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			Schematic map of St Paul’s precinct and the surrounding area. This cross-period map is not to scale, but is intended to convey a sense of the relative positions of significant buildings across a time-span covering c. 1593 to 1640. It indicates the locations of St Paul’s Cross Churchyard, where Edward Blount and William Aspley operated their bookshops, and Stationers’ Hall, where publishers logged their rights to print books in the Stationers’ Register. It also shows the locations of the printing press of Richard Field, who printed William Shakespeare’s Venus and Adonis (1593), The Rape of Lucrece (1594) and The Phoenix and the Turtle (1601); the Blackfriars Theatre (constructed in 1596 by James Burbage, from which the Chamberlain’s Men were banned as a consequence of a petition led by Lady Elizabeth Russell and signed by Field, and which was reclaimed by the King’s Men in 1608); and Shakespeare’s Blackfriars Gatehouse, which he purchased in 1613 and rented to a lodger named John Robinson.
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			Diagram of St Paul’s Cross Churchyard, London’s primary bookselling hub. This map is not to scale and does not capture a single period, but records buildings and features across a time-span covering c. 1582 to 1640. In addition to the Parrot, operated by William Aspley between 1608 and 1640, and the Black Bear, managed by Edward Blount between 1609 and at least 1626, the map shows Thomas Pavier’s shop, which stood in Ivy Lane. It also records the locations of (with dates of operation in brackets): the Spread Eagle, managed by Henry Walley and Richard Bonian (1609–10); the White Horse, belonging to Arthur Johnson (1604–21); the Bishop’s Head, once controlled by Edward Blount (1597–98); the Angel, operated by Andrew Wise (1593–1602) and Ralph Mabbe (1611–13); the Greyhound, managed successively by John Harrison senior (1582–94), Ralph Mabbe (1614–16) and Robert Allot (1626–27); the Green Dