses, presents the information in such a way as to misrepresent, deliber-
ately or not, the actual roles of the various people involved. The distinction is not
always very clear-cut and is, in any case, much less important than the endless
varieties of fraud of both kinds available and the problem of how to identify them.

Some work has been done on the problem, but less than at first appears when
papers with promising titles like ‘Investigating false imprints’ in the ESTC-based
volume Searching the Eighteenth Century* turn out to be entirely devoted to works
written in French, purporting to come from London, and actually originating in
France or Holland. Indeed much of what has been written on the subject has been
concerned with the single problem of false place of origin, and while this is
understandable given the immediate problems which have faced the cataloguing
teams of some of the great national bibliographies, it is often less useful to
scholars working in more limited fields than a more general approach might be.
Accordingly I intend to say very little here about the well-tilled field of false place
of origin and to talk instead about the rest of the imprint and the myriad decep-
tions it may conceal.

I referred a moment ago to the full and accurate imprint, but the sad fact is that
this species is almost never found in the wild. Instead, those herds of accurate
imprints which we do encounter have all been abbreviated by the omission of
some of the possible imprint information we described above. There are two
general reasons for such abbreviation. The first is genuine concentration of func-
tion such as that reflected in the imprint ‘Printed by Henry Hills, near the Water-
side in Blackfriars’ where ‘printed by’ means in fact ‘printed by, and for, and sold
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Henry Hills. Such total concentration is only found with printers and, in our
period at least, generally only with pirates like Hills or interlopers like George
.room, who did not have easy access to the normal distribution networks of the
irade. A far more common form of such concentration of function is that of
publisher and distributor where ‘printed for’ followed by a name and address is
clearly to be understood as ‘printed for and sold by’ The second reason for
abbreviation is simple economy where an imprint which might ideally have ap-
peared in the form ‘Printed by John Barber on Lambeth Hill, for Benjamin Tooke
at the Middle Temple Gate, and sold by John Morphew near Stationers’ Hall’
appears as merely ‘Sold by John Morphew near Stationers’ Hall’ because that is all
the potential customer really needs to know. And we must never forget Greg’s
reminder that the imprint was intended for prospective customers, not future
bibliographers.> The important difference between these two sorts of abbre-
viation is, of course, that in the second, unlike the first, valuable information is
lost.

The omission of information from the imprint does not in itself constitute
falsification, but experience has shown that it can mislead the unwary even when
all of the information actually contained in the imprint is perfectly accurate. One
-ommon danger lies in our natural tendency to read into the claims of the imprint
an exclusiveness which is not justified in fact; that is, unconsciously to convert an
accurate statement such as ‘Printed by A’ into the false statement ‘Printed by and
ondy by A’. This is particularly dangerous in a period when shared printing was
common and when almanacs, for example, were almost always assigned to differ-
ent printing houses for different sheets although they almost invariably carried
only a single printer’s name in the imprint.¢ More dangerously misleading still,
however, is the imprint which omits both the printer’s and publisher’s names,
ending in the contracted form ‘London: Printed, and sold by C°, an imprint which
is often interpreted by the uninitiated to mean that C has first printed and then
subsequently sold the work in question. On the worst occasions such an assump-
tion may then lead to a lyrical description of C’s presswork or ornament stock, to
the despair of more experienced bibliographers who know that C was a poor
pamphlet-seller who, to borrow Johnson’s exasperated phrase, never drove a
field, and had no flocks to batten. For the unfortunate truth is that in the period
with which we are concerned there are very few imprints which it is correct to
interpret as meaning that the named seller also printed the work ‘Printed, and sold
by’ him or her. The only substantial group of such imprints known to me occurs
on the works of Quaker printers like Andrew Sowle or his daughter Tace Sowle
Raylton, it having been the policy of the Society of Friends that their authorized
printers also distribute the Society’s works.

You may have noticed in the above example that I was careful always to
emphasize the comma after ‘Printed’ in the imprint ‘Printed, and sold by’ because
with the omission of the comma which #s occasionally omitted in practice we may
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be said to have crossed over from the accurate imprint which may mislead the
unwary, to the imprint which is, in itself, misleading — though not in this case
deliberately so. By far the largest class of such misleading imprints, as we shall see
in a2 moment, is that in which the distributor is described as being the publisher,
that in which the imprint describes the work as being ‘printed for C’ when the
truth is that it is merely being ‘sold by’ him. In this context it is interesting to note
that Greg was anxious to deny the existence of any significant number of such
imprints, arguing that, at least where Elizabethan books are concerned ‘in all
normal cases imprints are capable of strict interpretation and generally mean what
they say’.” The stumbling block in Greg’s way, as he was fully aware, was a large
number of works described in their imprints as printed for one person when the
copyright of the work was known to belong to someone else. For those who
define the publisher of any work as the owner of its copyright such imprints are
misleading by definition. Greg, however, as you may have noticed above, defines
the publisher not as the owner of the copyright, but as ‘the capitalist, who finances
the operation’ and then escapes the difficulty by arguing that when an imprint
describes a work as ‘printed for B’ even when the copyright of that work is
known to belong to A it is because B must have financed that particular edition.
Greg’s resulting conclusion that in the Elizabethan period ‘apart perhaps from
occasional errors, the form of the imprint strictly represents the trade relationship
of the stationers concerned’® he supports with evidence too complex to be sum-
marized here and if I find it not entirely convincing it is also true that I know
much less about the Elizabethan trade than did Greg. What I do know, however,
is that in the late 17th and early 18th centuries there exists a significant body of
imprints which do no# strictly represent the trade relationship of the stationers
concerned. In particular there exists a large number of imprints which describe a
work as ‘printed for’ someone who neither owned the copyright nor in any sense
financed the operation of its publication.

The clearest evidence we have of the existence of this particular sort of mis-
leading imprint comes, as is so often the case, from John Dunton, a copyright-
owning bookseller or, in our terms, a publisher, who frequently issued works
bearing other people’s names in order to disguise his own involvement with them
and then, years later in his autobiographical Lif¢ and Errors told the entire world
exactly what he had done. The two best-known examples are .A# Impartial and Full
Account of the Life & Death of... Lord Russe/ (1684; Wing L3) which Dunton
reveals was ‘published’ (in the then current sense of ‘distributed’) for him by
Caleb Swinnock and which, sure enough, bears the imprint ‘Printed for Caleb
Swinock at the Trunck in St. Paul’s Church-yard, and are to be Sold by most
Book-Sellers’, and Chatrles Gildon’s History of the Athenian Society (1691; Wing
G730) which was similarly published for Dunton by James Dowley and bears the
imprint ‘Printed for James Dowley, and are to be sold by the Booksellers of
London and Westminster’. Other examples not specifically mentioned by Dunton
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are the sermon Truth will out (1683; Wing T'3167) ‘Printed for Tho. Manhood’ and
The Parable of the top-knots) 1691; Wing D263 1) ‘Printed for R. Newcome’, both of
which were entered to Dunton in the Stationers’ register of copyrights and the
latter of which devotes the last of its four pages to an advertisement for eleven
other works published by him.?

Of the four supposed publishers named in the imprints of these works none
were booksellers, three being bookbinders, notoriously the poorest members of
the trade, and the fourth, Newcome, a journeyman printer. For two of them,
Dowley and Manhood, these were the only works to which they ever put their
names, while Swinnock is named in only one other imprint in the entire Wing
period and Newcome in two, at least one of those also a Dunton publication.1?
Moreover, only one of the four works even carries an address so that it is abso-
lutely clear that what we have here is not the accidental substitution of ‘printed
for’ for ‘sold by’ before the name of the normal distributor, but the deliberate use
for the concealment of the real publisher of the name of someone who not only
was not the publisher, but who in the normal course of events would not even
have been involved in the sale of the work.

Dunton’s habit of covering his tracks by using the names of friends who had
never ‘published’ anything before and who, for the most part, would never
‘publish’ anything again seems merely to have been part of his well-known eccen-
tricity, but there was nothing at all eccentric about the general practice which was
widespread in the trade. The main difference was that when the rest of the trade
(and occasionally Dunton himself) wished to conceal their involvement with a
particular work they had recourse to a small group of specialist agents whom their
contemporaries called simply ‘publishers’, but for whom modern scholarship has
adopted the term ‘trade publishers’ to avoid confusion with the modern sense of
the word publisher, and on the grounds that it was their function to publish on
behalf of the trade.

Having spoken at some length about trade publishers to the Bibliographical
Society in 1981 and then written at even greater length about them in The Library
in 198211 T would not take up your time with them here were it not for the fact that
news of their existence seems to be spreading very slowly indeed. Less than a
week before getting on the plane to come to this conference, for example, I
opened an article entirely devoted to John Nutt, one of the two most important
London trade publishers of his day and the trade publisher for Swift’s earliest
works. The author of that article, while convinced that “What little has been
recorded about the Nutt family in recent times is regrettably imprecise [and]
embodies reiterated inaccuracies . . . and confusions . . . ’12 was entirely unaware of
what it was that John Nutt was actually doing in his shop ‘near Stationers’ Hall’
between 1698 and 1706, or, apparently, that anyone had ever tried to throw any
light on the subject.

Let me reiterate briefly then that from about the beginning of the Popish Plot



34 FAKES AND FRAUDS

agitation in the late 1670s when pamphleteering and concealment both became
the rage, until about the middle of the 18th century, by which time the news-
papers had completely altered the market for controversial writing, there existed
in London a small group of specialists who, for a fee, would put their names to
and handle the sale and distribution of printed works ‘tho the property [was] in
another person’ Throughout this period there were never fewer than two nor
more than five of these specialist trade publishers, the two best-known and
longest-surviving businesses being those ‘near Stationers’ Hall’ which was
operated successively from 1680 to the 1720s by Randal Taylor (1680—94), his
son-in-law John Whitlock (1694—96), Whitlock’s widow Elizabeth (1696—98),
John Nutt (1698—1706), John Morphew (1706—20), Morphew’s widow Elizabeth
(1720-22) and Thomas Payne (1722—26), and that ‘near the Oxford Afrms in
Warwick Lane’ which was operated successively from the time of the Glorious
Revolution until the 1740s by Richard Baldwin (1688—98), his widow Abigail
(1698—1713), and the Baldwins’ son-in-law James Roberts (1713—1740s). The
1680s also saw the shorter-lived shops of Langley Curtis, of Walter Davis, and of
Richard Janeway, while the next burst of activity in the early 18th century gave
rise to those of Sarah Malthus, of Benjamin Bragg and his niece Sarah Popping, of
Ferdinando Burleigh and his widow Rebecca, and of John Baker, whose business
split on his death between his widow Shirley and her successors William Boreham
and John Peele on the one hand, and Thomas Warner and his much better-known
successors Thomas and Mary Cooper on the other.

I rehearse all these names at length because the presence of any one of them in
an imprint in the form ‘Printed for [for example] S. Popping at the Black Raven in
Paternoster Row’ is an almost certain guarantee that that imprint is what I have
called a misleading one and that the work on which it appears was actually
published (in our modern sense) by someone else — someone the identity of whom
in the absence of surviving manuscript evidence, it will be extremely difficult to
discover. There are, of course, exceptions to this rule for — like hypochondriacs
who fall ill or paranoiacs with enemies — trade publishers did occasionally own
copyrights and publish on their own account. And there are also a large number
of trade publisher imprints, perhaps a quarter in all, though the proportion varies
widely from one to another and over time, which are not misleading at all, being
in the correct form ‘Sold by [for example] Ferdinando Burleigh in Amen Corner’,
where the name of the actual publisher is not misrepresented, but merely omitted.
This does not, however, alter the fact that, in the absence of specific evidence to
the contrary, it is always safest to assume that any work bearing the imprint of a
known trade publisher was published for someone else.

I noted earlier that the distinction between misleading imprints, such as those I
have just been discussing, and imprints which are downright false was not always
very clear-cut in practice and I would like to illustrate what I mean as a way of
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making the transition from the one to the other.

In discussing the misleading imprints employed by John Dunton I mentioned
four different men whose names appeared in the imprints of works actually
printed for Dunton himself. Two of these men, Caleb Swinnock and James
Dowley, were later referred to by Dunton as having issued the works for him and
are therefore known to have existed. The other two, Thomas Manhood and
Richard Newcome, I believe also to have existed although Dunton’s biographer
and bibliographer Stephen Parks does not.!? For him both names are invented
and both imprints are thus in his terms ‘fictitious’, or in mine ‘false’ Manhood
certainly did exist for Dunton devotes a paragraph to him in the Life and Errors,*
but for Newcome the evidence is far less clear. Judging by Dunton’s habit of
using very minor book trade figures in such roles I think it likely that he was the
Richard Newcome who was apprenticed from 1680 to 1689 to the printer James
Astwood, Dunton’s ‘near Neighbour and Intimate Friend for many Years’ who
printed ‘near Sixty Books’ for him, many during the precise period of Newcome’s
apprenticeship.!® The fact is, however, that in the absence of an address in the
imprint or any surviving documentary evidence, we will never know whether
Dunton’s imprint refers to a real Richard Newcome or not, whether it is in my
terms a misleading imprint or a false one.

The above examples should alert us to one final danger represented by what I
have called misleading imprints, namely that they may mislead even the experi-
enced scholar — perhaps particularly the experienced scholar —into believing them
to be false when they are not. There was a time, for example, when I would have
accepted the existence of a bookseller named William Dolphin without a second
thought. By the time I first encountered a William Dolphin imprint of around
1710, however, I had acquired a little learning, and having determined that he was
‘not in Plomer’ and knowing something of the significance of the Dolphin in
book trade iconography and of Samuel Buckley’s use of the sign at this very time,
I resolved that he was a fraud. He is, in fact, quite real and operated, albeit for a
very short time, as a bookseller and bookbinder at the Peacock in the Strand,
possibly the same shop later occupied by the celebrated A. Dodd.1¢

For attempting to find the real-life individual behind a name like “William
Dolphin’ I can offer no better advice than ‘round up the usual sources’, with pride
of place going, of course, to Don McKenzie’s Stationers’ Company Apprentices.\?
The two suggestions I can make on the basis of my experience with names which
did finally turn out to be real are first to pay particular attention to bookbinders,
and second not to neglect apprentices and journeymen. In the late 17th century
Dunton used binders frequently as we have seen and almost all of the earliest trade
publishers also began as binders. And in the 18th century the seemingly suspect
‘John Bagnall, near Fleet-street’ in 1709 turns out to be the newly-bound appren-
tice of the printer Andrew Hinde, in Peterborough Court, near Fleet-street, while
the equally obscure ‘J.H. Hubbard, in the Old Bailey’ in whose name The New
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Dunciad was pirated in 1742 was the equally new apprentice of the printer Abra-
ham Ilive of the Old Bailey, the brother of the pirate ultimately responsible.18

As for journeymen, they seem to have been particularly vulnerable to pressure
from their masters to let their names stand in imprints both in the 17th and 18th
centuries. The name of Nathaniel Thompson’s compositor Alexander Banks, for
example, appeared in the imprint of a number of works printed by Thompson in
the early 1680s,1? and in the Hanoverian period journeymen’s names were often
used in the imprints of newspapers in place of their masters’, the best-known
examples being Samuel Gray for Samuel Buckley on the Daily Conrant, Doctor
Gaylard for Nathaniel Mist on Mist’s Weekly Journal, and James Purser for Samuel
Richardson on the Dazly Journal.

Where alikely candidate can be found who fits the name the misleading imprint
can be positively identified as such. But given the practical — to say nothing of the
theoretical — difficulties of demonstrating the non-existence of anyone it is always
difficult to prove that a particular imprint is false. An acquaintance with the
working habits of the trade does, however, suggest a number of clues as to when
an imprint is likely to be false and I would like to take some time to set them out
and to explain them.

The first and by far the most important of such clues is the address, and not
only for the obvious reason that, although it may be difficult or even impossible
to determine the existence of a Timothy Atkins in the Strand in 1717, it is a
relatively simple task to ascertain that there was no “Thick-scull-court in Alders-
gate Street’ around 1710.20 Perhaps for this reason the inventors of false imprints
very often use real place names even when the address is part of a transparent
spoof as in the Hindmarsh-sponsored broadside ‘Printed for Tom Tell-troth at
the Sign of the Old King’s Head in Axe yard in King Street Westminster’ (1681;
Wing A3973A)2 or Dr James Smith’s Letter from a Friend at | ... ‘Printed
for John Creole, in Jamaica-Street, Rotherhithe’ (1746). But if the place names in
false imprints are often authentic the addresses are not and the clue is the ubiqui-
tous qualifier ‘near’ ‘Near Packadilly’, ‘near the Pall-mall’, ‘near Westminster-
hall’, ‘near the Strand’, ‘near Holborn’, ‘near Fleet-street’, ‘near Fleet-bridge’,
‘near Ludgate’, ‘near Stationers’ Hall’, ‘near St. Paul’s Churchyard’, ‘near Alders-
gate Street’, ‘near Cornhill’, and ‘near the Royal Exchange’ are all addresses to be
found on the false imprints of works listed in the bibliography of works relating
to a single controversy, F.F. Madan’s of the Sacheverell affair.22 The addresses on
genuine imprints are intended to help the prospective customer find the booksel-
ler’s shop and accordingly where the street is long or the location vague shop
signs and precise qualifiers are added as in ‘the Star at the corner of Bride Lane in
Fleet Street’ (Henry Rhodes) or ‘the Gun at the West End of St. Paul’s Church-
yard’ (the Brome family). An imprint which combines ‘near’ with a vague geogra-
phical location should always be approached with caution and will generally
prove to be false.
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Almost as suspicious as the imprint with the vague address is the imprint witha
bookseller’s name but no address at all. This was the form largely favoured in the
late 17th century as the vague address was in the early 18th when the address-less
imprint is sometimes found not on clandestine or pirated works, but on fine or
large-paper copies where it merely indicates that the copy was for private distri-
bution rather than for public sale. However, in the 1680s and 1690s, as we have
seen from our Dunton examples, the address is as likely to be omitted from a
misleading imprint where the name is genuine as from one which is completely
false.

And finally, to finish with the address portion of the imprint we should note
that the false imprint, even when it carries a plausible name and address, almost
never includes the supposed bookseller’s sign. And when it does it is almost
always in the interests of making a transparent joke like ‘the Old King’s Head in
Axe Yard’ which we noted above, or that on Aphra Behn’s Ha#ige: or the amours of
the King of Tamaran which reads ‘Amsterdam [sic], Printed for Simon the African,
at the Black-Prince in the Sun, 1683 (Wing B4352).

Turning from addresses to the names carried in false imprints we enter a field
limited only by the human imagination. Given, however, that many of the
imaginations involved in creating false imprints seem in practice to have been
extremely limited there are still distinct patterns of naming which can be dis-
cerned and described. Ironically the names which seem the most imaginative are
also those which, because they are for the most part comic are the least likely to
deceive. Thus Harrington’s Censure of the Rota spon Mr Milton’s book was printed by
‘Paul Giddy’ (1660; Wing H808), The Petition of the ladies for ‘Mary Want-man’
(1693; Wing P1812), and the Travels of the devel and towser for ‘Roger Catflogger’
(1682?; Wing N36). Everyone will have his or her own favourite, my own being
the imprint on the half-sheet poem England triumphant, or the King of France in a
violent passion which is printed in the best spirit of British chauvinism ‘for Moun-
sier de Garlick Pinch at de Tree Flying Frog, in Spiter de Field’ (1708?; Foxon
E313). My only caution about such imprints is that imprint jokes, like other jokes,
are often only funny in context, and many Cambridge men and women might find
nothing strange in the imprint ‘Printed for C. Heffer, the Royal Exchange’ if they
did not notice that it appeared at the bottom of a broadside entitled The Red Cow’s
Speech to a Milke-Woman.23

The somewhat more serious names employed on false imprints are, as one can
imagine, many and various, but for the most part they may be grouped together
into five, admittedly overlapping, categories which I will call commonplace
names, deformed names, disguised names, real names, and stock names.

Of the five, commonplace names account for the largest number of imprints
including all the most boring and I confess that, even as an inveterate collector of
false imprints, I find that I can scarcely bring myself to record another ‘J. Smith,
near Fleet Street’. However, precisely because names like Smith and Jones,
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Brown and White, Thomson and Johnson are so common there were almost
always real printers and booksellers with these names in London at any period
and therefore, although we may know that a large number of Smith imprints are
false, it is often extremely difficult to be sure which ones they are. David Foxon,
for example, who knows as much about the Augustan book trade as anyone alive,
distinguishes eighteen different London Smiths in the ‘Index of Imprints’ to his
great Bibliography of English Verse 1701~1750 and feels the need to preface the
entries with a note which warns that

A number of Smiths were in business in Cornhill and the Royal Exchange, and may well
have been related; they appear to include A., B., E., & M. Smith.. Some of these
imprints may be false.24

Andsince there arealso D., G.,H., J., R., T.,and W. Smiths listed in Foxon itisin
fact extremely likely that the majority of Smiths listed are ghosts. Ironically, the
probability is that it was because there were already a number of Smiths active in
the London trade that the name was so frequently employed in false imprints,
which brings us to our second class of false names, namely deformed names.

By a deformed name I mean one which, although slightly altered, clearly
intends to suggest an existing name, the most celebrated example being the ‘A.
Dob’ for ‘A. Dodd’ imprint on the Danciad Variorum piracies of 1729. This cate-
gory overlaps somewhat with the former because although one can be sure that
A. Dob has been adopted to suggest A. Dodd, one can never be sure whether
‘John Brown, in the Strand’ has been invented because there was in fact a Jonas
Brown in the Strand, or simply because John Brown is an extremely common
name. Trade publisher names like Baldwin, Baker, or Cooper which were com-
monplace as well as conspicuous were particularly likely to be imitated, but for
the most part deformation was associated not so much with simple anonymity as
with piracy so that the false name could not be chosen at random, but had, like
Dob/Dodd, to imitate the name which had appeared on the original. Thus the
Sacheverell agitation gives rise to G. Clemants, H. Clemants, H. Clevens, and T.
Clements all in honour of the Doctor’s official publisher Henry Clements of St
Paul’s Churchyard.?> And Hugh Amory, who has also noted the same phenom-
enon, writes, in connection with a pirated edition of Fielding’s The Mock Doctor,
that ‘One of the curious features of English piracies is their tendency to parody
the names of genuine printers and publishers: “J. Wells” substitutes for “]J.
Watts™, “C. Borbet” for “C. Corbett”, “T. Doddesley” for “]. Dodsley”, etc.”.26
Nor was the practice restricted to the imprint for it was the same desire to parody
the genuine for profit which led to Curll’s promotion of the poetry of ‘]. Gay’,
who on closer inspection turned out, of course, to be ‘an empty Joseph for a
John’.27

Any suggestion that what we are dealing with here is a sudden rash of misprints
should be rejected out of hand, for such deformations were a well-known trick of
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the trade and one about which the trade was extremely sensitive. John Dunton,
for example, was hauled before the Court of the Stationers’ Company in 1691 by
the irate printer Bennet Griffin who, complaining that Dunton

had printed a2 Pamphlett called the Magpie [recze The Parable of the Magpies) in the name of
B: Griffitts w™" being soe near his name he Suffered by its reflecting on him, Mr. Dunton
affirmed that it was the mistake of the Printer in the printing of B: for W: at the first, but it
had since been rectifyed.28

The irony, of coutse, was that W. Griffitts was no mote the real publisher than B.
Griffitts, though it seems (pace Parks) to again be an example of Dunton’s using
the name of a young journeyman printer, in this case William Griffitts who had
completed an eight-year apprenticeship with Bennet Griffin himself only eighteen
months earlier — which may explain how Griffin had got wind of what was going
on.? The degree of sensitivity on the subject can perhaps best be illustrated in a
case drawn from periodical publishing and first noticed by Michael Harris in
which Francis Clifton warns the readers of his Oxford Post of 6 January 1718
against a projected piracy by the printer James Read:

I’'m credibly inform’d this Grand Pirate Printer designs to invade my Right, by Printing
and publishing a Paper by the Name of the Oxford Post, as also that he’l put at least the
two First Letters of my Name to it, and get the same Figure at the Frontispiece; 1 have
therefore only this to beg that my Readers will give themselves the trouble of looking
that my Name be Right Spelled and at full length, at the Bottom of the first and last Page,
for if one Letter thereof differs from this Present Paper, you may assure your selves the
whole is spurious.30

Disguised names are those which, while seemingly plausible in themselves, in
fact serve to hide another name, real or invented. The archetype of the disguised
name is, of course, the anagrammatical name and a good example is ‘Chatles
Tebroc’ (for Cotrbet) which appeats on a number of imprints at the time of the
Exclusion Crisis.3! Another very different example may be taken from the very
beginning of our chosen period, the year of the Restoration itself, in which six
works were published bearing the imprint ‘Printed for Charles King’ All were
concerned with the events of the time and bore titles like The loyal subjects tears and,
according to Motrison’s Index to Wing, they are the only items which carry the
imprint of Charles King in the entire Wing period. I have looked at them all and
none of them has an address, which makes me almost certain that the imprint is
intended to be read ‘Printed for’, that is ‘on behalf of”, Charles #h¢ King. Signifi-
cantly enough 1660 is also the year in which we find the only known imprints
bearing the names of two otherwise unknown members of the Prince family,
Augustus and Chatles.3?



40 FAKES AND FRAUDS

The preoccupation with the King in 1660 was natural enough, but different
times give rise to different disguises, and the very end of our period offers another
sort of disguise entirely in the notorious imprint ‘Printed for G. Fenton in the
Strand M. DCC. XLIX.” which graced the first edition of John Cleland’s Memoirs
of a woman of pleasure, better known as Fanny Hill. This is a bibliographic anniver-
sary of sorts since it was exactly 2§ years ago, in the Winter 1963 number of The
Book Collector that David Foxon offered conclusive evidence that ‘G. Fenton’ was
actually Fenton Griffiths, himself probably a cover for his brother, the bookseller
Ralph Griffiths, in the publication of the book.33 Not that this form of disguise
was at all original for Concanen’s lampoon on Pope, the Miscellany on Taste of 1732,
had already used the imprint ‘sold by G. Lawton, in Fleet street’, an obvious
reversal of the name of Pope’s then bookseller Lawton Gilliver. Disguises, of
course, are not usually so obvious. Many will be impenetrable at this distance in
time and many more which may arouse our suspicion will never be subject to
proof. David Foxon, for example, thinks that the imprint ‘Printed for C. Charters’
on a poem of 1730 is ‘possibly pseudonymous’> while I think that it refers to the
infamous Colonel Francis Charteris, but neither of us is likely ever to be able to
offer conclusive proof of our hypotheses.

As these examples demonstrate, dating is important where spotting false
imprints is concerned and I think that it accounts for another set of what I believe
to be false imprints dating from the time of the Popish Plot and Exclusion Crisis.
These are the 30 imprints on works all ‘Printed for’ T. Davis or Davies which
appear in the years 1680 to 1682, the first imprints to carry these names since 1662
and the last in the Wing period. The earlier T. Davies imprints had been those of
the bookseller Thomas Davies whose career was so usefully set out for us by
Charles Rivington in The Library in 1981.3 Thomas Davies gave up bookselling
about 1662 upon inheriting a substantial fortune, went into City politics, was
knighted in 1667, and in 1677 became the first bookseller Lord Mayor of London.
He died in March 1680 the best-known Stationer of his time, and it is a hunch of
mine that the T. Davies who published so much from 1680 until the joke wore out
in 1682 was, in a more literal sense than usual, the ghost of Sir Thomas Davies.

When we come to consider real names we are again reminded that the line
between categories is an extremely fine one, for if I am right about “T. Davies’
then it could almost be considered a real name rather than a disguised one. Sir
Thomas Davies was dead, however, and could not have published the works
which carry the “T. Davies’ imprint. The real names in the false imprints I am
talking about, on the other hand, are those of actual printers and booksellers who
were then active in the trade and who could well have printed, published, or sold
the works which carry their names, but did not in fact do so. I should emphasize
that I am not here talking about the real names of the apprentices or journeymen
employed in misleading imprints with their connivance for purposes of conceal-
ment. Rather I am concerned with the deliberate employment of another printer
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or bookseller’s imprint on a work without his or her consent and for purposes of
deceit. Because the resulting imprints are thus genuine ones which are only false
in context they are the hardest of all to identify and we depend almost exclusively
on surviving external evidence for their unmasking.

A frequent employer of such false imprints, but fortunately one frequently
unmasked, was the printer Nathaniel Thompson who, at the height of the Exclu-
sion Crisis, printed and distributed violently anti-Whig propaganda bearing the
imprint of the two leading Whig pamphlet dealers of the time, Benjamin Harris
and Langley Curtis.3 Both Harris, in print, and the authorities, in court, identi-
fied Thompson as the responsible party, but failing such evidence we should have
no way of knowing that the works in question were not genuine Harris or Curtis
productions. Internal evidence might make us suspicious, but internal evidence is
already highly problematic where authorship is concerned, and where it relates to
the publisher is next to useless. Mark Goldie, in an important paper on the
pamphlet literature of the Allegiance Controversy which followed the Glorious
Revolution of 1688, has shown that Richard Baldwin, the leading Whig trade
publisher of the time, nevertheless sold one Tory tract for every two Whig ones
he handled in the controversy, and that the leading Whig bookseller, Locke’s
publisher Awnsham Churchill, actually issued neatly twice as many tracts classed
by Goldie as Tory as he did Whig ones.?” Into such a stew of political miscegen-
ation it would be foolhardy to venture, though it is intriguing to wonder if some
enterprising Tory member of the book trade was not following Nat Thompson’s
example and using Baldwin’s or Churchill’s names in imprints without their
knowledge or consent.

We come finally to what I have called stock names, by which I mean names that
had become so widely established as false that they became a standing joke within
the trade. The great continental prototype who coincidentally emerges at just
about the time of the Restoration is ‘Pierre Marteau’, generally of Cologne
though he was widely travelled and appears in a number of other places including,
apparently, London, though even that imprint claims ‘Cologn’.?® The London
book trade seems to have been slower to settle on such a public scapegoat, though
the proliferation of ‘T. Davies’ imprints in the early 1680s which I noted above
looks almost like an early, brief flirtation with such 2 name, suddenly dropped for
no obvious reason.

At about the beginning of the Hanoverian age, however, there eventually
appeared the celebrated Moore family of imprints, of whom the two best-known
were J. and A, although several other letters of the alphabet and every possible
variant spelling of the family name are also known. The first Moore to appear in
the century, apart from a perfectly legitimate Southwark printer named Thomas,
was J. Moore, whom the ESTC credits with two published items in 1713. 1714,
however, was definitely the annus mirabilis of the Moores as J. was joined by the
obviously related A. and the total number of Moore imprints jumped to 40. This
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vogue seemed destined, however, to be as short-lived as that for T. Davies as the
number of Moore imprints dropped to three in 1716 before reviving with the
arrival of B., E., M., and T. Moore. By the end of the decade the name had been
used more than a hundred times with A. Moore emerging the clear favourite and
the total was to reach several hundred by the mid-century with a particular
flowering in the 17205 and early 1730s.3 Clearly something in the name amused
the trade and in 1720 the A. Moore who published Duke upon duke took newspaper
space to warn customers of unauthorized piracies,*® while in 1721 one Moore
even acquired a shop sign, the Ars Panica being printed for and sold by him in that
year ‘under the ROSE’ near St Paul’s.

So cautious a breed are bibliographers, however, that as late as 1973 a series of
notes in Terry Belanger’s Bibliography Newsletter, while leaning heavily towards the
falseness of the imprint were still prepared to conceive of the possibility of a real
A. Moore, perhaps the wife of the printer John Moore, active from the 1720s to
the 1760s. And this in spite of the fact that David Foxon produced two decisive
picces of contemporary evidence, one from the Cholmondeley (Houghton) MSS
noting that ‘It must be premised that the name of the printer is on these occasions
omitted & A. Moor near St. Paul’s generally put where the law directs the
printer’s name to be’, and the other from the bookseller in Fielding’s Author’s
Farce, who reveals that ‘as the lawyers have John-a-Nokes and Tom-a-Stiles, so
we have Messieurs Moore near St. Paul’s and Smith near the Royal-Exchange’ 4!
This then is perhaps the time to affirm that, in the reigns of the first two Georges,
the presence of the name of Moore in an imprint is strong prima facie evidence of
its falseness, and that Moores should only be assumed to have existed where there
is clear documentary evidence of such existence — as, for example, the binding of
apprentices or the registering of copyrights in the Company’s registers. Smith
near the Royal Exchange, pace Fielding, is more problematic given the number of
real Smiths there and elsewhere, but W. Webb ‘near the Royal Exchange’ or ‘near
St. Paul’s’, or elsewhere, is another stock name of which to beware, surpassing
even Moore in the last decade of our period.

Being reminded of the habitual caution of the bibliographer I hasten to close —
but to close withan example. In the 1982 treatment of Swift’s publishing arrange-
ments which I mentioned at the outset I was careful to account for every distrib-
utor’s name (pirates explicitly excepted) which appeared in the imprint of any of
Swift’s works up to 1714 and, indeed, for every name of any kind but one. Had 1
been asked at the time I would certainly have replied that I had omitted that one
because it was not the name of a distributor, but of a ghost, but I can see in
retrospect that I cautiously refrained from saying so then, even in a footnote,
because I could not prove that it was the name of a ghost. The name is that of
William Coryton, and it appears in the imprint of the first edition of what is
perhaps Swift’s most vicious personal satire, the Shor# character of his Ex. T.E. of
W., LL of I__ ‘London: Printed for William Coryton, Book-seller, at the Black
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Swan on Ludgate-hill. 1711.” The imprintis unremarkable with a specificaddress, a

plausible sign ~ indeed one used by the great Whig firm of Awnsham and John

Churchill nearby in Paternoster Row —and a name which is neither commonplace,
deformed, disguised that I can see (though it is an anagram of Con-Tory), nor,
certainly, stock. In short it defies all the guidelines which I have sketched out
above. And yet I believe it to be a false imprint, in part because on such a work it
ought to be, and in part because I have never been able to find a real William
Coryton selling books on Ludgate Hill or elsewhere in 1711 or at any other time.
There is, however, a bookseller named Croyton in Ipswich in 17344 which is just
close enough in time, place, and orthography to keep me from pronouncing myself
on William Coryton yet awhile. One can never be too careful with false imprints.
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Paper pirates:
the alternative book trade
in mid-18th Century London

MicHAEL HARRIS

‘NECESSITY HAS NO LAw’, might stand at the head of this essay as it did at the top
of one of the unstamped newspapers published in London during the early 1740s.
The notion that it contains a deliberate flouting of conventional authority
through a mixture of need and inclination is a useful one in this context. It should
be said at once that this piece will not contain a technical discussion of copyright
although a general notion of the rights of literary property is central to the
argument. My aim is to suggest the existence of a polarisation within the London
book trade. I have to admmit that this runs partly along lines of wealth and poverty.
However, more importantly, the division can be identified in terms of alternative
commercial practice as well as opposed views of the rights of competition. Con-
flict between sectors of the London trade was conventionally presented as a
confrontation between legitimate and illegitimate interests with criminality of
sorts on one side and respectability on the other. This was certainly how the
respectable trade itself, buttressed by other branches of the establishment, liked to
define the conflict centred on the issue of literary property. As the struggle
developed around the area of publishing, the terms ‘piracy” and ‘pirate’ became
part of a one-way traffic of abuse by which members of the respectable trade
sought to stigmatize all forms of aggravated competition. The reality was not so
simple. It might be worth noting at this stage that literal piracy, like other activi-
ties defined by the legal process, was not precise in its broader associations.2 On
one hand, nautical piracy could refer to brutal acts of robbery by water for which
the established punishment was confinement in the Marshalsea Prison and a
public hanging at Execution Dock. On the other hand, it also carried a more
relaxed and populist sense of privatecring, of semi-legitimate attack by private
individuals against a usurped authority. In the 1730s in particular, as the half-
hearted war with Spain was beginning to crystallize around casual conflict at sea,
the duality of meaning must have been reinforced. In trying to identify the
principal literary pirates and to locate them within what I am calling an alternative
book trade I have kept this sort of ambiguous relativity in mind. I certainly do not
wish to present either of the nuclear protagonists in heroic terms but to include a
notion that the pirates could, on occasion, display some of the buccaneering
tendencies of their salt-water counterparts, particularly when confronting the
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top-heavy galleons of private monopoly.

Before pursuing the pirates, or ‘outsiders’ as I think they can also be described,
I will briefly consider the position of the ‘insiders’, the printers and booksellers
who formed the nucleus of the respectable trade. By the 1730s the tottering
structures of external protection had more or less collapsed.> The end of the
Licensing System in 1695 had removed the underpinning to the authority of the
Stationers’ Company and the attempts to shore it up through the Copyright Act
of 1710 proved strikingly unsuccessful. Indeed, the existence of the Act itself cast
a doubt over established ideas about perpetual copyright. Expensive to apply and
riddled with loopholes, the legislation protecting the pre-1710 copies wore out in
1731. Attempts to reconstruct an equivalent proved an increasingly forlorn
hope.* There remained, however, a network of categories of print formally pro-
tected by Royal or other grant and the Stationers” Company, the King’s Printer,
the House of Lords and the proprietors of the Old Bailey Sessions Papers, for
example, claimed a variety of exclusive publication rights.> For the rest of the
respectable trade, defending literary property became largely a matter of commer-
cial self-help. The Law continued to offer one line of defence against interlopers.
Injunctions were regularly granted in Chancery against reprints of works whose
ownership was claimed by members of the respectable trade. The willingness of
the court to support such actions was described by A.S. Collins as ‘a strange bias
of the juridicial mind’.¢ In reality, of course, legal, political and commercial
interests chimed together in a perfectly conventional way.

Operating through a quite tightly organized system of partnerships or
‘congers’, the members of the respectable trade carved up the right of copy into
shares whose transfer was carefully monitored and policed from within. [ have
argued elsewhere that the move into ownership of the main London newspapers
represented both an extension of this system and even, in some cases, a replace-
ment for it.7 Both before and after the terms specified in the Copyright Act the
insiders continued to attempt to buttress their private commercial transactions by
entering copies in the Stationers’ Company registers and/or by obtaining a Royal
Licence under Letters Patent. The rehearsal of the full apparatus of de facto legit-
imacy fills large areas of parchment in the Chancery records.? A routine case in
point was laid out by John Walthoe and five partners in 1736 during an action
against Robert Walker for reprinting Nelson’s Companion for the Festivals and Fasts
of the Church of England.” The submission detailed the stages by which the property
had passed from the author to the bookseller Awnsham Churchill who, in 1719,
sold this and other copies to Walthoe and his associates for £2,200. There fol-
lowed a long account of the subsequent deaths and replacements of members of
the original group as well as of the formation of new partnerships which had led
to a widening of interest in the shares. The Companion had been entered by
Churchill in the Stationers’ register a few days before the sale in 1719 and was
currently assessed by the shareholders as their most valuable property — worth
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about L6oc. The crux of their claim was that this self-contained process, origi-
nating from the author himself, was part of the custom and practice of the trade
and that on grounds of equity the Walthoe conger should be allowed to enjoy the
exclusive benefit of their investment.

The almost Biblical sequences of inheritance and purchase which supported
the mid-century injunctions give some sense of the embattled character of the
respectable trade. Attacks on literary property came from all directions and defen-
sive action was often needed against rival but equally respectable clusters of
shareholders.!? At the same time, not all the prominent booksellers of the period
were securely placed as insiders. Thomas Astley was one of those whose interest
in the publication of abridgements, not least through the London Magazine, placed
him in uneasy juxtaposition to the charmed circles. According to a commercial
rival Astley ‘in Haste to berich.  having very little Property in Copies of Worth,
sought to make himself a Sharer, af #he easier Rate, in those of others’.11 Astley had,
it seemns, put himself beyond the pale and could therefore be lumped with the
prolific publisher James Hodges who, as a ‘Dealer in Ballads and Penny Histories’
and hence ‘in the lowest Degree of Trade’,'? could also be represented as an
outsider.

Who then were these outsiders? Who made up the heterogeneous group cir-
cling around the respectable trade in a usually predatory manner, forming what I
wish to call an alternative book trade? In the broadest sense they included all those
individuals, mainly printers, who were attempting to sustain an independent
existence as publishers and who were engaging in every stage of the production,
distribution and sale of material. Lacking the corporate resources of the respec-
table trade, the outsiders were heavily reliant on those forms of output which
required the lowest level of initial investment. Consequently, newspapers repre-
sented a crucial support and many of the names in this sector, Mist, Applebee,
Read and Parker among others, were proclaimed by the 17205 on the mastheads
of cut-price weeklies and tri-weeklies.!? Closely linked to this form of publication
and to some extent growing out of it were the more general serials admirably
described by R.M. Wiles. From early in the century chunks of literature, history
and religion were issued either through the newspapers themselves or as separate
part-works. As Wiles has shown, this new approach to publishing, which cut
costs to both producer and consumer, spread right across the trade. Among the
respectable booksellers gigantic projects based on weekly or monthly publication
of a few sheets and organized by such hard-core insiders as the Knaptons dropped
heavily onto the market. To take a single example from the 17z0s, Fleury’s
Ecclesiastical History was issued monthly by a partnership of fourteen booksellers
over a period of five years. Anyone with the staying power to complete the
sequence would have ended up with five large volumes containing a total of 3,600
pages.1* However, paticularly after 1730, serial publication in all its guises became
the staple of the output of the pirates, the flexibility of the form not only cutting
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osts but providing viable access to copies claimed by the respectable trade.

The broad definition which I have suggested for the alternative trade needs to

i refined further. Not all the independent publishers working in London duting
the 17308 and 1740s can be so neatly classified.15 As might be expected the individ-
uals who made up the core of this sector are hard to identify. They certainly
-annot as yet be added up or tabulated. The general use of false or misleading
unprints, the obscurity of much of their output and the deliberate covering of
iracks makes investigation in this area peculiarly difficult. However, a variety of
shared characteristics give some sort of cohesion to the printer/publishers work-
ing below or outside the circles of the respectable trade. Most were in low if not
esperate financial circumstances and a high proportion had some experience of
imprisonment either for libel or debt or both. The environs of the major prisons,
north and south of the river, formed geographical epicentres of the alternative
trade and the area lying between Newgate and the Fleet and within the Rules of
the King’s Bench in Southwark provided the locus for much of the literary piracy
of the mid-18th century. The population of both areas, hemmed into a network of
courts and alleys, was to some extent characterized by the presence of the printer/
publishers themselves as well as by the immense, open-access prison communities
and the numerous pox doctors, usually available after dark. In fact the lines of
demarcation were often blurred. Some of the members of the alternative trade
worked from inside the prisons while most had an interest in the wholesale and
retail distribution of medicines — particularly in specifics for the cure of venereal
disease. ‘Quackery’ was part of the old-fashioned mixed economy within which
the outsiders continued to work during the 1730s and 1740s. Few of the core
group of pirates had lasting connections with the Stationers’ Company and those
that did formed part of a dissident splinter group within it.1¢ There is a general
sense among the members of the alternative trade of a commitment to views and
opinions which ran directly counter to those propagated by the new men of the
Walpoleian élite. The flavour of Jacobite intrigue and religious extremism hangs
over this sector of the trade. It may not be too far-fetched to suggest that the
division in the book trade between insiders and outsiders formed part of the
broader fissure which ran through the centre of London’s political and economic
life and has been represented by E.P. Thompson as an incipient class split.!?

If the individuals at the centre of the alternative trade are hard to pin down in
detail it is harder still to establish lines of mutual engagement. Competition in this
area was as fierce as among the members of the respectable trade but at the same
time evidence of cooperation occasionally shows above the horizon. In the legal
formulas of the Court of Chancery ‘confederacy’ among the pirates was routinely
asserted and, although as routinely denied, links between the outsiders were
clearly more than a figment. The evidence for this is concentrated around the
cut-price and unstamped newspapers which provided an organizational focus for
their output. The term ‘piracy’ in its broader sense could be applied to the un-
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stamped news material itself, published in defiance of the tax authorities under
flags of convenience or necessity. Even within this shady area there seems to have
been a clear sense of solidarity. In 1740 it was claimed that the proprietors had set
up a bank to defend the hawkers of their publications who were under prosecu-
tion by the Stamp Office.18 If this was anywhere near the truth it suggests a level
of cohesion comparable to that existing among the radical proptietors of the
1820s. It is through the advertising sections of the cheap papers, stamped and
unstamped, that some of the links between the printer/publishers begin to
emerge.!® The individuals whose names seldom, if ever, crop up in the respectable
press and who only appear in isolation on occasional imprints are clustered to-
gether in this setting. Through the mist the vague configurations involving
various Applebees, Reads and Ilives, among many others, loom up giving a
heightened sense of reality to the notion of a separation of interest and practice,
and hence of an alternative trade.

At the centre of this sector of the business during the 1730s and during part at
least of the decades either side, stand the enigmatic but powerful figures of
Williamn Rayner and Robert Walker who will provide the main target for the rest
of this paper.?? Not much is known about either personally. The names are
common enough and it will require a lot of intricate research of the kind perfected
by Michael Treadwell to sort out the identity of all the Rayners and Walkers
whose intetests circle around the fringes of the alternative trade.?! Both seem to
have been trained as printers, both ran pamphlet shops as well as printing offices
and both had substantial medical interests. During 1739 and 1740 they each sold
Daffy’s Elixir, ‘a certain Cure (under God) for most Distempers’, from what in
both cases was described as the Elixir Warehouse, Rayner’s in Southwark and
Walker’s in Fleet Lane.22 Walker in particular dealt in the most notable cure-alls
and his distribution networks and marketing techniques for print and medicine
were clearly interchangeable. The two men must have shared book trade interests
but it is almost sublimely difficult to pin down the connection. In the late 1720s
William Rayner signed an affidavit on behalf of Walker? and the imprint of an
anti-Walpole poem, The Dunghill and the Oak [1728], read ‘printed for R. Walker
and W.R.”. It is hard to get much further than this. Perhaps the best indicator of a
link lies in the timing and shape of their respective cateers. During the late 1720s
and early 1730s Rayner and Walker were locked together in the minds of the
authorities, as well as in the market, as printers and publishers of opposition
material. In 1732 Rayner was arrested for a libel against the administration, tried
by a Special Jury consisting ‘only of Gentlemen of good Estates?* and impri-
soned in the King’s Bench. Although Walker, who was arrested for the same
item, was not brought to trial the prosecution marked a change of direction for
them both. Rayner obtained the Rules and moved his printing office to Falcon
Court and from the mid-1730s both he and Walker were engaged in the publi-
cation of cut-price newspapers and miscellaneous serials on an increasingly large
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scale. Subsequently their paths diverged, Walker becoming increasingly con-
cerned with provincial trade while Rayner, of necessity, worked the London
matket. The extent to which their output presented a challenge to the respectable
trade was partially revealed by Wiles, although he insisted on characterizing
Rayner as a ‘pathetic’ figure2 and missed one large category of Walker’s output.
This arose from his acceptance of the reality of James Stanton, printer and distil-
ler at the sign of the Empty Gallon-Pot, who appeared on the imprint of a
growing number of serials from 1736. From evidence in Chancery and elsewhere
it seems that Stanton was a fiction, a semi-humorous device, possibly a borrowed
name, used by Walker to focus attention on the unpopular Gin Act and perhaps to
confuse the Stamp Office.?6 Taking this into account about 30% of the items
listed by Wiles in his Short Title Catalogue of serials can be linked to either
Rayner or Walker. When this is extended by the output of other individuals who
can be classified as outsiders the reality of a division in the structure of publishing
becomes clearer.

Through the overlapping careers of Rayner and Walker it is possible to trace
the opposed faces of the respectable and alternative trades and to suggest a
confrontation of commercial ideology. Much of the literary piracy in this sector
was of the ‘necessity has no law’ sort. Individual printer/publishers simply relied
on their own obscurity and the indifference of the respectable trade. In any case,
much of their output was aimed at a different level of the market. Such popular
material as the chapbooks and ballads which supported the London Bridge pub-
lishers, as well as an unknown number of small printers scattered around the
fringes of the City, was of no interest to the prosperous cartels. However, con-
frontation over literary property was possible even at this level. In 1742 Daniel
Lynch, described in the subsequent Chancery case as a pedlar, entered into nego-
tiations with Jacob Ilive, then working as servant or agent for Mrs Ellin Akers in
Aldersgate Street.?” Lynch wanted 750 copies of the new Danciad Book Four to be
bound up with some of the Pope-Swift correspondence. Ilive agreed, ran off 1,000
copies and was then apparently amazed to find Alexander Pope falling on him
from a great height. In a detailed and humble answer to the court Ilive empha-
sised that not only had none of the copies been sold to the booksellers but that as
publication of this material had taken place eight months before, its reprinting
had not represented a challenge to Pope’s consecutive publishers Cooper and
Dodsley. Ilive clearly wished to establish that he was working outside the frame-
work of the respectable trade. Even so, it was a rash act to publish anything which
challenged the rights of the most notable living author hardened by years of
conflict with Edmund Curll.

Although the publishing activities of members of the alternative trade lay to
some extent outside the orbit of their respectable counterparts, this did not imply
any general acceptance of the rights claimed under perpetual copyright or royal
grant. In the injunction cases in Chancery such denials were built into the
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formulas of complaint — the defendant being routinely said to give out in speeches
‘that he would issue the book as if he owned the copy’ The surviving answers
suggest at most a highly sceptical view of the claims of trade monopoly and when
two of the Ilive brothers came up against John Baskett as King’s Printer in 1741
their response to his recital of privilege can only be described as contemptuous.2®
The fullest expression of opposition to the respectable trade is represented by the
clash over the publication of Shakespeare’s plays in the mid-1730s. This material,
never of course assigned by the author, could be and was seen as a ‘Copy that lay
in common’.2? On the strength of this view Robert Walker began, in the Autumn
of 1734, to issue a serial reprint of the plays as the first part of a much larger
theatrical project.? In adopting this sort of specialist output at his office in Turn-
again-Lane he was following his preferred commercial technique of head-on
collision. It must have been evident that the perpetual copyright of Shakespeare’s
works was claimed by the respectable trade and that it was one of the most
profitable commodities held by their archetypal representative Jacob Tonson.3!
Walker may have had some support among the pirates and Rayner who had
personal links with the theatre was obliquely implicated. He had already been
active in printing and publishing current plays including Fielding’s Welsh Opera
and had been described, perhaps by Fielding himself, as a ‘notorious Paper Py-
rate’.%2 In August 1734 a correspondent of Tonson identified as one of the main
encouragers of Walker’s ‘Pyratical Edition’ a Mr. Gardner ‘who reprints for that
scandalous Fellow Rayner in the King’s Bench’.33 The details of the Shakespeare
dispute have received some attention but partly because of gaps in the record it
has not been identified as a clash between opposed sectors of the trade.

Walker began to publish the plays weekly at the low rate of 44, so undercutting
the previous Tonson editions which had sold at 1/- each. The course of the
ensuing conflict was charted by Walker himself in a series of printed notices issued
seperately as handbills or published with his plays. According to this account,
supported at various points by sworn affidavits, the initial response of Tonson
and his main associate William Feales followed what was to become a routine
pattern. After waiting for Walker’s edition to run out of financial steam an at-
tempt was made to buy him off. Later in the decade John Osborn was given a
private pension for not publishing an edition of Shakespeare and on this occasion
Walker was offered a contract for printing work worth at least £200 a year if he
would drop his series.?* The offer was rejected and Tonson and Feales turned to
threats of prosecution. In a letter to Edward Cave, who in 1745 proposed his own
annotated edition of Shakespeare, Tonson displayed the slightly sinister
smarminess that was probably applied to Walker. ‘As you are a man of character’,
he wrote, ‘T had rather satisfy you of our right by argument than by the expence of
a Chancery suit... *.35 Walker was more resilient than Cave, and Tonson and
Feales were finally obliged to resort to commercial brute force. They began to
exploit their financial muscle by undercutting Walker himself. A new weekly
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edition of the plays was initiated each selling at 34 to the public and 14 to the
hawkers. At the same time, in order to make this confrontation more effective,
Tonson and Feales attempted to suborn one of Walker’s workmen to provide
details of his order of publication so it could be duplicated. Walker’s response to
each of these moves was violent and public. First, he totally rejected all notions of
a Shakespeare copyright, describing Tonson’s rehearsal of share transactions as ‘a
long Detail of a Cock and a Bull’.? “The Duumverate’, he wrote, ‘have the
Impudence to say they will apply to Parliament for an Act to secure their
Properties: a fine thing indeed! to imagine that the Parliament will grant them a
Property to which they never were entitled; let them take my Advice for once,
that is to think what ill Use they made of a former Act by holding Books at ten
times their Worth.” In the same notice he defied Tonson and Feales to go to law
‘for what they have no Right to, why don’t they do it? Here is Term come, and no
Bill in Chancery, no Action at Common Law.” Walker continued to throw out his
challenge and to heap abuse on what he described as Tonson and Feales’s ‘pirati-
cal edition’ describing their texts as ‘maim’d Scraps’. He also continued to publish
his plays in defiance of ‘the Body of Booksellers who vainly oppose this Under-
taking’ and, in fact, stepped up his weekly publication rate issuing plays by
Shakespeare and other authors through three retail outlets.3”

However, in his second line of attack against the Tonson-Feales partnership on
grounds of personal sharp practice he over-reached himself. He was certainly not,
as he put it ‘one of those poor Noodles who would be frightened by their insolent
Threats’, but he went too far in the opposite direction and laid himself open to a
prosecution for libel in the Court of King’s Bench. This arose directly from his
printed notice issued soon after the publication of the first of the Tonson-Feales
cut-price plays.?® In it Walker sounds apoplectic with rage. ‘I can’t call you
Gentlemen’, he wrote, ‘but Fools. I believe the World will think terribly of you
when they consider what a vile thing it is to entice a Servant or otherwise to
betray his Master’s Secrets. If you have anything to say to me call on me. I am at
home in a Morning till 11 O’Clock and I’ll give you such Satisfaction as you
Deserve.’ In his address to the public he again returned to the attack. Denouncing
‘those Monopolising Creatures Tonson and Feales’, he went on to urge the public
that ‘as I have freed you from Oppression it is to be hop’d you’ll stand by and
support me while nothing but Death shall be the hindrance of my persevering in
what I have promised.” The threat of an action in the King’s Bench was as serious
as the price war and was bound to lead to substantial expense. None-the-less,
Walker remained bullish. “These mighty Men think, that by their great Purses
they shall be enabled to pull Mr. Walker down, but Mr. Walker is a Man of
Resolution, and such they’ll find him, who will not be frightened by their insolent
Threats.” In the event, Walker completed his Shakespeare series but seems to have
given up his more comprehensive theatrical project — at least for the time being.
This may have been the direct result of the King’s Bench action at which he was



L OND OC N:

Prigied by R. W s Lxew, at Stakefpear’s-Head, 3
: g'};rn-qain Lane, by the Ditch-fide,

i DGR

Title page of the Walker edition of
The Life and Death of Thomas Lord Cromwell (1734).



58 FAKES AND FRAUDS

found guilty, perhaps spending a short time in enforced proximity to Rayner.? It
certainly did not purge him of his view of perpetual copyright and for the rest of
his career he continued to flout the claims of the respectable trade in general and
the Tonsons in particular.

One of the reasons for dwelling on the Shakespeare conflict is that it hinges on
opposed notions of piracy and the free market, juxtaposing the attitudes of insider
and outsider in a particularly forceful way. Another reason is that it helps to
demonstrate the reliance of the pirates on direct, almost personal, links with their
readers. When Walker expressed his view of ‘liberation retailing” he was clearly
identifying how the buoyant market could be exploited to side-step the clutches
of the respectable trade. A lot of nonsense has been written about the static
demand for print in this period. It is a view arising mainly from the stale ideology
of a few political historians.* In fact any limitation on output was the result not of
a lack of demand but almost entirely of constraints imposed on supply by the
entrenched interests of the respectable trade. As Walker’s comments suggest, the
survival, and the success, of the pirates was achieved through an extended rela-
tionship with the public as consumers rather than through the rock-hard struc-
tures of insider dealing which kept the respectable publishers at one remove from
the more extreme pressures of demand. The alternative alignment can be identi-
fied in most areas of commercial practice. When, in 1739, William Rayner
attempted to dispose of a large quantity of his unsold serial works he did so not at
one of the carefully monitored trade sales but by the old-fashioned means of a
subscription sale to the public. This took the form of a lottery with 8,000 tickets
selling at 2/6 each. ‘And as a further Encouragement to the Adventurers, the first
drawn Number will entitle the Owner to a Silver Cup of 10/. value; and the last
drawn, to a Silver Punch Bowl, Cup and Ladle of the Value of 20/ over and above
the Chances which either of the two Shares may be entitled to.’#! In this way
Rayner presumably hoped to attract speculators from a broad constituency ex-
tending well outside the trade itself. This is not, of course, to give Rayner some
sort of moral superiority but simply to indicate that he was closer to the reality of
the market than most of his respectable counterparts.

Rayner’s reliance on public interest in the area of stock disposal was related to
the primary need of the alternative trade to establish its own lines of communica-
tion within the market. Because of their commercial muscle the powerful,
shareholding groups had the capacity to close off or at least obstruct the estab-
lished distribution outlets which supported publication in the central areas of
London and beyond. The mechanisms of intervention bore down most heavily
on the mercuries whose pamphlet shops were particularly vulnerable to the re-
spectable trade — as they were to the political establishment.%? In both cases the
newspaper provided the lever for control. Trade influence was exerted, partly at
least, through the supply of full-price newspapers on which the livelihood of such
mercuries as Anne Dodd and Elizabeth Nutt was largely dependent. Offending
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the respectable publishers by distributing cut-price newspapers or piratical serials
would have been as financially dangerous as selling hard-core political libels.
Action against intetlopers sometimes took a more direct form, particularly when
an outsider was attempting to market a copy claimed by the respectable trade.
Publication of Rapin’s History of England was a major area of contention in the
early 1730s and the printer James Mechell, who was trying with consistent lack of
success to project a translation by John Kelly, found even the preliminary pub-
licity a problem, “There having been many Persons employ’d to destroy the
Proposals wherever they could meet with them; and also intimidate some who
would have taken in Subscriptions, by idle Threats of Prosecutions, &c.’#* Me-
chell went on to list eleven coffee houses and taverns where information on the
project could be obtained. His advertisements appeared in one of the more ob-
scure cut-price papers alongside those of other members of the alternative trade
and the existence of a line of open-access publicity was clearly of value in side-
stepping some forms of restrictive practice.

Against this background street and direct sales were vital to the outsiders, and
hawkers figure prominently in their advertisement for the supply of serials of all
kinds. In the London region the members of the alternative trade constructed
their own networks of newsmen taking orders for and delivering material around
circuits which conventionally extended 4o miles or so from the centre.#* Walker’s
plays were advertised as available within 6o miles of town. Agents in the satellite
population centres also redeployed the material through their own, sometimes
low-key and unrespectable outlets. The only advertisement I have found refer-
ring to this process appeared in the cut-price Penny London Post in 1744. In it John
Moore, probably the ‘Puff’ Moore arrested the previous year for selling unstam-
ped London papers, announced his services. Describing himself as newsman of
Upper Deptford in Kent he offered all the newspapers and ‘Subscription Books’,
as if in London, Daffy’s Elixir and a cross section of other medicines. As well as
binding books he also sold ‘Dutch Pickle Herring, at 2d. a Couple, Spruce Beer at
Is. 6d. per Quart, and Flower of Mustard.’# It seems unlikely that he would have
had much to do with the respectable trade. In fact, it seems possible that Moore
was one of Robert Walker’s agents and that he was a modest link in a distribution
network that extended from London across large areas of Southern England and
the Midlands.#

The miscellaneous serials and cheap newspapers that flowed through these
channels kept the London pirates afloat. There was not much the respectable
trade could do about it in legal terms, even though a high proportion of the
material was technically second-hand. The printer/publishers, following the line
of highest demand and lowest resistance, established long-running sequences
which it was particularly difficult for the respectable trade to defend. Abridge-
ments or heavily annotated texts could be issued as new work and the pirates were
particularly successful in applying this notion to the religious serials which
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formed a substantial component of their output. Many of the authors who were
contracted by outsiders were producing massive Biblical commentaries or re-
workings of the Book of Common Prayer to be issued in serial form. Such items were
claimed as a breach of copyright by the King’s Printer whose grant under Letters
Patent gave exclusive right to the publication of Bibles and prayers. Consequently
in the mid-1730s John Baskett was drawn into a brisk engagement with members
of the alternative trade. Baskett was highly vulnerable. Being in low, not to say
collapsed, financial circumstances, his efforts to contain the challenge to his mon-
opoly were easily swept aside.#” In 1735 the printer Robert Penny began to issue a
heavily annotated Bible in weekly parts. His advertisements claimed that these
were available through outlets in Bristol, Exeter, Worcester and Colchester as
well as from ‘most other booksellers’ After preliminary legal action in Chancery,
Baskett, for a fee of {100, issued Penny with a license to publish, imposing a
number of restrictions on the quantity and timing of his edition. Shortly after-
wards both were back in court, Baskett claiming that Penny had exceeded the
terms of the agreement as well as negating its spirit by his hard-sell publicity.
Penny, on the other hand, claimed to have discovered that Baskett, or his assoc-
iates, had been negotiating a second deal with William Rayner then engaged in the
production and sale of his own ‘family Bible’.#8 Whatever the outcome it seems
clear that Baskett was holed below the waterline. Both Rayner and Walker re-
cycled large chunks of Biblical material during the 1730s and 1740s annotated by
in-house or freelance authors, issuing the material in separate sheets or with
cut-price newspapers.* It evoked some very hostile responses in the respectable
press. ‘Amongst the licentious practices’, wrote a contributor to the Grub Street
Journal, ‘by which this Nation is distinguished at this time [1736], from all the
Nations of the World; I am persuaded, nothing can equal the audacious Liberty
which some have lately assumed in printing the sacred Oracles of the living God
without any Authority or Privilege . . .”>® Even so, no action seems to have been
taken in Chancery against either Rayner or Walker for this sort of piracy and
Rayner’s religious serials, congealed into massive tomes in the British Library,
suggest a long-term and profitable enterprise. At his death in 1761 a quarter share
in his illustrated Bible, annotated by the elusive Dr Smith, was valued at £87.51
The challenge to the King’s Printer was one of a series of pragmatic moves
against respectable monopoly in mid-century. Walker in his head-on conflict with
Tonson and Feales over the Shakespeare copyright was attacking the flagship of
the respectable trade. Both his personal visibility and the strength of his ideolo-
gical commitment were out of the ordinary. The pirates were usually active at an
altogether more opportunistic and surreptitious level. Rayner certainly seems to
have been more inclined to pick off the stragglers from the main fleet. There are
no indications that, like Walker, he saw himself as a participant in a commercial
resistance movement. Nonetheless the nature of his business brought him into
confrontation with the respectable trade and his publishing practice challenged
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conventional notions of competition. This emerges most clearly from his pred-
atory engagement with the newspaper, a form of publication which lay outside
any defensible concept of copyright. Titles and formats were duplicated with
impunity while the different forms of content ebbed and flowed across a variety of
publications evoking, for the most part, only rage and grief.>2 Commercial force
was the best defence against piracy and it was the opportunity of plundering one
of the less well defended publications on the fringes of the respectable trade that
brings Rayner’s commercial organization briefly into view.

Described in 1740 as ‘one of the most notorious Pyrates of this Age’s? his office in the
Rules of the King’s Bench became the focus for a motley collection of outsiders.
These included the printers Abraham Ilive, his brother Jacob, also a type-founder
and literary forger imprisoned in the Marshalsea for debt in 1738,5 and Doctor
Gaylard whose imprints in the early 1730s carried the slogan ‘some Time Resi-
dent in the King’s Bench’. Among the several very obscure authors on his payroll
the most visible was Dennis de Coetlogan who described himself as Knight of St
Lazare, M.D. and Member of the Royal Academy of Angiers. His links with
Rayner may have begun in 1737 with the setting up of an unpopular political
newspaper called the 4/hem:st. This collapsed under prosecution and catapulted
Coetlogan into Newgate with dire personal results.

From his enforced base in Southwark, Rayner seems to have organized raiding
parties across the river. Using portable presses, hiring rooms and borrowing
identities from within the trade, his activities and those of his employees and
associates are very hard to pin down.5¢ During the late 1730s he seems to have
been stalking the opposition newspapers looking for a way into one of the most
profitable areas of the market. His chance came at the end of 1737 when the
management of the Country Journal: Or, the Craftsman, a successful weekly not
owned by one of the powerful clusters of respectable shareholders, went into
spasm following an official prosecution for libel.5?

Convicted of printing and publishing the paper Henry Haines was imprisoned
in the King’s Bench.5® He continued to run his Bow Street printing office from
the prison and to produce the Craftsman but fell out with his principals — the
printer/bookseller Richard Francklin and the author Nicholas Amhurst. Finding
himself in very low water Haines came to some sort of agreement with Rayner
over the running of the paper. As he soon realised it was easy enough to come
alongside an experienced newspaper publisher of piratical tendencies but harder
to avoid being scuppered in the process. While negotiations developed between
Haines and the proprietors, production at Bow Street continued smoothly. The
crunch came when 2 final accommodation was reached and Rayner refused point-
blank to drop the paper. As a result two virtually identical publications began to
appear on the market, one owned by the Francklin-Amhurst combination and
printed by Henry Goreham, the other produced by Rayner under the slightly
amended title of the Country Journal: Or, the Original Craftsman. The ambiguities of
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who was doing what to whom in terms of copyright or piracy were considerable.
Haines himself foundered while Rayner, probably some time in 1738, set up his
own production centre at premises in Chancery Lane. Nominally these were run
by the freeman printer John Standen and about the middle of 1739 the whole
operation was shifted to the Old Bailey. According to a notice in the paper this
was primarily for the benefit of the mercuries and hawkers as the office was now
‘within a few doors of the Printer of the Daily Post and London Evening Post”.5

What gives the case of the Original Craftsman a particular interest is that it lifts
the curtain on a stratum of surreptitious publishing which was not just a haphaz-
ard activity organised by random individuals down on their luck. The Original
Craftsman, though outwardly a conventional weekly newspaper, was part of the
output of an alternative book trade characterized by occasional piracy but with
some degree of inner cohesion. The extent of Rayner’s interest and the influence
of what might be called the Southwark connection, emerges from the statements
taken during legal proceedings launched by the authorities in 1739.% John Stan-
den and his business manager were both from south of the river and it appears
that Standen allowed his name ‘to be made use of for the sake of being employ’d
by the Proprietor [Rayner] in another Printing House in which the said Pro-
prietor has a share,.. *.5? Doctor Gaylard organised the composing and printing
and among the other individuals who worked at some time in the office was Mrs
Applebee (#ée Blackburn) who was probably connected with the sole witness for
Rayner at the time of his prosecution.®? The paper was written partly by Coet-
logan who delivered his inflammatory copy to Rayner’s parlour in Falcon Court,
and Benjamin Defoe, as ever, in desperate financial circumstances. The entire
enterprise has the appearance of one of Rayner’s well-organized excursions
against the respectable trade and there is every possibility that it followed an
established pattern.

The pirates were working right across the London market. All forms of publi-
cation were likely to come under pressure and the postures of defence and attack
can be identified in most areas of the publishing business. It remains to be asked
what happened to this generation of outsiders, particularly Rayner and Walker,
and to assess briefly how successful they were at sustaining an independent com-
mercial existence. In Raynet’s case the information is, as ever, clouded and con-
tradictory. The sheer range of his output of newspapers and serials suggests a
reasonable financial success. He valued the stock of part-works and prints at his
subscription sale at £1,502 and at his release from the King’s Bench in 1741 he
appears to have owned two houses within the Rules.3 On the other hand, he was
prosecuted for debt while in the prison and his petition for release stated cate-
gorically that his long-term imprisonment was due to his utter inability to pay a
fine of £ 50.% Was Rayner one of those entrepreneurs who were later identified as
using the King’s Bench as a secure base for their business ventures?®s Perhaps this
will become clear with further research. As for Walker, although his large-scale
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publishing business seems to have flourished over two decades, there is no
indication that it generated a high level of prosperity. In the mid-1750s Judith
Walker, perhaps his widow, was still in Fleet Lane publishing low-key pamphlets
on crime.

What is clear is that not all the pirates of the 1730s and 17405 were sunk without
trace and circumstances outside the trade could produce some curious alterations.
Walker continued in business through the 1740s and his edition of Paradise Lost
was the subject of proceedings in Chancery as late as 1751.% Rayner, however,
followed a different route. He proved as adept, or fortunate, in manipulating his
personal relationships as he was in exploiting his publishing opportunities. Ac-
cording to John Nichols he cheated his two wards out of a substantial legacy in
the early 1740s and although this may have been retrospective sour grapes by a
commercial insider, in other respects his remarks were reasonably accurate.t
Apparently, after moving his printing office to Wine Office Court, Fleet Street in
1741, Rayner entered into a liaison with a family whose story was later described
as ‘a tale of lust, murder, madness and intrigue’.®® In brief, Sir John Dinely-
Goodere was murdered in 1741 by literal pirates hired by his brother who was
subsequently hanged. Meanwhile, Sir John’s heiress wife Mary, who in the face of
her husband’s brutality had become ‘oblivious to the sacred vows she had taken’,
was imprisoned during the mid-1730s in the King” Bench. Here she may have met
Rayner. At all events, ten years later, in 1743, the two were married. At a stroke
Rayner acquired both financial security and, through the purchase of the Lord-
ship of Charlton in Worcestershire, social status.®® His world was certainly turned
upside down and the years of piratical struggle were forgotten. He continued for
a while to work as a respectable printer, enrolling apprentices for the first time
with the Stationers’ Company and applying for a Royal Licence for one of his
long-term Biblical serials.”® Some time after 1744 he sailed away into decent
obscurity at Hammersmith.

This is not, I think, entirely irrelevant in an assessment of what was happening
to the alternative trade generally. By the mid-1740s the commercial environment
in London was hardening and Rayner’s vo/te face might have come about in a less
dramatic way under normal circumstances. The tightening-up of the tax legisla-
tion in 1743 hit the producers of cut-price newspapers and serials hard.” At the
same time, the increasing homogeneity of the respectable trade, clustered around
the successful, full-price newspapers, was bearing down heavily on the outsiders.
Walker’s increasing interest in provincial work was perhaps a symptom of this.
Nonetheless, what I have called the alternative book trade had a functional reality
in the London of the 1730s and eatly 1740s. When in 1739 Walker published his
first edition of Paradise Lost, in defiance of the Tonson claim, he put on the imprint
‘Printed for a Company of Stationers” It seems to me that this was not just an
ironic swipe at the authentic Company but was an assertion of a sort of group
solidarity outside that establishment structure. In some respects the London
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pirates were linked most directly in terms of commercial practice and style with
the members of the provincial trade, the Fratres in Malo who appear on the cover
of this volume. While the London outsiders were being squeezed the challenge to
worn-out notions of perpetual copyright was continued in the more distant
centres of the trade. To give a final flourish to the overworked metaphor, the
London pirates of the 1730s and 1740s can be seen as the vanguard to a flotilla
which, sailing on the flood tide of an expanding market, finally blew the mono-
polists out of the water and ran up the skull and crossbones over a relatively
free market in books.
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‘Et Tu Brute?
History and Forgery
in 18th-century England

Joseru M. LEVINE

IT MUsT HAVE come as something of a shock to discover in 1742 that the
well-known correspondence between Brutus and Cicero, which had been read
and cited by generations since its discovery in the Italian Renaissance, was just
another forgery. The occasion for its unmasking was a formidable new life and
times of Cicero by Conyers Middleton, who had relied heavily on the letters for
that crucial period in his story when both Cicero and the Roman Republic were
tottering toward their final collapse. The critics were two Cambridge colleagues
who produced in quick succession two large books to make their point. Middle-
ton.did not give in easily, and a quarrel began which lasted for a decade in
England and sputtered on for more than a century in Europe.

That another classical work should be called into question was dismaying but
not altogether unexpected. By the middle of the 18th century, nearly everyone
was aware that scattered among the ancient works —and modern ones as well —
were an unknown number of literary frauds and forgeries. Suspicion was rife,
fanned by a historical ‘pyrrhonism’ that had been fashionable for several
decades and that called into question the very possibility of reliable historical
knowledge. In France, in particular, a controversy raged in which the whole of
early Roman history was abruptly discarded and all the ancient testimonies
called into question as dependable sources.! Meanwhile, an eccentric French
Jesuit, Pére Hardouin, startled everyone by alleging that almost all the ancient
classical works and many of the Church fathers were the invention of a coterie
of monks in the later Middle Ages. Although the charge seemed absurd and
Hardouin was not left free to develop it, it was taken seriously enough in
England to warrant refutation.2 More specifically, some remembered that Dares
and Dictys, those two ancient reporters of the Trojan Wars, had finally been
proved the inventions of a much later time, rather than the eye-witnesses they
claimed to be; while others recalled the Renaissance forger, Annius of Viterbo,
with his mixed bag of ancient writings, including the lost history of Berosus of
Babylon, and the terrible mischief that that had caused.? Everyone knew about
the ‘pious frauds’ that disgraced the early Christian tradition, from the Sibylline
Oracles and Hermes Trismegistus to the letters of Jesus to King Abgarus, and
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Paul to Seneca, not to mention many others, though no one could be sure just
how many. More than one work was written during the period to show how such
frauds and fabrications could be detected.* Above all, everyone knew about the
recent exposure of the false letters of the ancient Sicilian tyrant, Phalaris, and the
fierce quarrel that had ensued.

Let me remind you, for a moment, of that famous event, a story first memorial-
ized by Jonathan Swift in the Battle of the Books and told no doubt again and
again in the halls and chapels of Cambridge University. It centres, of course, on
the famous Dr Richard Bentley who was recognized throughout Europe as the
master scholar of the age, and who ruled over Trinity College with an iron hand
until his death in 1742. Bentley had been drawn into the controversy between the
ancients and the moderns by his young friend, William Wotton, as the champion
of the moderns. Wotton was defending the familiar idea that the moderns
equalled or surpassed the ancients in many ways, but he introduced a new argu-
ment when he claimed for his side the achievement of modern classical scholar-
ship. In a chapter of his book in 1694, he singled out philology as one of the
greatest accomplishments of modern times, an invention of the Renaissance
barely known to antiquity.® Wotton described the peculiar ability of learned
critics to restore correct readings and discover forgotten meanings in the ancient
texts, and he claimed that a modern scholar could build a knowledge of antiquity
more profound and extensive than any that the ancients could have had. If this
seemed a paradox, it was easy enough to demonstrate with a roll-call of modern
scholars and their learned works. That this meant much drudgery and a ‘pedan-
try’ that was often derided by men of the world, Wotton was willing to concede:
poring over old manuscripts, comparing variant readings, utilizing old glosses
and scholia, and being ‘minutely critical in all the little Fashions of the Ancient
Greeks and Romans’. But it seemed to him that the corrections of modern editors
and the annotations of modern critics also required a sagacity and keenness of wit
that sometimes surpassed the originals. It helped that scholarship was cumulative,
like natural science, so that the last was usually the best; but still the scholar ‘must
have a perfect Command of the Language and particular Stile of his Author...a
clear Idea of the Way and Humour of the Age in which he wrote’. If so, he could
sometimes, ‘expose Authors who have had the good luck to be exceedingly
commended by learned Men’.6

Wotton saw an unexpected opportunity to make his point when Bentley told
him one day that his opponent, the ‘ancient’ Sir William Temple, had blundered
foolishly by proposing that the letters of Phalaris were the oldest and therefore
the best of their kind. Wotton asked Bentley to write out his objections, which he
then appended to the second edition of his book (1697). This aroused Temple’s
friends in turn, who answered in the name of a young aristocrat, Charles Boyle, in
the best way that they knew how, with a brilliant combination of personal invec-
tive, witty satire, and faulty scholarship. Now it was Bentley’s turn and he hastily
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put together a massive treatise to demonstrate his original point that the letters
were beyond doubt a forgery of later times, the work of a clumsy Greek sophist
meant as a school-boy exercise, a work of no literary merit whatever, but a mere
‘fardle of commonplaces’.?

To introduce his argument, Bentley saw that it would be helpful to describe the
extent and abundance of classical forgeries. He had little trouble showing that to
counterfeit books and give them to distinguished authors was a practice as old as
letters. He quotes Galen in particular to demonstrate that the rivalry of the kings
of Pergamon and Alexandpria for literary treasures drove up the price of fakes and
was ‘an Invitation to the Scribes and Coppyers of those Times’. But money was
not the only incentive. ‘Glory and Affectation’ supplied new motives, ‘as an
Exercise of Stile and Ostentation of Wit’.8 Here is where the sophists excelled, for
it was the ordinary task of the schools to set themes for students, ‘to make
Speeches and write Letters in the Name and Character of some Heroe, or great
Commander, or Philosopher” What would Achilles, or Medea, or Alexander say
in such and such a circumstance? One sophist confessed that he had written some
answers to Brutus in Greek as a trial of skill; but most of them concealed their
names and put their imitations forward as originals — and succeeded before a
gullible audience.® But the variety of fakes was inexhaustible. “What clumsie
Cheats, those Sibylline Oracles now extant, and Aristeas’s Story of the Sep-
tuagint,’ not to mention the moderns: Annius of Viterbo, or that notorious
Inghirami, who had pretended to discover the works of Etruscan antiquity in
1637. All were easily exposed, but all had had defenders. Occasionally, Bentley
was willing to allow a more difficult case, like the fake Consolatio ascribed to Cicero
but skilfully forged in the 16th century; more often it was like the recently
discovered Petronius, so badly bungled as to be a ‘scandal to all Forgeries’.10

With Phalaris, the case was obvious. To Bentley, the letters revealed them-
selves immediately as just another in a whole class of forgeries. A couple of years
earlier, he had warned the Oxford Professor of Greek, Joshua Barnes, against the
epistles of Euripides, only to be publicly rebuked for his impudent lack of judge-
ment when the works of the dramatist appeared.!! Bentley was only too happy for
the opportunity to demonstrate now that those letters, as well as others attributed
to Themistocles and Socrates, were exactly like those of Phalaris, the forgeries of
inept sophists. They were among many more of their kind that had once been
attributed to Anarcharsis, Democritus, Hippocrates, and so on. Bentley promised
a large Latin dissertation to refute them all if necessary.12

It took the great scholar several hundred pages to dispose of Phalaris; he never
bothered to return to the rest. I shall not trouble you with a reiteration of his
arguments, except to say that he used his extraordinary command of the whole of
Greek language and literature, numismatics, epigraphy and chronology, to pile
up inconsistencies and anachronisms of many different kinds, to make his point.
Bentley’s work did not settle the argument which was obscured by the satire and
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invective of ‘Boyle’ and Swift and the rest, and went on merrily for a generation.
But his Dissertation furnished a model of critical scholarship for all who cared to
see, and it won gradual acceptance and eventual admiration, even against the
derision of the wits. Meanwhile, Bentley’s reputation grew at home and abroad
with a succession of critical works and further controversies in which he tried to
restore the corrupt texts of many classical authors, the New Testament, even Mil-
ton’s Paradise Lost, which he claimed had been tampered with by a mischievous
editor.13 His whole career can be seen as an attempt to apply the critical techniques
and methods of modern classical scholarship to distinguishing the true from the
false in all the many works of Latin and Greek antiquity. There were few scholars
anywhere, and certainly none at Cambridge, who did not feel the influence of this
famous man or react to his personality during his long life.

Conyers Middleton entered Trinity College while the battle of the books was in
full progress; a few years later he became a Fellow after an interview- with the
Master.!* Like many in the College, he grew restless under Bentley’s not very
benevolent tyranny and joined in a long and not very successful rebellion that
began about 1717 and ended only with Bentley’s death. It may be that it was this
contest that tempered Middleton’s Tory politics and turned him into a Whig with
a wistful nostalgia for the liberty of the Roman Republic. Be that as it may,
Middleton (or ‘fiddling Conyers,” as Bentley liked to call him with a sneer)!*
showed himself early a good polemicist with a hatred of dogmatic authority, and
he began a war of pamphlets which extended eventually into the realm of scholar-
ship. Middleton had the temerity to challenge the great man’s projected edition of
‘the Greek New Testament and to hold his own in the exchange.1¢ This brought
him a considerable reputation, though his new credentials were hardly the thing
to win him preferment. Although he tried, Middleton was never quite willing to
acquiesce in that placid respectability that seemed to offer the surest way to
success in the 18th-century church. In 1731, he ruined his chances altogether by
arguing again, this time with an old Bentleian disciple, Daniel Waterland, a pillar
of orthodoxy who had undertaken to defend the Anglican faith against the deist
challenge. Middleton believed himself a rational Christian opposed to the super-
stition of ‘Custom, Authority and Interest’ Needless to say, that did not help his
clerical reputation, and so he had to settle in the end for the more congenial
occupation of man of letters. Not even ‘double attendance’ at Church each
Sunday ‘could wipe off the Stain of Infidelity’, although Middleton remained
eternally hopeful.1?

The life of Cicero was a shrewd undertaking, nicely calculated to repair the
damage and improve his prospects. Cicero appealed to everyone in the 18th
century as the greatest orator and prose writer of antiquity, a statesman and
philosopher who had played a signal role in some of the most notable and best
reported events in ancient history. His rhetoric was taught in the schools; his



Cicero in his book-lined study.
Frontispiece to Ciceronii Opera edited by Isaac Verburg (Amsterdam; ., 1724).
British Library, 656.g.7.
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orations and letters were used as models of prose style; his philosophical works
were regarded as an encyclopedia of wisdom in all worldly matters; and he could
be read by an Englishman in English, French, or the original Latin. When the
Duke of Wharton suddenly decided on a parliamentary career, he found that he
had forgotten his Latin; so he got Edward Young to go to Winchester with him,
‘where they did nothing but read Tully and talk Latin for six weeks —at the end of
which [so we are assured] the Duke talked Latin just like Tully’s’.18 Cicero ap-
pealed to Middleton in particular for his political principles and his religion. But
the great Roman had never yet received a proper biography.!? Sometime about
1734, Middleton undertook the task, determined to recount in full and exact
detail the life and times of his hero. It was a larger job than he anticipated.
Middleton was well-prepared, however; he had been to Ttaly in 1724—25 and
surveyed the scene of the great events for himself. He had collected antiquities
and books and brought them back to England. Now he had married into pleasant
circumstances and won the patronage of some important men, so that he had the
leisure and resources that he required. He was determined to write from the
original sources and to include as much of Cicero as possible, ‘imagining that his
own words would be more affecting to a reader, than by abstract of the substance
of them from another hand’.?0 This meant translating and stitching them to-
gether, without spoiling the narrative flow. His friend and confidant, Lord Her-
vey, read every line as it was composed and thought that it was admirably done,
the transitions in particular, ‘so natural and easy  rather a Beauty than a Ble-
mish’.2! Middleton worked hard at his style which was much admired in his day,
by Pope and Gray among others. ‘As fast as I endeavor to make it legible and fair,
I scratch and blot it again, till I confound both my work and myself’.2 Trouble
with his eyes slowed his progress. As the book grew large, Middleton was con-
vinced that it must be divided into two volumes and sold by subscription. But the
army of subscribers that was finally assembled by Hervey and Middleton’s many
friends was kept waiting impatiently. Even the printing was slow, especially
when the paper ran out; but eventually, in 1741, the two volumes appeared
triumphantly. 2,001 copies were dispersed at two guineas a copy. The work was
an immediate success and was followed by many further editions.2? Hervey re-
ceived the flattering dedication (which was quickly parodied by Fielding) and
responded generously; from the proceeds, Middleton was able to purchase a
modest country estate and imagine a contemplative retirement. He had taken
care, he wrote to his friend, Warburton, ‘to keep clear of all offense, being dis-
posed to spend the rest of my days in quiet, and to avoid controversy’.2*
Middleton had meant to write history as much as biography, and he took his
precepts as well as his matter from Cicero. In this he followed the fashion, for
whenever history was discussed in early modern times, it was Cicero who sup-
plied the commonplaces that were endlessly quoted to endorse the subject for its
special value to public life and for its intimate conjuncture with rhetoric and
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eloquence. Twice Middleton quotes from the De Oratore to the effect that the
historian must tell the truth without prejudice, relate his story in good order, pay
careful attention to motives and causes, and above all employ a clear and agree-
able style.> Unfortunately, Cicero did not say much about how to dig out the
truth, though he was concerned, as a good rhetorician, with the psychology of
communication: that is, with the pitfalls of bias and prejudice. But here Middle-
ton could draw upon Renaissance humanism with its increasing insistence upon
eye-witness testimony and contemporary documentation, and he saw the peculiar
opportunity afforded by his subject in its unique abundance of contemporary
materials — especially Cicero’s own works. There was, after all, nothing like it in
antiquity.2e

Though Middleton proclaimed his desire to tell the truth objectively, he ad-
mitted a predisposition in Cicero’s favour, and his inveterate use of Cicero’s own
language and explanations tended to reinforce this prejudice, though he believed
he was only letting the facts speak for themselves. For Middleton, Cicero was the
most nearly perfect politician and human being who had ever lived, ‘the most
accomplished with every talent that can adorn civil life, and the best fraught with
lessons of prudence and humility, for all conditions of men, from the prince to the
private scholar’.?’ He especially admired Cicero’s political principles and the
practical role the Roman had played in trying to preserve Republican liberty
when all was lost, and this is the leitmotif of his narrative. ‘If Rome could have
been saved by human council,” Middleton several times insists, ‘it would have
been saved by the skill of Cicero’.28 Even when Cicero appeared to vacillate and
compromise, Middleton found every excuse to justify his policy: Cicero under-
stood the necessities of political reality and always sought a mean between the
extremes of Cato’s stubborn but stupid idealism and the easy and flaccid accom-
modation of his friend, Atticus; between Stoicism and Epicureanism.?? Cicero, so
Middleton wrote to Warburton in 1736, had ‘one general, consistent, glorious
Character, of a great and good Man, acting and speaking in all Occasions, what
the greatest Prudence with the greatest Virtue would suggest” From that point of
view, even Cicero’s vanity and love of praise, so often urged against him, could be
excused as necessary to the life of a magistrate and statesman. Although the
book was warmly received, not everyone was persuaded. As Mrs Donellan
found, when she met the Bishop of Oxford one day with his wife and Miss Talbot,
everyone agreed that ‘Dr Middleton was not so much the historian as the Pan-
egyrist of Cicero’.3!

Middleton’s admiration for the statesman extended also to his ‘enlightened’
viewpoint. He found in Cicero’s teaching ‘the most perfect system of Heathen
morality, and the noblest effort and Specimen of what mere reason could do
towards guiding men through life with innocence and happiness’.3? Cicero had
seen through the superstition of Roman religion, though he recommended it for
its civic use as a device to keep the public peace, and he believed in all the
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important tenets of true religion: God the Creator, the immortality of the soul,
etc. (When Warburton denied that Cicero believed in a future state, this led first to
anervous exchange of letters, then, finally to a rupture.) Middleton seems often to
anticipate Edward Gibbon, who certainly read his work; nowhere so much,
perhaps, than in that beginning passage, where Middleton recalls visiting Cicero’s
family seat at Arpinum and finding a Dominican convent there. ‘Strange revolu-
tion! to see Cicero’s porticos converted to monkish cloisters! the seat of refined
reason, wit and learning, to a nursery of superstition, bigotry and enthusiasm!
What a pleasure must it be to give to these Dominican inquisitors to triumph on
the ruins of a man, whose writings, by speaking the light of reason and liberty
through the whole world, have been one great instrument of obstructing their
unwearied pains to enslave it.’3

So, Middleton saturated himself in Cicero’s writings. He was infatuated espec-
ially by the many hundreds of letters that had survived and that gave him peculiar
access to the characters and personalities, and the true motives, of his great cast.>
In them, he could discern too, behind Cicero’s public persona, an attractive
private man, ‘one of the greatest statesmen of the world, cherishing and cultivat-
ing in himself the soft and sociable affects of love and friendship’ From the two
dozen letters that alone remained between Brutus and Cicero, it was possible to
draw a contrast that did much to explain the course of events. Brutus was ‘chur-
lish, unmannerly and arrogant’; Cicero, cheerful and steadfast, ‘in all respects
uniform, great, and glorious’, Cicero alone understood the requirements of the
moment. These letters were ‘the best vouchers of what I have been remarking,
and enable us to form the surest judgement of the different spirit and wisdom of
the men’.3?

Middleton’s book was divided into eleven narrative sections and a conclusion,
written out and printed in chronological order. It was a vexing job merely to put
things in order, though here Middleton was helped by previous editors, from
Manutius and Victorius in the 16th century to the recent French translator, Nico-
las Mongault.36 In his preface, he laid the scene with a sketch of the Roman
constitution in which he argued forthrightly for the sovereignty of the people.
His history was intended to remind his countrymen of the lessons of the past, and
his account of the Roman senate was meant to recall the story of the English
parliament. Inevitably, it led to controversy, first with his friend Hervey, later
with others, and the publication by Middleton of a whole book on the subject in
1747.%7 It seems now that all sides were mistaken, that everyone read back into the
reign of Romulus, institutions that were only developed long afterward — much
indeed in the way English historians were then reading back into earliest British
history the origins of parliament and hereditary monarchy. These anachronisms
were perhaps inevitable in the 18th century as a result of what R.G. Collingwood
called ‘substantialistm’, the conviction that all human institutions, like all human
personalities, appear to have a fixed and permanent character that is only revealed,
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but not shaped by time. ‘Human nature,” writes Middleton characteristically, ‘has
ever been the same in all ages and nations’.8 In this, Middleton’s sources, Livy
and Dionysius Halicarnassus agreed, and helped to mislead him. Middleton de-
fends the authority of Dionysius in particular, unmoved or perhaps unaware of
the controversy then raging in France about ‘the uncertainty of early Roman
history’ Neither he nor anyone else in his time (with the one exception of that
eccentric Neapolitan, Giambattista Vico) was prepared to anticipate Niebuhr and
the 19th century.

As it turned out, however, it was not Middleton’s use of Dionysius but his
reliance on Cicero that proved him vulnerable. In 1742, a fellow Cambridge tutor,
James Tunstall, launched the first unexpected blow against the letters of Brutus
and Cicero, and the battle was joined.

Middleton was certainly taken aback. It is true that his personal relationship
with Tunstall had been recently strained over a university election in which he
failed to back his colleague, and that Tunstall had more conservative views of
both religion and politics.?? That he should find fault with Middleton’s panegyric
was perhaps to be expected, although the assault on the letters was a surprise. For
several centuries, since their discovery by Petrarch, they had been pretty much
accepted as authentic, though occasional doubts had been expressed. Middleton
was certainly on guard against errors of this kind, and he noticed and rejected at
least one forgery among his sources, the pseudo-Ciceronian Consolatio, and
silently passed over several others, including the famous Commentariolumn Petitionis,
or as it was known in English translation, The Art of Canvassing at Elections, though
both had advocates in his day.®

According to Charles Yorke, Tunstall tried to be tactful in his criticism. ‘I was
informed a few days ago,” he wrote to his brother, ‘that Tunstall of St Johas is
writing some observations on Dr Middleton’s life of Cicero. He has in a very
genteel way acquainted the Doctor with his Intentions, and has asked leave to
address them to himself. It will give the Doctor room to explain himself in some
points, and to cotrect in others.” Yorke thought that Tunstall was an able Cicero-
nian but feared that his criticism might carry him ‘sometimes too far’ 4! It is very
likely that Tunstall was inspired by a passage in the works of Frasmus, where that
famous humanist had joined the suspicious letters of Phalaris with those of Seneca
and Paul, and those of Brutus and Cicero, ‘as the declamatory compositions of
some sophist’ (declamatinncnlae).4? This certainly is the argument of the Latin
Epistola ad Middleton that Tunstall gave to the world in 1741, where he applies
something of Bentley’s technique to the task at hand. Tunstall argued there that
the epistles gave themselves away as school compositions by their style, which
was academic and lifeless, and by the fact that both correspondents wrote in
essentially the same manner. On closer inspection, he found absurdities in sense,
improprieties in language, suspicious predictions of future events, and many new
historical facts that contradicted the genuine works of Cicero. Typically, the
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forger had carelessly introduced many errors of time and place and language which
contradicted the dates, events, and style of the true letters. Tunstall recalled that the
Greek, Plutarch, had quoted from this correspondence and he thought that it must
have been this hint that had inspired the sophist to invent the missing documents.®

Middleton was exasperated by what he took to be Tunstall’s “ill nature and ill
manners’ ‘But it is my comfort,” he wrote to Lord Townshend, ‘to find his per-
formance to be an obscure, trifling, captious piece of Sophistry, what it is in my
power to expose, as completely as I could wish.”* He did not think it would be
worthwhile replying to the charge of bias; the only point that might be of interest to
the learned world was the authenticity of the letters. He told Charles Yorke that he
would vindicate their authority as materials, ‘essential to Tully’s life,” and that he
meant to make his reply to Tunstall into a book, by translating them all.#> The
young man’s reply to this information is interesting indeed, for only a year or two
before, he and his brother, Philip, had themselves invented, with the help of a
family friend, Thomas Birch, and some others, a series of imaginary letters pus-
porting to be by a Persian emissary residing at Athens during the Peloponnesian
War. These they published privately at just about this time (1741—43) in a limited
edition of twelve copies, but when they reappeared in 1781, they were very much
admired.* Charles, who was still in residence at Cambridge, had followed the
whole Brutus affair with great interest, reporting events to his brother and the
Athenian ‘committee’ in scrupulous detail. Meanwhile, Philip was having some
fun of his own, concocting some obviously fictitious newsletters from the time of
the Spanish Armada, only to have #hem pass for genuine afterwards, until they were
finally exposed in 1839147 Itis intriguing to discover just what these forgers made of
the alleged Ciceronian forgeries — to have as it were an expert’s opinion; for it is
clear that Charles and his friends spent much time and a good deal of effort making
the pretended Athenian letters seem plausible and consistent, historically accurate
and true to the sources, though they (like so many of the ancient sophists) had no
desire to deceive anyone.48

Inthe early spring of 1742, Charles set down his own thoughtsabout the quarrel
in a long letter to his brother and the committee. Although he apologized for the
haste with which he had written out his ‘rough minutes’, it is evident that he had
taken much pains over them and was proud of the little ‘volume’ that resulted.** He
certainly wanted it to circulate and sent a copy to his old tutor, Henry Newcome,
and much of the contents to William Warburton, though he had no wish to publish
it or to offend either of the combatants. His letter, like his other contributions to the
Athenian committee, seems to have been meant largely for his own education, and
it was left to lie among the Hardwicke papers at Wimpole pretty much forgotten,
until its recent transfer to the British Library.50

‘The little tract begins with a nod to Tunstall, who is commended for clearing up
many doubtful passages in Cicero’s letters and furnishing many helpful details
about his life. Nevertheless, Yorke thought that the Episfo/z had been written too
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concisely to find a general audience, and that its many shrewd remarks were mixed
with others either laboured or wrong. In particular, he agreed with his brother that
the arguments against the Brutus-Cicero correspondence were mistaken (‘rathera
proof of acuteness than judgment’), and he tries to refute them one by one. He
found the historical arguments unconvincing, because they could each be met by
opposing probability to probability; and the linguistic arguments inadequate, be-
cause a modern understanding of ancient Latin usage was too precarious. To refute
the letters, it was necessary to furnish contradictions, ‘not obscure and dubious
citations ingeniously wrested or mistaken’ To confirm their authenticity, it was
necessary to devise conjectures, ‘wherever they will enlighten what is dark, recon-
cile what is inconsistent, and supply what is wanting’ Even so, it was in the nature
of letter-writing — particularly when a correspondence was broken or imperfect —
that much should remain inexplicable and contradictory. Indeed, a competent
sophist was not likely to leave it so; he ‘would have been studiously exact in
framing one letter with another, and rather attentive to the elegance and spirit of his
compositions, than to give them the air of business, nature, and real life’.

It was up to Yorke, then, to furnish conjectures that might explain away the
mistakes and inconsistencies in the letters, even while allowing that Cicero was not
always consistent when circumstances were so swiftly changing. So, he set out to
show that the dates of the letters might be mistaken because of scribal errors —
Roman numerals depending often on a single stroke; that the prophecies in the
letters were no more improbable than mere prudence would suggest, which (as
Nepos says) isa sort of divination; that the contradictions with Plutarch were more
likely due to Plutarch’s unreliability than to a sophist’s invention; and that various
inconsistencies in substance could be reconciled by skilful and sympathetic inter-
pretation of the texts. As for style, Yorke argues that Cicero’s letters were not like
his orations and hard todistinguish from other contemporary letters; that he wrote
to Brutus with a reserve unlike his relationship with Atticus; and that while there
were many ‘hard and unique’ expressions in the letters, we can no longer judge
whether they were once permissible.5? He was unable to find a single phrase,
however peculiar, that was ‘inconsistent with the Analogy of the Latin language’
In short, Yorke was satisfied that almost all the difficulties in the letters that Tun-
stall had found could either be emended or explained away. If the letters were
spurious, he pointed out to Birch, they had led to great errors in the characters of
Ciceroand Brutus and their times; if genuine, they were inestimable monuments of
antiquity, ‘and in truth we have not so many ancient monuments transmitted to us
that we can afford to lose any which are esteemed such’.52

It wasa virtuoso performance fora young man and might well have gained hima
literary reputation. But Charles Yorke, like his father, was more interested in high
legal office, and so it was left to Middleton to make a public reply. In May 1742, he
had already prepared a rebuttal; by September it was in the press. Yorke was
pleased to hear that it was under way, ‘since the learned world is extreamly
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interested in the question’ He was sure the Doctor would prove himself ‘an old
practiced disputant; he has certainly found out the weak places of a Town for the
most part well fortified’.53 As promised, Middleton’s book was a complete transla-
tion of the letters with a Latin text and notes and a preface vindicating their genuine
character.5¢

Apparently, Middleton never read Yorke’s little piece, but his confidence was
bolstered sufficiently by the general agreement of the scholarly world. He began his
new work with a review of the literature from Petrarch’s time, with a full list of the
many famous scholars and editors who had accepted the letters as genuine. He does
concede, however, that of the original eight books only eighteen letters of one of
them had survived, until a few more were added by a German editor early in the
16th century. “Though the novelty of the discovery surprised Critics a while, and
made them cautious’, they had come to be universally accepted.5® If Tunstall was
willing to condemn them all without distinction, Middleton was as ready to defend
them all without qualification.

One trouble with Tunstall’s argument was that he had provided neither forger,
nor plausible motive for the forgery. If the forger had concocted these missives to
complete the story recounted in the letters to Atticus, why had he left only a few
unconnected epistles and fragments? And if he had meant to vindicate Cicero’s
character from the charge of favouring Octavian (the only answer, according to
Middleton, that Tunstall would give him in conversation)>, who was the sophist
defending him against? After all, it was these very letters that had made the charge
in the first place, so that the forger would have to be defending himself against
himself, or at the least, Tunstall would have to invent two sophists. Middleton
doubted that anyone in the Middle Ages had the skill to concoct such capable
letters, or that anyone after Petrarch would have dared to put anything into the
letters not expressly drawn from Cicero.

The reply to Tunstall’s other charges was not more difficult and sounds a little
like Charles Yorke. There was no point, Middleton argued, using Plutarch against
the letter, because Plutarch was a notoriously unreliable source and a few contra-
dictions could be easily explained. As for discrepancies with Cicero’s other letters,
it was easy to show how shifting circumstances could produce different sentiments.
Middleton’s Cicero was not an unwavering ideologue but a practical politician
addressing different correspondents under the pressure of events. The dates of the
letters were, it is true, sometimes discordant with events, but that was a notorious
fault of scribes and could easily be adjusted. Finally, with regard to style, Middle-
ton tried to show that there was indeed a difference between the two correspon-
dents, but that such arguments were generally fruitless. ‘All arguments from stile,
are of too loose and precarious a nature, to have any great weight in questions of
this sort; there being no settled rule or criterion to which we can apply them, but
the different tastand judgment of different men.’s? To show anachronistic language
would be one thing (as Bentley had done with Phalaris); it was quite another to rule
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ut small discrepancies of usage —unless one pretended to an absolute mastery of
!.atin, now impossible when so much ancient literature was lost. Tunstall had
found the letters lifeless and futile, while Middleton thought them models of
cxpression. On only one point perhaps were the two agreed: the epistle of Cicero to
Octavian, which usually appeared with this correspondence, was undoubtedly a
forgery, though Tunstall found it sim#lar enough to the Brutus letters to prove that
they too must be false, while Middleton thought it sufficiently dzfferent to proclaim
their authenticity.>®

When Middleton’s book appeared, it must have seemed to everyone, as it first
seemed to Warburton, that he had won the quarrel and settled the issues. But
Tunstall was undeterred, exasperated rather than dismayed, and ready to reply. At
the same time, another and a better scholar, Jeremiah Markland, was also pon-
dering the question and getting ready to engage. It seemed to Warburton that there
was bound to be a ‘bloody fight’ —and so it transpired.>

Publishers and readers in the 18th century seem to have had an extraordinary
appetite for scholarly controversies of an abstruse and technical kind. Tunstall and
Markland each produced big books full of minute argument, unleavened by either
the wit or sarcasm of a Bentley or Boyle. Their only concession to popular taste was
to write, like Bentley, in English, but they and Middleton were read foralong time
in England and abroad and generated much further discussion. The fact is that the
appetite for the classics was insatiable in a neo-classical age, and something impor-
tant seemed to be at stake. As Tunstall put it, no doubt thinking of Bentley, “The
distinguishing of what is genuine and what is spurious, in the several writings
which have come down to us under antient and celebrated names, is justly allowed
the first place in the province of Criticism.” Without it, neither good history, nor
good literature, was possible.

Together, Tunstall and Markland divided the field. Although Tunstall said that
it was the style and language of the letters that had first aroused his suspicions, he
concentrated his own rebuttal on the discrepancies of sense which he thought
Middleton had either missed or avoided. He even added an appendix at the back,
by another old foe of Middleton’s, John Chapman, to show that the letters (and
Middleton) had gone astray in misnumbering the Roman legions.5! Line by line,
Tunstall defended his Epistola, mostly reiterating but occasionally adding to its
arguments. Since Middleton had disputed Plutarch’s authority, it was now neces-
sary to defend it. Since Middleton had tried to adjust the dates of the letters to the
facts, it was now necessary to point out the circularity of his argument. ‘Reducing
the dates to conformity with the facts is doubly begging the question; in proving
the reality of the facts from the supposed genuineness of the Letters, and inanswer-
ing objections to the Letters by supposing the reality of the facts.’6? What is more,
such /égerdemain made it impossible for Tunstall to prove that the forecasts of events
in the letters had been made after the fact through the hindsight of the forger.
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Tunstall ends his long argument with some fresh remarks on the form and style of
the letters, so unequal to the ‘living imagery and figurative splendor,’ of the rest of
Cicero’s writings.53

Who then was the forger? Middleton had denied flatly that there was anyone in
the Middle Ages who was competent to invent such a remarkable work. Tunstall
continued to believe in the possibility and suggested that fame, money or mistaken
identity might well conjure up plausible Ciceronian inventions at any time. Even
Middleton allowed that some frauds had deceived great men, like the letter of
Cicero to Octavian that so resembled the suspected Brutus correspondence and
had fooled Erasmus; or the fake Consolatio that Middleton so admired and seemed
to Tunstall to surpass anything in the questionable letters. But the ancient world
had already been full of forgeries, like the sophistic declamations described by
Bentley; or the polished inventions of the pseudo-Sallust that misled Quintilian; or
plain misattributions, like the Rbetorica ad Herennium which had mistakenly been
fathered on Cicero, until recent scholarship reassigned it.** Even more to the point.
were the various orations that had been falsely ascribed to the great orator, like the
one, still surviving, ‘which pretends to be spoken by him before he went into
banishment’; or another, known only by title, that had recently appeared in a
collection of Ciceronian fragments; or those anciently assigned to Antony and
Catiline, but forged to detract from Cicero’s character. There was even a fifth
Catilinarian oration to add to the genuine ones.% Perhaps most to the point, were
the many forged epistles, including several that had become attached to Brutusand
Cicero. Apparently, there had once existed a whole fake correspondence between
Cicero and a philosophical lady named Caerellia, not to mention the Greek letters
of Brutus that had been answered by a sophist named Mithridates. Tunstall also
remembers many imperial imitators of Cicero.

Inshort, there was good reason to believe that the letters could have been forged
in or near Cicero’s own time. That this would make their exposure more difficult by
reducing the chance of anachronism, and that it might also increase their historical
value as contemporary testimony, does not seem to have bothered Tunstall. His
main contention had been to show that there were important historical discre-
pancies between the suspected letters and the genuine ones, and to show therefore
that the letters were a fraud contrived to bolster Cicero’s reputation.6” He was less
interested in the forger, and it is one of the weaknesses of his argument that he
never quite seems to have made up his mind about either the time or the purpose of
the forgery.

Nevertheless, Markland thought that Tunstall had an unanswerable case. He
had all along been scribbling critical notes in the margins of Middleton’s transla-
tion, like a good student of Bentley’s, and he thought that there w as a lot more that
could be said about the faulty language of the fake epistles. On that matter, indeed,
even Tunstall needed some corrrection.®® Markland was an excellent scholar in
Latin and Greek, who had made many contributions to the criticism of classical
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authors, particularly to Horace, Statius, and Lysias, with Euripides still to come.
He was the only one in his generation who could hope to aspite to the mantle of
Bentley, whom he admired very much and used to visit frequently in old age. But
he was an unworldly man witha somewhat narrow view of classical letters, a bit of a
pedant without the stomach for real controversy. Twice, he was urged to run for
Greek Professor at Cambridge, and twice he refused, retiring abruptly to the
country to nurse his own modest wish to be left alone to pursue his favourite
occupations, ‘collating the Classical Authors of Antiquity or illuminating the
Book of Revelation’.%? ‘He is a scholar undoubtedly,’ said Dr Johnson impatiently,
‘but remember that he would run from the world, and that it is not the world’s
business to run after him’.70

In 1745, at the prompting of his friend, the printer William Bowyer, he pub-
lished his Remarks on the Epistles of Cicero to Bratus and Brutus to Cicers. The book was
divided into three unequal parts: a consideration of the language of the letters, of
their facts, and of their arguments, by which he intended to show their ‘Bad Latin,
False History and Bad Reasoning.’”! In the end, he devoted most of his labour to
the first part, where he showed how much in the letters failed to meet the standard
of true Ciceronian Latin. Already, in his edition of Statius (1728), Markland had
shown his skill and independence in these matters, defending in his preface the
Bentlejan prerogative of emending errors by conjecture against the dead weight of
tradition. He believed that he had corrected almost 500 errors there and his work
still has the respect of modern scholars.’2 Now, Markland was ready to show the
suspected letters faulty, for their bad grammar, inadequate vocabulary, and their
‘great Ignorance in the Propriety and Signification of the Latin Tongue’ Among
other things, he discovered in them words not found elsewhere and altogether
contrary to Latin etymology. This time, the errores were beyond correction, the
result, he insisted, not of mistakes in the transmission of the text, but of outright
forgery. Even so, Markland had to admit that the inventor, whoever he was, was a
‘Person of quick Parts and Ingenuity, and of a share of Learning not very common
in the Age in which he lived” And he believed that the forgery must have been
committed not long after Cicero’s time.”

There is no denying Markland’s learning or dexterity as he made his way
through the little clues that were the grist to his mill. But Markland himself saw a
problem in his method, in the limitations set by a dead language, imperfectly
known. How was one to tell what correct usage was what Cicero, for example,
might have said on a given occasion — apart from what actually remained? “We
cannot now stir a step, nor join Two Words together so as to be secure from error,
unless we have a precedent from the Writings of the Antients.’ If Cicero were alive
today, he would find innumerable mistakes in our Latin, just as we do with a
Frenchman who composed in English only from a knowledge of books. We are
bound, then, to demand an authority for every doubtful word or expression,
though we can never be quite certain whether we know enough Latin to judge.
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The best we can hope to do is to saturate ourselves in the language of the author.
In this case, the result was obvious. ‘If the frequent and attentive Reading of any
Author’s Works will enable a man (as it certainly will ) to arrive at some degree of
Discernment between the Writings of that Author and those of Another; I do
not doubt but that any person who is conversant in Cicero’s Works, and reads
them with some Tast and Pleasure.. would very soon perceive, that soever they
are . .. [they] cannot be Cicero’s.”7*

It was almost inevitable that Markland should try out this same reasoning on
some other works in the Ciceronian canon, and find them wanting also. In
particular, he hit upon the four orations, Post reditum, as suspicious, and he
immediately trained his criticism upon them. Any unprejudiced reader, he was
sure, must agree that they ‘were such silly and unnatural stuff,” that even a
schoolboy would now be ashamed to write them. The fact that all the great
scholars of the past had accepted them ‘uncensur’d’ did not ruffle him. Reason,
not authority, was the only judge in these matters. ‘For Good Sense and True
Eloquence being much the same at all Times and in all Places, Mankind at
present are surely in some manner Judges of these, tho’ perhaps not as competent
ones as the Antients were.””> A little later, Markland began to find some
suspicious-looking passages even in the De Oratore.’

Still, Markland could never attain Bentley’s confidence. “Nothing is so com-
mon,” he saw, ‘than for a Man of Letters to pronounce concerning Latin Expres-
sions as Faulty, which have been proved afterwards from undoubted Authorities
to be otherwise’.”” At best, the philological arguments were meant only for the
privileged few who could follow them, although they were the necessary
groundwork for all higher culture. Markland had to be coaxed into finishing his
work. What was required for complete conviction was the evidence of the
historical contradictions and weak arguments in the letters and speeches. But
here, Markland was content to refer to the work of his friend, Tunstall, and add
only a few further examples. His long book concludes a little lamely, but he was
quite sure that taken together, the arguments of the two friends were irrefutable.

For the moment philology faltered and the argument took another tack. To some
it seemed that Middleton had been let off too easily in his reconstruction of
Cicero’s life. The actor and playwright, Colley Cibber, tried to restore the balance
with his Character and Conduct of Cicero Considered from the History of the Life of the
Reverend Dr Middleton, published early in 1747. Cibber offered no new evidence,
only a more critical evaluation of Cicero’s personality and politics. His work did
little to advance the argument. The poet Gray wrote to Horace Walpole, com-
plaining of ‘whole Pages of Common-Place Stuff” ‘It is true,” he continued, ‘he is
often in the right with regard to Tully’s Weaknesses, but was there any who did
not see them?’” Yet the problem of Middleton’s bias was not so easily dismissed —
or resolved.”®
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More mischievously, another young Cambridge student, John Ross, saw an
opportunity in the fracas to have some fun. Like many who read Markland, he
found the philological feuding a little futile, and he turned to the ever popular
Augustan device of satire (perhaps assisted by Gray), to make his point.” In
adding the orations to the letters, Markland had gone too far; but rather than
attempt to meet him on his own ground, Ross thought to cast doubt on Mark-
land’s procedures by applying themm even more outrageously to the rest of
Cicero.

A Dissertation in which the Defence of Sulla ascribed to M. Tullius Cicero is proved to be
Spuriouns, appeared anonymously in 1746, ‘after the Manner of Mr Markland: with
some Introductory Remarks on other Writings of the Antients never before
Suspected’. The author begins with a homage to Markland for setting an exam-
ple that could now be extended to many other Ciceronian works, as well as to
Thucydides (some of whose history was obviously the work of an Alexandrian
scribe), and even to some moderns also. There were, for example, a few sermons
by Tillotson and Atterbury, ‘so full of false English, weak Reasoning and Con-
tradictions to the genuine Works, that it is impossible to suppose they could ever
have been written by those venerable Prelates’.8 The purpose of criticism was to
free classical authors from charges of weakness, ignorance and error, introduced
by forging sophists and declaimers. How nice it would be to reduce the number
of such works for future editors and biographers! Though some would declare
this scepticism dangerous to learning, in fact, freedom of judgement and the
rules of criticism were in reality its best support.

The problem for the critic was thus to discover examples of bad language,
false history, or bad reasoning, by which to convict the forger, since it must be

assumed of great authors, ‘that in whatever Piece these Marks are found, it could
never be written by them’. If anyone disagreed, they would have to accept the
epistles of Phalaris, of Brutus and Cicero, and the orations of Sallust to be
genuine. Ross hoped that everyone would see that the ancients in general, and
above all Cicero, ‘could produce nothing but what was perfect in kind’. Emenda-
tion was always possible as a device for rescuing the classics, but substituting a
word or phrase here and there made it impossible ever to condemn a work as
spurious, ‘and all Arguments founded upon internal Evidence would easily be
avoided’ Better simply to discard the faulty piece altogether. Admit these as-
sumptions, the rest was easy, and Ross’s close parody of Markland follows.
Cicero’s defence of Sulla is shown to be ‘a Confusion of Blunders, void of all
Majesty, Dignity and Accuracy of Composition, so peculiar to the true History,
and betraying an Ignorance in those Parts of History, with which he could not
but be perfectly acquainted’.8!

When Gray read the little work, he thought that Markland had been answered
ingeniously, though he was worried that the irony was not quite ‘transparent’.82
Ross was surprised to discover, much later, that his tract could actually be read as
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a serious piece of criticism. He admitted writing the pamphlet and protested that
‘It was intended to /axugh at Mr Markland, and not, as you write, to serve him. The
arguments, though flimsy and puerile, were his; and applied to writings un-
doubtedly genuine, in order to shew their insufficiency for the purpose to which
he had applied them.’8? But he was a little embarassed by his youthful trick. He
was so far from decrying the methods of modern philology that he had really
meant to support them (at least indirectly) by showing how they had been abused
by Markland. A couple of years later, Ross brought out his own edition of
Cicero’s Familiar Letters, with a learned historical commentary and much praise
for Middleton’s Cicero. He hoped there, as a good scholar, to improve an under-
standing of the past, by building upon what had gone before, and even Mark-
land, who found much fault with it, had to admit that he would probably win
great reputation by it.84

Although Ross’s parody did not end the quarrel nor settle any of the issues, the
original combatants all lost heart or found other things to do. Middleton, who
might otherwise have been expected to do battle, got embroiled in a new and
larger controversy, this time over religious forgeries and the early Christian
miracles, and altogether lost that peaceful repose that he pretended to desire.85
Tunstall had tried twice already and had nothing left to say, though many years
later he was still working on an edition of Cicero’s letters to Atticus.8 Markland
withdrew abruptly from the field, scribbling over the title page of a copy of Ross,
‘April 4, 1745, I never looked into this book’, and leaving it to his friend,
Bowyer, to write a feeble rejoinder in which he tried to meet satire with satire. A
later generation continued to hold views on the matter, but it was left to the
Germans, the new masters of classical philology, to take up the subject and make
it their own.%7

Just what they did about it is another and a longer tale that I shall not pretend
to tell. Suffice it to say that the quarrel, which had started out in a university but
found a general audience, ended up in the universities without anybody much
noticing. The retreat of the classics in the 19th century is an old story which the
decline in Cicero’s public reputation nicely illustrates. But it is clear already in
Markland, who spent his last days lamenting the decline of classical letters,5 and
clearer still in F.A. Wolf and his German successors, that the decline was due in
part to the very advance that classical scholarship was making from generation to
generation.® William Wotton had claimed that the modern classical scholar
could come to know more than the ancients did about themselves, His enemies,
and the coterie who attacked Bentley, were already frightened by the demands of
a technical scholarship that was beyond their compass and their patience, and
would like to have laughed the whole enterprise away. What neither Wotton nor
his adversaries, nor Middleton and his, yet understood was that too much
knowledge of antiquity was a dangerous thing; that the precise accumulation of
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detail, and the nice distinctions of authenticity, were bound to disclose, in the end,
an antiquity far less familiar and less congenial to the present than the one that was
taught in the schools and emulated in the world. From a practical point of view,
the half-knowledge of a Temple or Swift, or for that matter, Charles Yorke and
Conyers Middleton, was a better incentive to admire and employ the works of
antiquity than the more profound scholarship of Bentley and Markland. In some
ways, as Gaston Boissier noticed long ago, “The man of the world is really more
fitted to read the letters of Cicero than the German professor’.%

But I must not forget to tell you who did write the letters of Brutus and Cicero.
According to the best modern opinion, the letters are indeed genuine, though one
and perhaps two, still look a little suspicious.” And the orations too are authentic,
though full of passages, to quote the Loeb Library editor, “which are turgid,
declamatory and vapid.. Inaccuracies, forced antitheses and wearisome repi-
titions are common; and the tone is often one of puerile swagger and malignity’.9
Apparently, Cicero, like Homer, can sometimes be found to nod; and a standard of
literary excellence, however persuasive, cannot by itself establish authenticity.
Perhaps we may conclude by calling the old quarrel a draw; for there was some-
thing clearly to be said on both sides, and it took more than a century of further
wrangling and careful inspection to sort things out. Nor is it impossible to
imagine reopening the question one day, though for the time being we should no
doubt be content to leave it to the experts.
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Forgery and the rise of the
London Scriveners’ Company

NiGcer Ramsay

ProsLEMS of forgery were rife in medieval English society, and they were
exacerbated as more reliance was placed on written documents for commercial
transactions.! From the 12th century onwards, it was common to employ pro-
fessional scribes as the writers of such instruments, and whether or not the
parties who employed them or relied on their products were literate, it was
inevitable that most instruments would have to be taken on trust.2 In the
absence of a fully-fledged notarial system in English commercial life, authen-
ticity had to be ascertained from the instruments themselves, and given the
shortcomings of practical diplomatic testing, it followed that much depended
on the writers” honesty.3 In this paper I shall be suggesting that the lack of any
set of controls over professional scribes (such as that operated through the
lawcourts in countries with a notarial system) combined with the prevalence of
forgeries to result, in the 14th century, in the establishment of a professional
organisation for the document-writers based in London. Monopolistic (within
London), self-regulating, and regulated by the City’s authorities, the London
Scriveners’ Company was to prosper on the back of the belief that its members
could be trusted.

Most significant English documents in the medieval period were authenti-
cated by bearing a seal, impressed on them en placard or, far more commonly,
attached to them by a ribbon, cord, parchment or a strip of the document itself.
Signatures made a brief appearance in this country after the arrival here of the
Italian Lanfranc as Archbishop of Canterbury, and are occasionally found later,
but the seal remained pre-eminent.* The authenticating signature, or at least the
signature-by-itself, remained a southern Furopean characteristic throughout the
high middle ages, while in England use of the seal became increasingly wide-
spread. As a pictorial device, the seal was easily recognizable by the illiterate,
while it became accepted practice for people who lacked their own seal-matrix or
seal-ring to use the seal of someone else.5 Loss of a seal-matrix was a fearful
calamity, and institutions took pains to guard against this or unauthorised use by
keeping their seal under lock and key and preferably under several keys, different
people each having one and all needing to come together to unlock it.

The development of the counter-seal was another means that institutions and
prominent ecclesiastical and lay magnates pioneered, to prevent their seal impres-
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sions being tampered with.” Seals were used in Anglo-Saxon Englandand yet there
is nothing in the Anglo-Saxon laws that refers to forgery of them. But the 12th-
century legal treatise known (after its supposed author) as Glamvill contains the
statement that it is treasonable to forge the king’s charters, justas it is treasonable to
forge his coin.? The thinking that inspired Glanvill was the Roman law, which
included within the ctime of maiestas (crimen lesae maiestatis ot lise-majest) the coun-
terfeiting or destroying or desecrating or displaying lack of respect for the image of
the emperor through making a fraudulent likeness of him.?

Most unfortunately for the development of English law, as we may think,
throughout the middle ages and well into the Tudor period the English crime of
forgery remained limited to the application, construction and slight extension of
this principle - that it was only forgery if the king’s seal was fraudulently imitated.
Furthermore, it was not just any seal of the king’s that had to be imitated: it was
only his Great Seal and Privy Seal that counted for the common law, and it was
these alone that were mentioned in the Statute of Treason passed in 1352.10 The
commonest method of forging a seal was by taking a genuine old one and applying
it to the spurious document, and naturally the 1352 statute was construed to cover
this practice.!! Equally, it was not too difficult to regard a servant’s forgery of his
master’s seal as a form of petty treason,'? while within the Churcha development of
Roman law principles again led to a doctrine equivalent to treason that dealt with
the forgery of papal bulls and other letters bearing the papal seal (or bulla).!3

The defect in the common and statute laws was that no protection was offered to
private individuals whose seal was being forged or misapplied.!* For instance, as
early as 1207 we find that when William de Frehorne repudiated a charter which
was alleged to be his, saying that he had not made it or had it made, although he
admitted that it bore the impression of his own seal, it was held that since he
acknowledged his seal, he was bound by the charter.!5 The common law was
uneasy about charters, especially when it was dealing with charters that purported
to pass rights in land, and it preferred not to look into them too closely.!¢ In 1371
there was a petition (ot bill) in patliament that the forgery of private seals and their
attachment to deeds should be punishable with life imprisonment, upon indict-
ment — that it should in fact be made a felony — but this was rejected.!” Only if its
own records were involved did the Crown feel a duty to investigate and to punish;
feet of fines and other essentially private instruments that had been brought before
the king’s Justices could thus achieve statutory protection.!®

The Crown was occasionally ready to intervene, by issuing commissions for the
arrest of forgers of, say, shrieval seals or of prominent ecclesiastics’ seals,!® but in
general the only hope for private individuals who were the forger’s victims was to
petition the Chancellor to use his equitable jurisdiction on their behalf.?0 The only
statutory remedy that was offered in the medieval period came in 1413, when it was
enacted that if a title to real estate was disturbed or threatened by forged title deeds,
then the guilty person should be fined.?!
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Henry VIII in 1536 extended the 1352 Statute of Treason’s categories to cover
forgery of the royal signet or sign manual — perhaps partly because of a recent
instance of his sign manual being counterfeited by the keeper of his palace.2 A
Marian parliament in 15 53 repeated the Henrician legislation, after William Hack-
ney had forged a bill granting him 40 marks a year for life, signed ‘Mary the Quene’
He was accordingly found guilty of high treason.?? Help for the ordinary individ-
ual came only in 1563 when it was provided that forgers of evidences in regard to
land, or those who offered such forged evidences in court, if they committed sucha
crime a second time, should be held as felons and forfeit the advantage of benefit of
clergy.?

That is the short story of the common law. Let me turn now to the detection of
forgeries. Palaeographical analysis was rarely applied, although one can point to
occasional instances (mostly within monastic houses) of the forger’s conscious
imitation of archaic script and thus of an awareness of the changing forms of
handwriting.2> The seal was the hardest part of adocument to imitate, and, as Thave
indicated, the commonest form of forgery was to transfer a genuine seal impression
from one document to the false one. In the early 13th-century treatise known as
Bracton, itis to the seal that the analysis of forgery turns first.26 The forger’s method
was to slit the seal impression and transfer the two halves to the cords or strips of
parchment of the spurious document; or to cut the cord, transfer the seal and cord,
and seek to hide the join in the cord ends; otherwise, he might try to alter the
handwriting on a genuine document. Other methods were possible, of course; the
most sophisticated involved the officials of the institution whose document was to
be forged. Forinstance, in 1607 the Chancery clerk George Leak, whose duty it was
to engross the royal letters patent, took an ordinary piece of parchment on which
he superimposed another of the same size but of an extraordinary thinness. He
fastened the two sheets together at their margins with mouth-glue (sugar, water
and glue), so that they appeared to be only one, and he passed the label or seal-tag
through this double sheet. He then wrote a legitimate patent on the (uppermost)
thin sheet, and had the Great Seal affixed to the label. Tag and seal were thus
attached to the double sheet. He then had only to cut off the glued margin and
remove the uppermost (inscribed) sheet, leaving himself with the blank sealed
lower sheet. His handiwork would have been diplomatically faultless.??

A case comparable in its ingenuity is one that is well-known to palaeographers,
thanks to its publication by J.F. Baldwin and L.C. Hector.?® In 1432 John
Lydeyard was prosecuting a claim to certain Oxfordshire manors against Thomas
Seyntcler and others. Seyntcler’s case depended in part on one ancient deed, while
another document, an inquisition post mortem, was strong evidence against
Lydeyard’s case. This inquisition contained the statement that the deceased’s next
of kin was of the age of 40 years and more. Seyntcler’s counsel had obtained a copy
of this inquisition and were ready to have the original produced in court. Lydeyard
therefore suborned an Exchequer clerk called Broket to go to the Tower of
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London (where such records were then kept) and erase the figures xl (= 40) and
then to re-write the x1 with fresh ink and a blot to make it look suspect. Suspicion
fell on a lawyer called Robert Danvers who was counsel for Seyntcler, and he in
turn now engaged in a little forgery himself: he sent Broket a letter purporting to
come from Broket’s employer, Lydeyard, and asking whether Broket might have
been observed when he made the erasure, as rumours were suggesting. Broket
obligingly sent back a thoroughly incriminating reply, thus shifting the entire
weight of evidence to the other side.

Given the ingenuity of the forger, it is perhaps unsurprising that the law
courts and royal officials were reluctant to be drawn into the critical examination
of documents that came before them. The Chancery, it has been said, ‘would
confirm and exemplify almost anything’,?? although its officials did occasionally
examine documents to see if they were forged (probably relying on finding
‘whether copies of them were enrolled in the Chancery records).® Law courts
were more often obliged to investigate claims of forgery, especially after the
passing of the relevant statutes (which of course opened the floodgates to spur-
ious claims of forgery), but it is notable that the courts took a remarkably lenient
view of forgery where their own authority was being impugned. For instance, a
forged warrant of arrest in 1497 cost the offender only a fine of 6s5. 84. in the
King’s Bench.3!

The danger of forgery was obviously enhanced in a society whose legal system
placed great credence in the merits of ‘specialty’ (documents under seal) and yet
where many members of the society were illiterate. A late 14th-century record
will illustrate what I mean. It was stated by two ecclesiastics of Wyke near
Pershore, in Worcestershire, that at about midnight one night Emma Calawe, the
wife of John Hayward the elder, seeing her husband at death’s door, had sent for
Thomas Sampson, chaplain. Thomas had written a false charter of John’s lands
and tenements, whereby John gave them all to Emma forever, and Emma,
Thomas and her son (whom she was disinheriting) then took a silver button
from her hood and putitin John’s hand, and took his hand and laid it on the false
deed, John being insensible.32

How were illiterates to be able to trust in the honesty of people who wrote
things for them? From the 13th century onwards, the Church evinced strong
objections to clergy of the grade of subdeacon or above engaging in secular
employment.? And yet, especially from about the mid 14th-century onwards,
increasing reliance was put on written documents. There was a multiplication of
legal documentation, especially in the Chancery, there was increasing use of
bonds in commercial life, written leases became common as demesne cultivation
of estates declined, and the making of written testaments and wills became
commonplace. Equally, care was needed in the preparation of such docu-
mentation, as the legislation of Edward I’s reign was assimilated by the law
courts and interpreted and adapted.
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One result of such trends was the rise of the professional scrivener. The
professional writer of books had been around since the 12th century, and in the
course of the 13th century those who wrote in Oxford and Cambridge had
tended to come under the regulation and jurisdiction of the universities in those
towns. But I would distinguish these booktrade members from the writers of
documents: the work of the two categories of professional writers was different
in substance as well as in form.34 Besides, the evidence for the scriveners is
concentrated in London, although of course they are early found in both Oxford
and Cambridge, and in other towns too.

Forgery cases are, as it happens, some of the earlier indications of scriveners’
activities in London. For instance, in 1365—6 Robert de Ednesore, scrivener, was
found guilty in the Husting of Pleas of Land, London, of having in Fleet Street
(perhaps where he lived) forged two deeds. He was condemned to the pillory, to
stand there for two hours, with the deeds hung by a string from his neck; he was
not set at liberty until he had sworn that he would never again consent or incline
to such forgery.3> The case is remarkable for showing the City’s readiness to
punish a forger of private deeds, thus making up for the statute and common
law’s deficiencies. Comparably, in 1376 William Grendone or Credelle, scrivener,
was committed to Newgate for making false indentures of apprenticeship.3

Such cases must have highlighted the need for regulation of the London
scriveners’ craft. The scriveners themselves were painfully aware of this, for in
1373 they had drawn up rules for their craft, which were accepted for enrolment
of the Guildhall.3” The preamble of these rules refers to the problem of the

‘mischiefs and defaults that are, and have often been committed in the said craft by those
who resort to the City from divers countries, as well chaplains and others, who have no
knowledge of the customs, franchises and usage of the said City, and who call them-
selves scriveners, and undertake to make wills, charters and all other things touching
the said craft; the fact being that they are. less skilled than the scriveners who are free
of the City and who for a long time have been versed in their craft.’

The principal remedies were stated as being: a monopoly of scriveners in the City
for the members of the craft, the examination of all would-be members of the
craft by other members of it, and the putting of his name to his deeds by every
member of the craft.

These regulations were not a complete success. The ‘signing’ of names was
later said to have been followed for no more than three years; it is no doubt to
be seen as a reflection of the practice of notaries of putting their elaborate mark
on every instrument that they drew up. (It was only within the last generation
that notaries had become at all well known in English diplomatic practice). The
idea may also have owed something to the practice of goldsmiths, armourers,
turners and members of other City crafts, of affixing their mark to their products.
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I think that the late 14th century must be seen as the critical period for the
emergence of the London scriveners as a well-regulated professional body: the
process took about a generation.

In 1380 a testament (or will) was said to have been forged by one Doncastre,
scrivener, at his premises in Lombard Street® — although it is not clear if he had
any criminal intent ~ while in 1384 Adam Stedeman, scrivener, who was appar-
ently employed by a London goldsmith to write his will, inserted 2 clause ap-
pointing himself executor.® Stedeman was obliged to acknowledge in full
Husting that he had done this knowing that it was contrary to his employer’s
wish, and to renounce administration. But it was perhaps a further scandal, in
1391, that led to the second overhaul of the scriveners’ craft. Thomas Pantier is
said in the scriveners’ own records to have been ‘a foreigner, who had been a
hireling with a scrivener for two years and was never apprenticed; he began to
hold shop .. and within a quarter of a year .., through lack of knowledge and
ignorance of the science of the said craft, he was sent to the pillory’ The City’s
records indicate that he had written two false deeds, endorsing them as having
been enrolled in the Hustings court several years previously, and being a party to
the familiar trick of transferring two genuine wax seal impressions to the false
deeds. He was sentenced to stand in the pillory for an hour, and was afterwards
(presumably by the scriveners’ craft) banned from following his calling of scriv-
ener within the city.#

The scriveners’ craft, now thus revived, never again ceased to maintain its
organisation. New ordinances were drawn up a year after Pantier’s case, with
regulations that would reduce the risk of forgery.#

It is, however, worth remarking that the scriveners regarded it as entirely
acceptable to draw up deeds that bore a different date from the true date of their
execution.” The 1373 regulations had apparently met with opposition because of
the common practice of dates being added subsequently to the drawing-up of
deeds, and the 1392 ordinances simply forbad the making of a deed that was to be
sealed bearing a date a /ong time before or after its making, or of closed letters of a
date far distan.** This may have reflected the need for, say, deeds relating to livery
of seisin to be dated when the transaction was completed, but it is difficult to
avoid the feeling that the scriveners were laying themselves open to charges of
bad intent.

From about 1392, too, the scriveners began to record the names of their mem-
bers in a book, still surviving, known as their Common Paper. It is astonishing
that it is not more consulted, and indeed that it has not been printed in facsimile,
for it contains the signatures and whole sentences in the handwriting of all the
craft’s members from this date onwards, sometimes with a notarial mark or a
scrivener’s paraph added too.*

That the regulations were a success, or at least that the scriveners now became 2
respectable and trusted profession can be deduced from the fact that no member
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of the company is known to have been found guilty of forgery in the 15th century.
Instead, what is evident is an expansion of the range of activities engaged in by the
craft.

A good many 15th-century scriveners were also notaries public, by papal or
imperial authority, or both, and although it is quite unclear how far notaries were
examined for professional competence at this date,% it is (and was) perhaps a fair
presumption that since their mere handwritten mark was as good as specialty for
an ecclesiastical court or for any continental jurisdiction, they were likely to be
entirely honest. The total number of scriveners admitted to the company in-
creased from the 14605 onwards, and the range of activities that they undertook
seems to have widened. They became more like legal draftsmen at times, prepar-
ing documentation for Chancery suits and holding minor legal offices; it was by
no means rare, either, for them to be asked to act as executors of the wills that they
drew up, or as feoffees. Richard Whittington (4.1423) can be seen as a trendsetter
in this respect, for he made William Grove, scrivener of London, one of his
executors, and Grove acted in this capacity for several years.#” Grove is shown
among those standing around Whittington at his deathbed, in a picture on the
first page of the ordinances of Whittington’s Charity.

It probably became the common practice for 15th-century scriveners to keep
books of summaries or memoranda of the documents that they had drawn up, and
these came to be regarded as valid evidence in mercantile custom;*® in keeping
such books, the 15th-century scriveners further resembled notaries, who had
always been accustomed to keep memoranda of the instruments they drew up and
authenticated. And finally it may be suggested that the high level of trust that
people felt they could put in scriveners” honesty is demonstrated by their rise as
brokers. If in the 15th century one wanted to have an obligation or other bond
drawn up, one went to a scrivener’s shop, and I have the impression that those in
Lombard Street were the ones that specialized in the drawing up of such financial
instruments.*? It was only a stage or so further in the process for people to entrust
the custody of completed bonds or, next, of actual sums of money to the scriv-
eners. That was to be the London scriveners’ supreme success.
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The Forgery of

Printed Documents

Nicoras BARKER

I BEGIN WITH an observation, not on printed documents alone as such, but in the
general context of the forensic examination of documents, in their widest sense;
that is to say, including any kind of human artefact. I was reading in one of the
papers the other day the assertion by a curator of such documents that an important
aspect of their analysis was what he called ‘curator’s eye’ Now this, of course,
sounds instantly suspect. It is our old friend subjective judgement: ‘I have seen
more paintings by Rembrandt than anyone else in the world and I know’. But, on
the other hand, take what is too slackly called forensic evidence. Forensic evidence
means only evidence that will stand up in a court of law. Now the point to which I
wish to draw attention is not the superior accuracy of such evidence, but its extra-
ordinary limitations. Thereisa very great deal more evidence which is not forensic,
but is nonetheless evidence and I see this contrapposte between ‘I see with my little
eye, and my eye is better than yours’, and, on the other hand, ‘it fluoresces, there-
fore it must be wrong’ as a kind of balance of evidence, a pendulum effect. At any
period, faced with any particular concatenation of circumstances that leads you to
ask “Is this right or wrong?’, the pendulum will swing more in one direction than
the other, but you should not despise one class of evidence because it is ‘subjective’
any more than you should adhere strongly to another body of evidence because it is
‘objective’

In fact, the truth about the validity of any object, as indeed of any statement, is
that it is a summary of all the facts about it, observable or discoverable: about its
structure, about the materials of which it is comprised, the methods used to make it
or subsequently to alter it, and, beyond those physical facts, beliefs, because obvi-
ously beliefs as to the genuineness or otherwise of an object are an important factor
in their history. And this brings us to the question of motive. Again, one has to
disentangle the forensic view of a motive, which is that fraud was or was not
intended. Real life is often more complicated than this. An object which started off
as perfectly genuine, a pious imitation perhaps of another object, becomes, with
the passage of time, the subject of deliberate fraud, so that when one is talking
about forgery or non-forgery one has a complicating time continuum to consider.

This last factor is a particularly difficult problem when one is confronted with
printed documents. There is a phenomenon, very well known to most of you: ifa
second compositor is required to set up again what a previous compositor has set
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up, itis vastly easier and simpler for him to ape the size of the letter, the length of the
line, the number of lines per page, in the earlier setting. Why? Because it is so much
quicker: you can get through the work far more rapidly than if you have to re-castit
off and make all the decisions about justification over again. It is a truism to
anybody who deals in printed documents in the 16th and 17th and 18th centuries
(and I daresay the 15th century), that there are in existence many more reprints
from standing type, whichare in fact complete re-settings, than we have any idea of
atall. So with that initial obfuscating cloud of complexity to lay before you, we will
plunge straight away into my own very modest experience of this sort of thing.

I first got involved in the consideration of typographic forgery in 1972; in fact, to
be absolutely exact, I think it was the 8th of May 1972 because it was on the 15t of
May 1972 that Messts Sotheby’s put up for sale a collection of pamphlets printed by
Frederic Prokosch, which were described as ‘the property of a gentleman’ (a char-
acteristic piece of anonymity which was perhaps itself a forgery on this occasion),
and were described as the only complete set of all the pamphlets produced by
Frederic Prokosch, among them no less than 5o separate printed titles. Frederic
Prokosch, Ilater discovered, was a very interesting man: he had been admitted very
early on to 2 kind of charmed circle of international distinction in literature; he
introduced himself to Masefield, and De La Mare, in the late 1920s, and had be-
come the intimate friend of Auden and Spender, both more or less his own age; he
had not been slow to make the acquaintance of T.S. Eliot, Thomas Mann, and
others, and he had formed the agreeable habit of taking a poem recently sent to him
by one of his friends and having a few, a very few, copies of it printed as a kind of
glorified Christmas card. He would send all (or nearly all) these copies with the
request that their author would autograph one copy for himself and please distri-
bute the rest to his friends. Few authors are immune to flattery, and I think that,
without exception, all the authors to whom he addressed these things took them in
good part. [ suppose you could say that they were an act of literary piracy, but that
would be perhaps taking an unnecessarily severe view of things.

I'think no one in the sale room had any idea that so many as 5o of these pamphlets
might have been printed, but then they didn’t, in the nature of their rarity, come up
for sale very often and when they did, because they were about the size of a book of
postage stamps, they tended to be kept in envelopes into which people didn’t look
very often. So it happened that, if not very many people had seen them (although
they might have handled them), still fewer people had looked at them very hard. As
luck would have it, the vast majority were bought by Bernard Quaritch, who
almost immediately bundled up those by T.S. Eliot and took them over to Harvard
where there is the world’s best collection of T.S. Eliot, including copies of every-
thing that he wrote given by the poet, a punctilious archivist of his own work. It
was rather disconcerting, therefore, to find that a number of these little books by
Eliot were not at Harvard. Arthur Freeman, for it was he who had undertaken this
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mission, committed the first and crucial step in the process that followed by
actually taking the booklets out of their envelopes and arranging them in order.
As he did so he noticed that some of them lay flat, while others seemed oddly
springy. They would open up as he laid them on the table. So I hasten to point out
that Arthur made the first crucial jump from acceptance and suspicion; I didn’t do
it hedid.

But, when he came home with suspicion in his mind, he sent for me and very
quickly these were the images that were presented to me among others. On the
one hand we had a book printed in 1935, set in the then still fairly new Perpetua
type by the Cambridge University Press (Prokosch had a research scholarship at
King’s College, Cambridge, at the time) and on the other hand we had an object
allegedly printed in Lisbon (he spent the last months in Europe, from which he
was very reluctant to retreat during the War, at Estoril in Portugal), but in a type
which I had no hesitation in identifying as one called Aster which had been
produced by the Italian type foundry of Simoncini, in, I felt sure, more recent
times. A quick glance at the Encyclopedia of Type Faces tevealed that it was in fact in
1958. You don’t need to go too far into the intricacies of the Roman numeral
system to work out that this posed something of a problem.

What happened next owes vastly more to Nigel Seeley, who was then at the
Scotland Yard Forensic Department and is now the lecturer at the Institute of
Archaeology, than to me. Having very early on established that there were a lot of
wrong ‘uns in this lot, we then went to town on the testing techniques, for which
we had the example of Carter and Pollard to guide us. First of all we tested the
papet. We found that before the War, at the alleged date, what are now known as
optical dyes, that is the blueish fluorescent dye that makes your whites bluer than
Mrs X’s, did not exist; we also found that, although the thread used was entirely
pure cotton thread, you could see, under an electron microscope magnification,
here and there the tiniest thread of man-made fibre spun in. Now it is virtually
impossible to run a spinning mill in which pure cotton and pure man-made fibres
are spun. You may advertise what you are selling as 100% pure cotton, but what
is floating in the air, rather than lying on the floor, will tend to get absorbed in the
spinning process.

The marbling turned out to be interesting too. Pre-war papers were mostly
marbled by hand, and one of the main suppliers of marbled paper on the conti-
nent, the firm of Keller, Dorian, Putois, had supplied some of the marbled papers
used before the War and the same design after the War. However, their plant had
been completely destroyed during the War, and instead of having the traditional
hand-marbling baths, they had introduced a thermographic marbling machine.
Thermographic marbling and hand marbling are actually quite easy to tell apart,
even if the effect is essentially, to the lay eye, the same.

The gold foil, on the other hand, was one of our failures. There were little
labels on the front board of these pamphlets, many printed on a very bright shiny



112 FAKES AND FRAUDS

gold foil. I thought I recognised a very modern phenomenon here, the result of
the application of vacuum extraction. Vacuum extracted foil was a product of
wartime needs; some of you may remember those ribbons of silver foil dropped
to deflect radar, which were produced by the vacuum extraction process which
was developed in 1940—41. It turned out that I was entirely wrong, because the
foils used were old-fashioned rolled gold and silver paper. What was so new
about them was that they had been coated with nitro-cellulose vamish, which is
very shiny and gives the effect of tremendously high-gloss metal. Nitro-cellulose
varnishing has been in existence since the late 1860s. The fact that nitro-cellulose
varnish was only used, as far as I can make out, in the making of high gloss foil
paper from about 1960 onwards cannot be proved. Finally, each pamphlet was
enclosed in transparent plastic covers which turned out to be made of polyvinyl
chloride — a substance not in existence before the War.

There are two immediate lessons to be drawn from this little tale, both with
rather larger implications. The first is that time is of the essence: that is to say,
establishing that an object is or is not a forgery must be related to time. This is
very important with printed books and the implications will become clearer, but
if you produce one piece of printed matter in 1900 and another piece 30 years
later, bearing exactly the same words, set in the same type, printed on the same
paper and also dated 19oo, you have committed piracy, but have you committed
forgery? Then there is the sub-issue of the wording of the imprint on the title
page. If it says by Messrs G Redwood and you are not Messrs G Redwood, then
presumably again you have committed forgery. If this were all, forgery would be
easy to define and easy to do. But this is where the time factor comes in. Within
this time continuum, huge human upheavals — war, vast expansions in economic
demand for some commodity — will lead to changes which leave their mark on the
way people make things. These marks are not charted and will not be recognized
by a potential forger, unless he is very clever indeed (I shall be coming in a
moment to an example of a forger who is very clever indeed). Finally, I must
repeat in the context of this time continuum that you can be as clever as you like
and still not spot the most innocent of imitations.

Keith Fletcher has got a forgery (although it is not a forgery, but an honest
copy, signed in a microscopic hand) of one of the famous early tracts on the
discovery of America. Anybody in this audience would look at that book and
swear that it was a piece of 16th-century printing, and yet, when you look at the
end, it says in tiny letters “J. Harris facsim:* Now the interesting thing, and
probably the most effective form of deceit to our eye, lies in the fact that most
people in the 19th century washed early printed books when they came into their
hands. So when we look at this book in its Bedford binding, it gives the impres-
sion of a piece of 16th-century printing which has had all the guts, the 16th-
century-ness, of it washed out, and we don’t see that it is merely Harris’s idea of
what a piece of 16th-century printing looked like in his time. So the special factor
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of time makes a special demand for alertness in the person who is going to spot a
typographic forgery.

Without more ado I will pass on, and come to two old acquaintances of mine,
and yours, too, I daresay. There you have them; the very image of hypocrisy,
Harry Buxton Forman, and Thomas James Wise, every inch a commercially
successful bounder. I hardly need rehearse here the classic qualities of .4# Enguiry
into the Nature of Certain Nineteenth-century Pamphlets, and only remind you of the
very important distinction drawn there between negative and positive evidence
of forgery. Negative evidence depends on the fact that no known copy is known
with the author’s signature or in a contemporary binding, that there is no mention
in the correspondence of the author of the time, or anywhere else. All the negative
evidence was compelling, although not in itself sufficient. The positive evidence
is based on the facts that prove a pamphlet could not have existed at the material
time. For example, it may be printed on paper which could not have existed at the
time. Paper was made from rags until esparto grass was introduced in 1861; wood
pulp paper is a slightly more complicated issue, but it was not commercially
available before 1880. These facts served to condemn over 30 of these pamphlets,
because they were printed on paper which could not possibly have existed at the
date on the title page.

Then there was the text. The classic case of this was Ruskin’s “The Queen’s
Gardens’. Ruskin went up to Manchester just about Christmas in 1864, and gave a
speech which was reported #n extenso in the Manchester Examiner and Times. This
appeared again in Sesame and Lilies in 1866. Sesame and Lilies was reprinted in 1867
and 1868, and Ruskin revised it for the first time substantially for his Collected
Works in 1871. Lo and behold, much later on appeared that black swan, a specially
privately printed pamphlet text of “The Queen’s Gardens’ run off in a few copies
only by a local Manchester printer in 1864, and what is the text? It is the text as
revised by Ruskin in 1871, not the text as given by Ruskin in 1864 whose authen-
ticity we can trace from the Manchester Examiner of that very day through the
successive editions of Sesame and Lilies. So the text is positive evidence of forgery.

And, finally, there is type, and the famous ‘Clay’s Long Primer No. 3’ It first
appears in the April 1877 number of Macmillan's Magazine. Long Primer No. 3 was
a curious type because it wasn’t a book-work type at all; it was a newspaper type.
Richard Clay 11T was a very interesting and innovative character who had been
one of the first people to put in typesetting machinery; he had discovered that
kerns, the projecting tails of ‘f” and ‘j°, were frequently damaged by typesetting
machinery. He saw in Stevens and Shanks’s list of newspaper types that they had
already developed one with a special ‘f” and ‘j” with the curve bent back so that it
did not kern. And we can tell pretty exactly when Clay’s in fact introduced it,
from that issue of Macmillan’s Magagine for April 1877. If one looks at what was
clearly standing type held over from the previous issue, in the predecessor of
Long Primer No. 3, Millar and Richard’s Long Primer No. 28; it has its own
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proper and identifiable question mark, which is like a meat hook. Looking at the
new copy set in May, one has the first appearance of Clay’s Long Primer No. 3
with the button hook ‘f” and ‘j°, but without Stevens and Shanks’s question mark,
which was of the non-meat hook variety, the one that looks like a saucepan with
the dot on the end. If you ask why Clay’s didn’t bother to change the question
mark, the answer is ‘why should they?’ Both types were cast on a Long Primer
body, and it saved on the typefounders’ bill not to order another matrix for the
question mark.

Next we have another example of typographic anachronism. Clay’s Long
Primer No.3 was the type that condemned Sonnets from the Portuguese and 15 other
books which purported to have been printed before 1877. There is a pamphlet by
Thackeray, An Interesting Event, which bears the date 1849 on the title page. The
typographic evidence against this has been complicated by some misunderstand-
ing abut the date of introduction of that most pervasive of late Victorian types,
Miller and Richard’s Old Style, in which it is set. Miller and Richard’s Old Style
was first cut by the great punchcutter Alexander Phemister, and the first publicity
leaflet for it in the St Bride Printing Library, which has the biggest set of consecu-
tive 1g9th-century type founders’ specimens in the world, is dated 1860. This is
interesting because F.W. Farrer’s Lyrics of Life is set in Miller and Richard’s Old
Style, but dated 1859. I can only assume that, since Richard Clay did a substantial
business with Miller and Richard, they had founts of it a year before they pro-
moted it to the trade. Anyway, 1849 is too early.

The next example, Swinburne’s Siena, is less arcane. This is what Graham
Pollard christened a binary forgery, that is to say, a forgery of a known and
genuine original, as opposed to the creative forgeries like An Interesting Event
whose falsity was obscured by the fact that there was no known original. It may
be a little hard to believe that every line of type and every ornament in the genuine
and the forged Siena is set in a different kind of type, but it is easy to see that the
word ‘Siena’ at the top is in two different sizes, and, most striking, that the
genuine Siena has a drop initial which goes correctly from the top of cap height in
the first line to the foot of the x-height in the second line, whereas the false has the
drop initial lining at the top but not at the foot. You can also possibly just tell that
the little ornament is not the same.

Another case has a special interest, because here you have what I believe to be
the fons et origo of Wise and Forman’s forgery. This is a perfectly genuine pamph-
let, Two Poems, produced by Elizabeth and Robert Browning for Elizabeth’s sister
Arabel (who was much addicted to good causes), to be sold at a charity bazaar in
1854. Those of you who frequent charity bazaars will not be greatly surprised that
it clearly didn’t go very well, and Forman, who had a habit of digging in pub-
lishers’ back cupboards, must have discovered a parcel containing some 300
unsold copies of this pamphlet. These he did not sell, at least originally, but used
for swaps. So, when Wise called on him in January 1886 to examine his Shelley
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collection, Forman must have shown him the parcel, and, I suspect, introduced
him to the concept of swaps. It was not very long thereafter that the first of what
we may call the ‘commercial’ forgeries appeared.

It is very interesting that in 1916, at the end of their career, the last known
contact between Wise and Forman shows that this idea was still current in their
minds. Wise had just published his Bibliography of Wordsworth, in which he wrote
that ‘a little remainder’ of To #he Qneen had been discovered and distributed among
a few friends; and in writing to send a copy of his book to Forman he was at pains
to explain that ‘that little “remainder” that we divided’ had now been destroyed.
This suggests to me that ‘remainder’ was in fact a piece of slang between the two,
a euphemism for ‘forgery’

This brings me back to Twe Poems: had anybody said, ‘Good heavens, Mr Wise
and Mr Forman, where do these remarkably fresh copies, which seem to be
appearing in such abundance, come from?’, the answer would have been, ‘Oh, a
little remainder turned up in the publishers’ back shop the other day’ At all
events, there is a close resemblance between Two Poems 1854 and The Runaway Slave
at Pilgrin’s Point ‘1849, quite close enough to have laid any contemporary suspi-
cion to rest. The only trouble is that the little semi-romanesque ornament in The
Runaway Slave was issued along with Miller and Richard’s Old Style and, like the
type, promoted as brand new for the first time in 1860. As you will see, the date on
the pamphlet is 1849.

The forgers were not always so careful, especially at the end of their career. The
typographic appearance of Wordsworth’s impassioned diatribe against the bring-
ing of railways to the lakes, as genuinely printed by R. Branthwaite and Sons in
1846, must have been known to them. But no attempt has been made in To #he
Qneen, apparently also printed by Branthwaite, to match it. Instead, it is in the sort
of pamphlet style that Clays would have used had you sent them, as Wise no
doubt did, a text not in book form and asked them to make a pampbhlet of it. It has
1890 to 19oo written all over it: it is a bad forgery.

Not all the forgeries were printed by Clay. The Books of William Morris, one of
Forman’s curious essays in bibliography, for which he developed the interesting
and unusual tactic of reproducing title pages in virtual type-facsimile, led to the
source of another group of forgeries, all from the same source. The Manifesto of the
Socialist Leagne 1885 exists in two forms, one genuine, the other false. There are a
number of interesting features about this, purely from a typographical point; the
two wavy rules are quite different, as are the two black-Jetter types for ‘Socialist
League Office’. It is also noticeable that the types used for the forgery are exactly
the same as the types used in the description of the pamphlet in Forman’s book;
there again the types used for forgery revealed the printer, Messrs Billing of
Guildford, who printed The Books of William Morris. Notice also that the title
block, an original wood block cut from a design by Walter Crane, has some rough
marks left in to give an antique appearance. The forgery has the block reproduced
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by photo-engraving, and the block maker, seeing these unsightly marks, decided
that he could do a good deal better than that and removed most of them, a piece of
craftsman-like tidiness that further betrays the forgery.

Next comes what we may call an extension of the Clay’s Long Primer No. 3
theory. The importance of Clay’s Long Primer No. 3 was that it was a type peculiar
to Richard Clay: nobody has found any other printer with that particular combina-
tion of types in use at that time. The God of the Poor ‘1884’ presents a rather similar
problem. It purports to be printed in 1884, but there is another pamphlet, How I
became a Socialist by William Morris with an obituary notice of him, which was
printed after his death in 1896 by a firm called the Twentieth Century Press, and is
setin the same type. The Twentieth Century Press wasactually founded to print the
first edition of the Socialist Manifesto in 1893. I could not at first identify the type in
which the two little books were set; eventually, after a great deal of rummaging, I
discovered that it was along primer cut by Vincent Figgins, but neither their Long
Primer No. 11 nor yet the Long Primer no. 15, but a mélange of both. In fact, it
contains 15 characters from Long Primer No. 11, 14 characters from Long Primer
No. 15,and 15 which are common to both. I do not believe that a similar mixture of
the two types exists elsewhere, and it follows that it can only have been made up for
the Twentieth Century Press when it was started in 1893. Therefore it cannot have
been available in 1884 when The God of the Poor was alleged to have been printed.

Finally, let us turn to an example of Forman’s typographic skills at its best. He
was an inveterate camp follower of distinguished writers, and in that capacity
became Richard Hengist Horne’s literary executor. To help and please Horne, he
produced a number of pieces of his, among them Galatea Secunda ‘1867” Some
copies of this have the imprint ‘Printed for private circulation’, while others have
‘Melbourne: G. Robertson, H.T. Dwight, S. Mullen’. Bothare dated 1867: some of
the copies are, rather curiously, printed on paper water-marked 1873. There is the
same problem about books on paper which actually bear a date later than the title
page as of books on paper whose constituents didn’t exist at the time.

There are two other interesting things about Galatea Secunda. In the first place, it
matches The South Sea Sisters as closely and carefully as The Runaway Slave at Pilgrim’s
Point matches Two Poems, thus strengthening the argument for Forman’s hand in
both. What is also interesting is that this is the first forgery to appear in commerce.
It was sold with five other pamphlets in a lot at a sale of Forman’s books in
November 1884 after Horne had died and left him all his books. Forman was
obviously rationalizing his collection and this booklet, with five others ina bundle,
fetched only 2 shillings. No one can describe that as profiteering, and it is for that
reason that I have a somewhat 2ambivalent view of Forman’s guilt in a commercial
sense whereas I have none about Wise’s. I am left with the conviction that Wise’s
contribution to the partnership was not editorial ability of which he had very little,
or aesthetic taste of which he had, if anything, rather less, buta commercial sense of
the possibilities for making money which Forman completely lacked.
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That brings us forward a century to our own time, to a crime as grave or graver
than Wise and Forman’s, which we may be thankful had a shorter run before it was
identified. The Oath of 2 Freeman was the centrepiece of the activity of Mark Hof-
mann of Salt Lake City. Hofmann is now in his mid thirties. He was born in Salt
Lake City, the son of an extremely devout Mormon who was secretary of his local
branch of the church and in that capacity notable for the beauty, accuracy and
neatness with which he used to keep the handwritten records of the church’s
business. His son, like most Mormons, did his standard two years as a missionary,
in Bristol in England. The Mormon missionaries’ work has a regular feature, the
tracing of ancestors for retrospective baptism. It involves looking up old church
registers, going to record offices and anywhere else where you can find large lists of
names of people who existed in time past. Hofman says (but one has to treat
everything he says with enormous caution because he is a pathological liar) that he
first got his taste for what he did from studying old documents for this purpose. He
came back to Salt Lake City and, by his own account (but again, one must be
sceptical), from reading Fawn Brodie’s No Man Knows My History, a rather critical
biography of Joseph Smith, at some point he not only lost his faith but developed a
violent distaste for it.

Now, atany rate, he set to work to forge documents — manuscript documents at
first — which fell into two classes: those that triumphantly proved hitherto undo-
cumented but essential tenets of the Mormon faith, and others which, more embar-
rassingly, failed to substantiate or contradicted the same type of tenet. You might
think that this might have been a counterproductive policy, and I can only explain
itsefficacy by a rather crude analogy whichappeared inan excellent summary of the
Hofmann affair in the Los Angeles Times. Documents, ran the argument, mean a lot
to the Mormons because their divine revelation is of such very recent date: it is as if
the resurrection of Jesus Christ could be disproved by the existence of motel
receipts showing he was elsewhere on Easter Saturday night. This explains the
attitude of the Church. They behaved in a completely Pavlovian way. They had to
buy the pro documents and trumpet them to the world; they had to buy the ans
documents to suppress them, and they did.

Through these highly lucrative excursions into the gullibility of the Mormon
Church, Hofmann was able to test out the gullibility of others. He gotinto the local
trade in books, currency, and what are all too apt to be called ‘memorabilia’. In the
Rocky Mountains and Western America generally this trade revolves round local
history, and the goods being in relatively short supply, they fetch very high prices,
particularly bank notes. Very primitive wood-engraved and typeset banknotes
were issued in the early days of what is now the state of Utah. Notes with a face
value of 1 dollar, 2 dollars and 5 dollars for the Deseret Currency Association and
the Western Boundary Bank were known to exist. Hofmann very quickly pro-
duced 10 dollar, 20 dollar and even so dollar denominations which nobody had
ever seen before, and the dealers in currency swallowed them with avidity. From
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this, he moved into the book business; faking association copies of Mormon or
Western interest became a growing part of his business which brought him increas-
ingly into the national or East Coast rare book business.

Now the Freeman's Oath, perhaps the first piece of printed matter produced in
North America, is known to have existed along with an almanac, both of which
had already been printed, as the then Governor of Massachusetts noted their
existence in his diary, by January 1639; but neither of them is known to survive.
The first piece of printed matter in North America that does survive is the Bay Psalm
Book, of which there are 8 copies, the last of which was sold for §151,000in 1951.

So when Hofmann decided to produce the Freemarn’s Oath he had gone a long
way up matket. He set about it with characteristic ingenuity and thoroughness in
March 198s. First, he had to create a provenance, and he ‘planted’ it on the Argosy
Book Store in New York City. The Argosy Book Store has a large stock of 19th-
century ephemera of every conceivable kind: ballads, election notices and so on.
Hofmann was not so injudicious as to put the Oath itself among this; indeed, it was
not in existence then. What he did was to take a copy of a patriotic ballad written in
honour of Abraham Lincoln’s re-election in 1863 and make a photograph of it; he
removed its heading (‘Give thanks, all ye people”), substituted for it a new heading
reading “The Oath of a Freeman’, set in slightly irregular Clarendon caps, repho-
tographed it, printed it on a blank sheet of paper of ¢.1860, put it in a box in the
Argosy Book Store, found it and had it sold to himself as “The Oath of a Freeman’,
the title that was listed in the Argosy invoice. He thus had a genuine invoice which
the Argosy Book Store was prepared to swear was issued by them.

He then set to work to create the Oath itself. He produced the original by
photographing the pages of the Bay Psalm Book using the excellent 1956 Meriden
facsimile. He enlarged these photographs and cut them up, letter by letter, some-
times using groups of conveniently adjacent letters, but very rarely whole words,
creating the entire text of The Oathof a Freeman. He then reduced it down to the right
size again and made a process line block. He knew that you can teil process block
facsimiles from genuine type impressions because the height of the type is different,
so he took a small industrial drill and ground down the height of letters individu-
ally on the block so that it would produce a slightly irregular impression. He made
his own ink out of bee’s-wax, carbon and linseed oil, making his carbon by burning
17th-century paper because he was afraid that carbon dating might catch him out.
Finally, he printed it by laying a sheet of genuine 17th-century paper, a blank
endleaf from a contemporary English book, on the surface of the inked block, and
pressed it down, using an ordinary clamp and a padded board, moving the clamp
along to produce a convincingly irregular impression.

So far it would be hardly possible to fault his technique. He actually created the
thing in March 1985, and offered it to the Library of Congress in May, with the
Schiller-Wapner Gallery acting as intermediary. A longish gap ensued while the
Library of Congress examined it under magnification, ultra-violet and infra-red
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THE OATH OF A FREEMAN, |b]

I-AB- being (by Gods providence) an Inhabitant,
and Freeman, within the iurifdi®tio of this
Common-wealth, doe frecly acknowledge my
felfe to bee fubject to the governement thereof ;
and therefore doe heere fweare, by the great
& dreadfull name of the Everliving-God, that
I will be true & faithfull to the fame, & will
accordingly yield affiftance & fupport therunto,
with my perfon & eftate , as in equity I am bo-
und: and will alfo truely indeavour to maintaine
and preferve all the libertyes & privilidges there-
of , fubmitting my felfe to the wholefome lawes,
& ordres made & ftablifhed by the fame; and fu-
reher, that 1 will not plot, nor pradice any evill
againft it, nor confent to any that fhall {oe do,
buct will timely difcover, 8 reveall the fame to
lawefull authoritee nowe here ftablifhed, for the
fpecdic preventing thereof. Moreover, 1 doe
folemnly binde my felfe, in the fight of God,
that when I fhalbe called, to give my voyce
touching any fuch matter of this ftate, ( in wh.
ich freemen are to deale) I will give my vote
& fuffrage as I fhall judge in myne owne con-
fcience may beft conduce & tend to the publick
weale of the body, without refpe& of perfonn-
es, or favour of any man, Soe help mee God in
the Lord Iefus Chrift.

D O O I O I AT 6 O O

“The Oath of a Freeman’, from a contact negative.
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light, with raked illumination, testing it in every conceivable way. Ultimately, after
two months or more, it returned the document to Hofmann, without establishing
whether it was genuine or not, but simply saying that they were not satisfied as to
title, in which they were absolutely right for not quite the reasons that they
thought.

Hofmann, however, like many another over-confident fraudster, had spent the
proceeds in advance and then embarked on a series of borrowings to finance his
debt. Characteristically, he invented an archive which he alleged lay within his
power to purchase. He raised more money on the strength of this and a whole
card-castle of fraud developed which, as such things will, began to collapse. In
October he betook himself to murder in a particularly unpleasant way. He mut-
dered his principal and closest debtor with a drainpipe bomb and planted a similar
drainpipe bomb on this man’s partner whom he had never met, simply to create the
illusion that both were victims of a disaffected creditor of the bank in which they
both worked. In fact, he failed to murder the partner but killed the partner’s wife
instead. He was thenabout to planta third bomb when it went offas he wasabout to
handle it, or was in the process of handling it. Again, we will never get the truth of
what was going on. Hofmann says it was his intention to blow himself up to deflect
suspicion from himself. This must be nonsense because, since his plan was to
suggest that the causes of this violent crime were something to do with the financial
affairs of a bank with which he had nothing to do, blowing himself up would seem
to be drawing attention to himself rather than the reverse.

Once again, it was chance and an unexpected concatenation of events that
brought the forger to book. There he was, in hospital, blown up and unconscious,
with detectives waiting at his bedside, all solicitude and anxiety. ‘“What happened?’
they asked. ‘1 opened the door of my car’, he said, ‘something fell on the floor, and
that’s all T know’ This simple but mendacious statement instantly converted him
from third victim to first suspect because the police could tell by the shape of the
injuries on his legs that in fact he had been sitting in the car with the device on the
seat beside him when it went off. So, rather as with Prokosch, the real case came to
an end within seconds. There then followed the long and cumbrous business of
making a case that would stand up in court. This was much complicated for the
police by the defence lawyers. Hofmann was an inveterate liar, and his lawyers used
his own tergiversations to confuse the true pattern of events. However, after
protracted plea-bargaining, Hofmann was found guilty of murder and fraud, and
sentenced to various terms of imprisonment from s years to life.

It was not until after this, in January 1987, that I was asked to look into the
matter. 1 developed a number of arguments which proved, without reference to
Hofmann’s statements, that the Oszh was a forgery. The first thing that strikes
anybody familiar with 17th-century printing is that the alignment of the lines is
very bad even by the standards of the worst typography of the period. What is not
soimmediately visible is the fact that the mis-alignment is not consistent with itself.
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If you look at an example of distorted lines in the Bay Psa/m Book, you will see that
they make an even bowed shape, starting from the foot of the page and working
up about 8 to 10 lines. The lines are all bowed the same way. Obviously, the
furniture with which the form was locked up was green and warped under
pressure, thus creating the bowed shape. Here, however, the misalignment is all
over the place; there are a number of places where the letters actually overlap
between lines. Metal types can be made to do strange things, but not, in the 17th
century at least, to overlap each other.

Then there is the rather interesting business of the border. The Bay Psalm Book
is divided into five books, and a set of border strips appears as the head piece of
each of these five divisions. You can see that the compositor has arranged the first
of these little arabesque ornaments in pairs and in the first case has treated them
very simply, just a straightforward back-to-back line. In book two he has got a
little more adventurous and inverted every second pair, giving a rather more
varied pattern. He has repeated the same in the third book, though inverting the
pattern of book two. He embarks apparently on the same pattern for book four,
and inevitably the case has become somewhat confused by now and in two places
he put not a pair but the same ornament repeated twice. When the printer reaches
book five, he decided to revert to the easier pattemn of book one which he achieves
with the odd duplication at the end.

Hofmann’s eye told him that there was something abnormal and different
about book four; having an uncertain grasp of the realities of 17th-century print-
ing, he instantly seized on this as an authenticating factor. People would be the
more likely to believe that the Oath was the work of the same printers as the Bay
Psalm Book if it had the same odd border. So he converted what was clearly an
error in the Bay Psalm Book into what could only be a deliberate act in the border
of the Oath of a Freeman. So that is another error of judgement.

The same problems affected the typographic arrangement as befell Stena. There
are two-line initials for each psalm in the Bay Psa/m Book. They were obviously
meant to align with the top of the x-height at one line and the bottom of the
x-height of the line below. The compositor, being ignorant as well as clumsy, did
not grasp this, and set the first word in caps and the misalignment of the drop-
initials follows automatically. Now you will see you also get a misalignment in #be
Oath of a Freeman but the ‘T is in an impossible position, aligning at the top of the
cap height not at the x-height. Even if you turned the character upside down, that
wouldn’t work out. So that is another error.

There are further details. It is an odd fact there is only one ‘ssi’ ligature in the
Bay Psalm Book, towards the end (Ddz). Normally, the ‘ssi’ ligatures were all made
up by either having ‘s’ followed by an ‘si’ ligature or an ‘ss’ ligature followed by an
‘i’ Hofmann, however, created a false ‘ssi’, using two ‘s’s of the same height: in
the real thing, the first ‘s’ is shorter than the second.

The parentheses are another example: like many a 17th-century printer,
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Stephen Day only had one parenth which he used one way up at the beginning,
and inverted at the end, so there is always a slight lack of alignment; here you have
the parentheses both aligning. Finally, there is the very interesting case of the
suspension marks. You can see the suspension marks, the missing ms and ns, as
used in the Bay Psalm Book, only when there is a desperate need to save space and
justification. Here the shape of the o is very conspicuous; it is too big. This big o is
very markedly out of line with the rest of the fount, whereas the suspended o is
appreciably smaller. In the fake Oazh the o with its suspension mark is an ordinary
o with a suspension mark drawn in. You will also notice that the justification is
spectacularly wide here; there was absolutely no need to suspend the n. Again, itis
a piece of &itsch authentication.

The last and really most decisive point is the text. There are three manuscript
texts of the Freemanw's Oath dating from 1634 to 1635. In none of them is
‘Everliving-God’ hyphenated, which poses the question why Hofmann’s text is
hyphenated. The answer lies with the translators. They must have had strong
reasons, not yet explained, for rejecting the old Sternhold and Hopkins version,
which would have been familiar and acceptable even to the early Massachusetts
settlers. Some of their views are made clear in the preface, and one is that they
were determined to represent the Hebrew text literally: where one word was used
in Hebrew they wanted to have one word in English. There are some words in
Hebrew which cannot be literally translated by one word in English, words with
a reduplicative or strengthening sense, and verbs which require an added preposi-
tion in English. Thus, when they had a strengthened word, like ‘strong God’
instead of just ‘God’, they hyphenated it to indicate that it was one word in
Hebrew; obviously, ‘lift-up’ and ‘Glorious-King’ are examples of this desire to
indicate that there was one word only in the Hebrew. This is obviously a need or
practice peculiar to the Bay Psalm Book, but it was seized on by Hofmann as
another peculiarity which he could with advantage adapt to his needs, so he
hyphenated ‘Everliving-God’ on the analogy of ‘strong-God’ and ‘Glorious-
King’, without understanding the textual absurdity.

I have said that he very rarely used complete words, but he did on one or two
occasions. The word ‘libertyes’ in line 12 of the Oath can be proved to have been
taken entire (except for the last two letters) from the Bay Psalm Book (Cc 2, line 29).
There is a unique thickening of ink in the counter of ‘v’, and the relative align-
ment of the characters is identical. The same word in the Bay Psa/m Book close by
(Cc 1v, line 20) is quite different.

Let me end with two facts about all this which put this impressive demonstra-
tion of typographic analysis in a rather humbler place than I may have seemed to
suggest. The first is a fact which, in my view, made it all superfluous. There is, in
line 19 of the Outh, a tiny speck of white on the ‘M’ of ‘Moreover’. It was George
Throckmorton, the Utah state documents examiner, who noticed that this was
not due toa printing fault, nor yet to a defect in the printing surface. It was caused
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by a tiny chip of photographic emulsion which had attached itself to the negative
used for the line block while in the process house; it was still there when the police
discovered the negative. As proof that the cunning forgery of the Oa#h stemmed
from this negative, this was incontrovertible. The other fact relates again to the
border of the Oath. My own first suspicions were aroused not by any of the
appearances I have tried to demonstrate, but the simple fact that the border was
too close to the text. Having handled, and indeed dropped, formes myself, I could
not see how the printers could have put so little furniture between the text and the
border, and risked a pie with their make-shift equipment.

I will wind up very quickly by saying there are perhaps one or two moral
lessons to be drawn from this. The first is that all the equipment in the world will
not reveal a fake if you do not know what to look for. Secondly, if you think that
Mr Hofmann is the last word, you are sadly mistaken. Owing to the increase in
the price of artifacts of all sorts at the moment, with Van Gogh going up to £34
million, forgers are springing up everywhere. Somebody produced a Columbus
letter, Texas is full of forged Declarations of the Independent State of Texas, and a
man has just been put in prison for forging the complete text of the first printed
Haggadah, Salamanca, ¢.1491—2. Lastly, greed, whether collectors’ greed, book-
sellers’ greed, or the altruistic greed of churches, is the manure on which forgery
grows like mushrooms. Greed springs eternal in the human breast, but honesty is
the best policy: magna est veritas, and let us hope that it will prevail.






Forged Handwriting

Tom Davis

To stupeNTs of literature and history, Bibliography means primatrily ‘the study of
books as material objects’.! If ‘books’ include manuscripts, then there is one
aspect of the subject that fulfils that definition particularly well: the study of
forgery. The difference between a forged and a genuine document will usually
have absolutely nothing to do with content, and everything to do with form: one
could say that in this sense the detection of forgery is the purest kind of bibliogra-
phical pursuit. This is rather anomalous, since those who actually pursue this pure
bibliographical pursuit professionally are not in fact bibliographers at all, but
forensic scientists; and between bibliographers and forensic scientists there seems
to be a deep semantic chasm: normally, they are unaware of each other’s existence.

I can offer my own experience as one of the few exceptions to this. Fortuitously,
and fortunately, I have a foot in both camps. Since 1973 I have taught a three-year
undergraduate course at Birmingham Untiversity called Bibliography and Paleo-
graphy. This unique product of the imagination and energy of its founder, Peter
Davison, is the only course on Bibliography that I know of that has both the space
and time (12 students study the subject for two hours a week plus practical work,
for three years) to deal with the subject both extensively and deeply. Secondly,
since 1974 I have operated as what lawyers call a handwriting expert, and what
document analysts call a document analyst: in other words, I give expert evidence
in courts about all manner of forged, anonymous, and otherwise suspect docu-
ments. I operate part-time, of course, and do on average about three complete
cases a month; I have given evidence in court many times, and have been involved
with a remarkably wide range of human fallibility: my current case-load has 34
files in it (the law works exceedingly slowly .), and include. ases concerning
bigamy, blackmail, armed robbery (two), burglary, and the ownership of a rather
expensive dog. As well as practising document analysis, [ have also thoughtabout
it and taught it: the second year of the Bibliography course is devoted mostly to
forensic matters, and I have been involved with rather a lot of research on the
subject, some of which was funded by the Home Office in the form of large-scale
projects.

ElsewhereI have written an informal and general introduction to the subject of
document analysis for non-practitioners, and so have no need to do that again
here.2 What I propose to do in this paper is to discuss one aspect of my work,
forgery, or, more strictly, the simulation of some aspects of the handwriting
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movement. I shall begin by defining the problem, and will do so by recounting
two sample cases, which give some idea of the kind of real-life situations that
provide the daily bread of document analysts. Having set out the problem, I shall
attempt to answer it by opening up the subject of how forgery takes place: the
mechanics of it, as it were, considered in a context of the mechanics of writing
itself; what happens in the bones, muscles, and central nervous system when
skilled cursive handwriting is produced. I shall emerge from this, I hope, with a
theory of handwriting, and therefore a theory of forged handwriting, which I will
then apply to my two real-life cases.

The cases

The first case I shall discuss is not at first sight forgery at all. I was telephoned
urgently by a solicitor (this is rather normal) in a state of some agitation, and
rushed in to examine a document actually in the middle of a trial. The first
noticeable thing about the case was that as I went into Court I had to pass by a
demonstration: a group of people holding up banners protesting the innocence of
the client, several of which made odd references to plastic bags. These items do
not normally play much part in document cases, but when I was shown the
disputed signatures, the point of the reference became clear.

I was asked to examine two sets of what are known as Contemporaneous
Notes. These are essentially transcripts of conversations between officers and the
defendant, and are alleged to have been taken down by a police officer contempo-
raneously with the conversation. The defendant is invited to sign each page at
least once, and, at the end of the document, to write in his or her own hand the
‘caption’: that is, a short formal statement agreeing that the transcript is authentic
and faithful. The notes are then countersigned by two police officers, ever if the
defendant has refused to sign them, and are sometimes even the sole or principal
evidence against a particular defendant. In these cases it is obviously open to the
defendant to deny the accuracy of the record, in spite of the caption, or to allege
that the whole document is a fabrication and that the signatures and captions are
forged.3

In this case, however, the defendant’s claim was not of forgery pure and
simple, but of coercion. The first set of notes constituted the sample or compari-
son writing, and was not disputed. It bore a number of signatures of the defend-
ant (who was, incidentally, charged with armed robbery) and the usual caption,
all written in a not very sophisticated but clear and firm looped cursive hand. The
second set of notes, which was made 24 hours later, was rather dramatically
different. Unfortunately Iam not able to illustrate this: cameras are not allowed in
Court, and I must rely on words to describe the oddity of this writing. The notes
bore signatures and caption, as usual, and both were in recognizably the same
hand, but a dramatically different version of it: they exhibited a very evident
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tremor, such that most of the straight lines showed what amounted to a highly
regular wave formation; but the curves of the waveforms were strangely well-
formed, as if they had been written quickly and without hesitation.

The defence allegation was that the defendant had been forced to sign this
second, disputed, document, against his will, since, he said, the entire conversa-
tion it contained was a fabrication from beginning to end. Hence the relevance of
the plastic bags: if you put a plastic bag over someone’s head, as the defence was
alleging had happened, and threaten not to take it off until he signs a document,
this might well act as a powerful persuader, but one that is very hard to prove; so
what the defence wanted was for me to attest that the tremor in the handwriting
was evidence for this particular method of coercion.

What I had to decide, in fact, was between two claims: either, as the defence
would say, that the tremor was caused by this method of coercion, or, as the
police would presumably allege, that the tremor was artificial: in other words,
that it was forged. So although this is not immediately a forgery case as such, in
fact, like most of the problems I examine, it came down to an allegation of
forgery from one side or another.

The question that this case raises opens up a whole series of further questions:
What causes tremor? Can it be forged successfully? What is it in the mechanisms
of natural handwriting that allow this kind of deformity, whether under stress or
from whatever cause? To answer these questions, the whole mechanism of
handwriting needs to be examined.

The second case is less dramatic, and certainly much lower down in the
hierarchy of crime, though it seemed to have caused no less suffering to the
individuals concerned; it concerns the alleged theft of a consignment of denim
jeans. Here is the story. There were two shops, unfortunately adjacent, each
specializing in the sale of denim clothing of various kinds, mostly jeans, and both
owned by Asian families. One of them was much bigger than the other. A lorry
was despatched with two consignments of jeans, one for each store. A few days
later, the smaller store phoned to say that their consignment had not arrived. The
lorry driver produced two receipts, one for cach consignment, both signed by
Mohammed Anwar, the son of the proprietor of the larger store. But Anwar
denied having received the jeans or signing two delivery note. The police were
called in (one suspects that not much love was lost between the two neighbour-
ing stores) and eventually they brought a prosecution against Anwar for stealing
the jeans.

My job was to examine the delivery notes. I eeproduce them here, and invite
the reader to contemplate them, together with 2 set of ‘request samples’ of
Anwar’s signature. The two delivery note signatures are beyond question differ-
ent: the problem is, how to interpret the difference? One allegation would be that
the second signature is a forgery of the first presumably, if so, not exactly the
work of a master of the forger’s art — and the counter-allegation would be that
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the oddities of the second signature wete the result of deliberate disguise on the
part of Mr Anwar: in a sense that he was deliberately reproducing (forging, one
might say) the signs of forgery.

it )

Admitted signature 1 /z A ) 2 1

Questioned and sample signatures: Anwar Mohammed.

Questioned signature

What, then, are these signs of forgery? What is it in the mechanisms of natural
handwriting that do not show these signs, which are exhibited in the unnatural
act of forgery? To answer authentic forgery? What is the difference between these
questions, the whole mechanism of handwriting needs to be examined.

Line quality and rhythm

The key concept is what document examiners call “/ine guality’, which seems to be
the same as the paleographic concept ‘duczus’, and has some relationship to the
calligraphers’ term ‘movement’. Line quality refers to the degree of smoothness
of the pen line. Good line quality is smooth, confident, with regular uninterrup-
ted curves. Bad line quality is irregular; the curves are interrupted, tending to
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degenerate into a series of straight lines, showing pausing, or even pen-/ifts, where
the pen is taken completely off the paper. It is a matter of degree of skill, and
speed. If our expertise in writing is inhibited in some way, the pen will move
slowly, and the line quality will degenerate accordingly. In the act of forgery,
since we are necessarily not as expert at producing the graphic shapes of someone
else’s writing as the writer will be, then the pen will move more slowly and the
line quality of our imitation will be pooter than that of the original. Or so the
theory goes, at any rate.

A related concept is ‘rthythm’: not a term used much by document analysts, but
one that educationists and behavioural psychologists used to be fond of,* since it
denotes (rather loosely) the combination of uniformity of speed and regularity of
shape that characterizes what we find to be well-formed about skilled cursive
handwriting. It reflects a feeling that until recently has been hard to define
precisely, that a skilled writer works to a rthythm: that he or she takes the same
amount of time to do similar component actions, with a resulting economy of
movement and uniformity of shape,

These two terms certainly mean something, but their meaning is insufficiently
precise, because it is untheorized. Those experienced in the field will know well
what they mean, and certainly the term ‘line quality’ is used convincingly by
document examiners in giving evidence. But recent work is not satisfied with the
kind of experience-based assertion that was characteristic of an earlier generation
of document examiners: it seeks to know the underlying causes of the phenom-
ena it describes. In order to do this, it is necessary to understand the way in which
handwriting works — the interaction of bone, muscle, and brain that produces
skilled handwriting. This is what I now propose to outline. I find it useful to
approach this rather difficult topic from both ends, as it were: from the physical
structure of the hand and arm, which can then lead us into a possible model of the
behavioural mechanisms that allow these physical components to operate suc-
cessfully (or otherwise); and at the same time from the other end, attempting ina
rather abstract way to model the process of handwriting, as if for instance we
were attempting to teach a computer to write: if so, what would be the best kind
of program to use? When we put the two together, we should have some kind of
picture of what goes on in skilled handwriting.5

Bone structure and writing

We begin with the bones. Here, to save bulking the paper out with diagrams, I
shall invite a certain amount of audience participation. Please, reader, hold up
your hand, palm facing your face. Bend your fingers. You will immediately see
what you have in fact always known, that the fingers themselves each consist of
three bones, which are connected to each other by hinges: they can only open and
close, and moreover only open until the finger is straight, but no further. (I
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assume in this and what follows that your anatomy is reasonably normal: there
are those who can transcend the normal limitations to a surprising extent.) These
bones (the phalanges, for those that like technical terms) join what we call the
palm, which in a skeleton, rather unnervingly, does not exist: skeletons appear to
have only very long fingers, that come straight from the complex of small bones
(the carpals) that we call the wrist. The bones that join the wrist to the fingers (the
metacarpals) have a ball-and-socket joint where they join the phalanges, and a
similar, though looser, arrangement at the carpal end, but each of these joints is
in fact very restricted: there is little we can do with the joints at the base of the
fingers except open and shut (flex and extend, technically speaking) the fingers
themselves. The thumb has a similar but much freer arrangement: we can wave
the thumb about with a certain amount of abandon, which is why we can do all of
the many interesting things that we do with our hands. The wrist, however, has
only a very restrained flexibility: it can flex and extend the hand through perhaps
100°, but is capable of very little bending from side to side. Although it is a
ball-and-socket joint, it behaves like a hinge.

Please now pick up a pen and hold it in the classic prescribed penhold. To do
this (many people don’t, for whatever reason) the side of the hand, that part
stretching from the wrist to the base of the little finger, should rest on the paper.
The thumb, forefinger, and second finger meet at their tips, surrounding the pen
and holding it at about 2—3 cm. from its point. These fingers and the thumb
should be flexed slightly but not too much; they should in fact be relaxed until
they actually come to do any writing. The remaining two fingers are bent
inwards somewhat and also rest supportively on the paper. The barrel of the pen
rests on the fleshy web between forefinger and thumb. The hand is somewhat
pronated; in other words, the forearm is rotated slightly to put pressure on the
point of the pen, using principally the muscles of the upper arm and shoulder;
this pronation is possible in spite of the fact that the elbow is a hinge, which
cannot permit rotation, because the two bones of the forearm can cross each
other to form an x-shape.

This, as I say, is the recommended penhold, and the way in which you were
probably taught to write. Many people write differently, and as far as I know
when they do so they are making some sort of satisfactory accommodation with
their own particular musculature, mental set, and acculturation, and should
continue to do so. Other penholds may well be equally efficient, and this one
seems to be culturally specific, judging by illustrations of, for instance, medieval
or classical scribes, and therefore optional. Though I would recommend that if
during writing with an alternative penhold you notice that your knuckles are
significantly white you should, as they say, consider your position.

Now, write. What happens? Firstly, the fingers flex and extend; on the whole,
they do nothing more complicated than that. In other words, the hinges of the
phalanges open and shut a little, which is all they can do. The fingers make no
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contibution to speak of to the sideways movement of the pen. This is effected by
a series of accommodations: first the flexion (twisting backwards, one could call
it) of the hand, pivoting at the hinge-like joint at the wrist, which is itself
anchored to the paper at its lower edge. When the comfortable limits of this
movement are reached, the fixed pivot at the wrist is moved over by a few
centimetres, as the forearm pivots on a fixed point at the elbow, a movement
which is permitted by, perhaps rather surprisingly, the capacity of the upper arm
to rotate in the shoulder joint.

The fundamental movement of bandwriting

If these observations of the basic components of skilled handwriting are correct,
then it is clear that the way the bones relate to each other in the hand, arm, and
shoulder collaborate to provide two distinct elements: an up-and-down and a
sideways movement, producing some form of wave formation. This suggests
that the basis for cursive handwriting is not in fact the joined production of
individual letters, but modifications on a basic wave-form. In one way, this is
counter-intuitive: we are accustomed, from looking at print and from the fact
that we originally learned the letters in an unjoined print script, to think of them
as discrete complex events, rather than syncopations of a basic wave; but in
another way this feels (to me, at any rate) like an intuitively satisfying way of
thinking about ‘joined up’ writing.

Confirmation comes from an odd source: graphologists tell us that all cursive
handwriting is, at base, either arcaded, garlanded, or ‘saw-tooth’ What this
means is that if you write, as fast as you can, a series of /m/s (say), fast to the point
of deforming the letters, then they will turn into an undifferentiated sequence of
minims; these minims will either remain as /m/s, in which case your writing is
said to be fundamentally arcaded; or it will turn into a sequence of /u/s, in which
case your writing is garlanded; or it will turn out to be a zig-zag, in which case
you are a ‘saw-tooth’ writer. We need not follow the graphologists into making
deductions about the personality of the writer from these tendencies; what they
say seems to be true enough at the physical level, and certainly supports our
hypothesis about the wave-form base of cursive handwriting.

Rather more compelling support comes from attempts to produce computer
models of the handwriting process.® The initial attempt involved the computer
control of a mechanical arm, but the same principles apply if you simply wish to
make a cursor produce a cursive handwriting-like trace by moving acrossa VDU
screen: the question is, what is the smallest and most efficient set of instructions
that you need to give the computer for it to be able to imitate handwriting? The
first attempts involved coding for each of the letter-forms, and then writing a
series of instructions that covered all of the possible varieties of joins that are
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necessary. This is very clumsy, involving a number of ad-hoc rules, which would
need to be committed to the memory and addressed at need. This takes time, too
much time; and it doesn’t satisfy the intuitive feeling that handwriting is rhythmic —
an activity whose basic pattern is regular in time; in other words, wave-like.

It was found, in fact, that if you program a basic wave form as the model of
handwriting, and then instruct the computer with a relatively small set of corner-
ing rules to account for what I have called the syncopations of the wave, you can
describe the rules of handwriting rather economically. This doesn’t of course
prove that that is the way the brain itself does handwriting: brains are not compu-
ters, or even necessarily at all like them. But since we don’t really know much
about what brains are like, the computer sometimes, if used cautiously, can pro-
vide a useful metaphor; as, I would suggest, it does in this case.

A final confirmation of this theory comes from computer-assisted observation
of the amount of time that people take to produce the elements of cursive hand-
writing. It has been shown that, quite precisely, the same amount of time is taken
to make the short vertical strokes of an x-height minim, say in an /n/ or Ju/ or /m/,
as the longer verticals of an [lf or an [h/.7 Here clearly is a confirmation, and
indeed the basis of a precise definition, of the concept of rhythm in handwriting,
and a further support for the wave-form theory.

We can hypothesise, moreover, that skilled cursive handwriting is not done
piecemeal, letter by letter, but in bursts: packages of information are sent down
from the brain for realization by the muscles of the hand and arm. These may bea
word, or even a small group of words in length. They consist of a set of coded
instructions that provide the means of converting a fundamental wave-form into
a handwritten set of (one hopes) legible letters.

This is easy to see in the case of the signature. When I am expounding this
doctrine to my students, I ask them to do the following: to draw their signature,
slowly, paying careful attention to the way it is formed. Usually more than half
find this difficult, sometimes even impossible, to do: clearly for them the signature
is resident in the memory as a pattern, and the brain sends down the command ‘do
signature’ rather than, say, ‘write ‘“Tom Davis”’ Hence too the awkward
phenomenon of ‘forgetting one’s signature’, when a bank clerk asks you to do it
again on the back of the cheque. A signature is an automatic process for most
people; if it were not, we would not be able to do it so fast. And the same is true to
a lesser extent for the handwriting skill in general. Skilled writers, which means
most literate people, are not fully aware of just how difficult handwriting is: a very
fine, delicate and quickly performed activity, perhaps the most dextrous thing
that most of us do; but because we learned it so long ago and do it so well, it is
routine and trivial for us. And it is only because of the automatic nature of so
much of it that we are able to do it all. The difference between skilled movement
and unskilled movement is that the former has been practised so many times that
it needs very little intervention from the conscious mind: just the initiating in-
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struction, really. The rest is left to the learned reflexes, and the mind can get on
with the really difficult task of wondering what next to say.

Monitoring

There is however a crucial element missing from the model of handwriting that is
now emerging, and that is a feedback or monitoring component. I have described
a way of modelling what it is that we do, when we do handwriting; but when we
send the set of coded instructions for the muscles to perform, how do we know
that they are getting it right? The intuitive answer might be, we watch what we
are doing; but this is not the answer. If, reader, you try writing with your eyes
shut, you will probably find that you can do it surprisingly well; you will have
problems about line length, naturally, and the essentially curved nature of the
sideways movement (pivoting, as we have seen, around one moving and one
fixed point), means that there may be trouble over keeping the base-line straight,
but the detail of letter-formation is not hard to do blindfold. Obviously so, when
you think about it: reaction time to a visual stimulus is relatively slow, because of
the length of the feedback loop, from eye through the brain down to the hand,
and the movement of the pen point on the paper is much faster than the eye can
monitor efficiently.

There seem in fact to be two other kinds of monitoring going on. The first of
these is known as proprioceptive feedback. This is that essential mechanism which
enables us to know the position of any part of our body without having to look at
something to orient it. So we can clap our hands with our eyes shut, because we
seem to have a mental model of our body, that is continually updated by informa-
tion from the very muscles that are themselves producing the movements th:
necessitate an update of the model. Not just clapping our hands, or, say, touching
one forefinger tip to another quickly, something we may not be too confident of
doing blindfold, but all of the things that the able-bodied are extremely good :
such as walking or standing up, for instance, depend vitally on proprioception.
And particularly they depend upon the extreme rapidity with which the mental
self-image is updated. Proprioception can do this because of the shortness of the
feedback loop, which itself is a consequence of the fact that the muscles are, as the
name suggests, self-observing: proprio-ceptive. They tell themselves what to do,
without having to make the long trip up to the brain to do so. Because we
privilege the eyes as a way of finding out about the world, partly I suppose for
cultural reasons, we tend to ignore this extremely important mechansim; but if we
did not have it, we would be as helpless as beached whales, out of our element.

It is the proprioceptive feedback mechanism that makes the difference between
skilled and unskilled activity. If we don’t know how to do something, we look,
think, and then do — clumsily. If we are good at it, we just do, without thinking.
The result is what the psychologist Luria nicely calls ‘kinetic melody’: smooth
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skilled action.B Whereas, reliance on the visual feedback mechanism results in
pausing, as the visual information is processed and acted upon: the resulting
action is jerky, irregular, and clumsy. At this point the reader may well see the
practical application of this rather abstract discourse; forego, however, please, the
delights of closure for a moment, because there is more to come.

This mechanism, I would conjecture, will tell the writer that he or she is doing
the letters in more or less the correct way: when we feel the second upstroke of the
Ju/ is about to get too long, proprioception, quicker than thought, warns us to
stop. This explains too why if we are cold, or old, or ill, or drunk, the hand writing
may either increase or decrease, consistently or inconsistently, in size: all of these
states can cause a general slowing down in the flow of information round the
central nervous system, and so we may receive the message to go into reverse at
the end of the second upstroke of the [u/, but take a little longer to go about
obeying it; thus the size of the letters increases. Or, alternatively, we may be aware
of our slower-than-normal state, and put an instruction into the system to com-
pensate for it; if we overcompensate, then the handwriting becomes smaller.

This explanation is satisfactory, up to a point; but some psychologists of skilled
behaviour go further, and suppose the existence of another kind of monitoring
procedure that is even finer and faster in its effects.® Whether this is a separate
mechanism, in fact, or just another aspect of the proprioceptive system, is dis-
puted; but for our purposes it is certainly helpful to distinguish the two.

Whereas the first mechanism tells the body when to stop doing what it is doing
and do something else, this mechanism is what enables it to go on doing what it is
doing when it doesn’t want to do anything else. It monitors the state of rest or
motion of some part of the model of the body, and warns us when that desired
state of rest or motion is in danger of ceasing — or, rather, when the state is in
danger of moving beyond some tolerance that we have decided (unconsciously)

-upon: perfect rest or motion does not happen in nature.

A useful and economical way of doing that is by using a system analogous with
the mechanism in a thermostat. Here the monitor is constantly aware of temper-
ature. When it senses that the temperature has gone below a set level, it tells the
heater to come on. There is a pause, while the room heats up, and then the
thermostat will notice that the room is too hot and turn the heater off. This is an
economical way of doing the job; the mechanism is simple, and the results can be
as quick as one needs them to be. But they can never be quick enough to maintain
absolute adherence to the set temperature: however finely tuned the relationship
between the heater and the monitor, the temperature will fluctuate, regularly; if
we can graph this fluctuation with a precision appropriate to the degree of varia-
tion, this graph will form a wave.

In handwriting the pen traces its own record of the movement of the hand that
controls it. It is normally not a fine enough trace to record the fluctuations of
this autocompensatory monitoring mechanism; until, that is, this starts to act
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inefficiently. When it does, we see what we call tremor in the handwriting: a rather
regular flunctuation in what should be a straight line ora smooth curve. This differs
from impairment of the proprioceptive function, which characteristically results in
poor line quality based on slowness of the pen movement; tremor is normally
rather fast, and it is possible to produce handwriting with marked tremor but good
line quality.

Our theoretical model is now complete: we have the means of explaining the
phenomena of handwriting in which we are interested. In brief: the defects in line
quality associated with forgery are caused by using the visual rather than the
proprioceptive feedback mechanism; while the tremor that can be caused by stress
can be related to the autocompensatory servomechanism.

The cases, again

We can now return to the two handwriting problems and see how our model can be
applied. In the case of the allegedly plastic-bag-induced signatures, we have the
finest example of tremor that I have ever seen, absolutely pure, and free from any
infection from poor line quality. My normal experience of tremor is in the hand-
writing of old people, where, because of the multi-causal nature of the symptoms
associated with impairment in old age, there is usually a large variety of other
handwriting phenomena accompanying tremor. The client in this case was rather
fit, and his handwriting therefore reinforces my theoretical model rather well.

For him, however, the more important question was, does it show that he was
coerced? I gave evidence in this case, and pointed out firstly that clearly something
fairly spectacular had happened to his handwriting in the 24 hours between both
sets of samples; secondly, that little is known about the specific effects of stress on
handwriting, because the Social Science Research Council rather frowns on the
torture of experimental subjects!?; thirdly, however, his symptoms were consistent
with the results of, among other things, old age, drugs, alcohol, having just run
round the block, or, indeed, stress. The Court, perhaps reflecting that the other
items in the list were probably not relevant, supported his appeal on the charge;
what extent their decision was based on my evidence, I do not kaow.

With regard to Mohammed Anwar, here, it seems to me, we have a gross and
obvious case of forgery. Anwar’s own handwriting shows rather well a predomin-
ance, if anything, of the rhythmic wave-form, resulting in a certain careless disre-
gard for the number of minims in any given signature, as can be seen in the request
samples. For the curious, who may perhaps find the other admitted receipt signa-
ture a little difficult to read, I can say that Anwar, under close questionihg from me,
explained that it consisted of the words ‘Anwar Mohd’, the latter being a normal
abbreviation of ‘Mohammed’. He was unable to explain consistently which pen-
strokes produced which letter, however: a very clear example of the signature
being written as a pattern, rather than a string of letters, shown here rather starkly
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because it is obvious that the pattern got itself scrambled in the transmission. !

What of the questioned signature? Well, in my opinion this is a forgery, as I said.
It shows very well, because it is so very bad, the defects of forgery: proprioception
is replaced by visual input and monitoring, and the result is poor line quality,
pausing, pen lifts — defects galore, one might say: the very reverse of Anwar’s
normal practice. Could Anwar have been disguising his own signature —forging a
forgery? I very much doubt it. One’s signature is so ingrained, particularly in 2
writer like Anwar, that it is hard to forget so totally and entirely how to do it; some
at least of that basic pattern would surely come through. And to do so in the few
minutes (at most) between signing for one consignment of jeans and signing for
another, having instantly formulated this really rather Machiavellian scheme,
stretches credibility. In any case, there is another factor. It is quite clear to me that
whoever produced the questioned signature was (a) imitating the admitted receipt
signature, and (b) couldn’t read it. He or she clearly thought that Anwar Mo-
hammed had a capital /B/ somewhere in his name. For Anwar himself successfully
to imitate inability to read his own signature, or even to think of such a thing,
would be truly amazing.

The finger of suspicion seems to me to point rather squarely at the lorry-driver. I
did not say so in Court, because the Defence advised me not to; they were aware of
all the details of the case, as I was not, and in any case spectacular counter-
accusations only happen in films. Anwar Mohammed’s trial resulted ina hung jury;
he was retried, found guilty, and fined a very substantial sum of money. The value
of the jeans, the immediate cause of the two lengthy and painful trials, was about
£200.00. I do not know why he was found guilty; one of the more frustrating
aspects of being a document examiner is that, usually, and in some ways, blessedly,
all that you see is the documents. The rest of the case, the complex and often
agonizing interactions of human beings that constitute it, and indeed the real truth
of the matter, are, normally, a closed book.
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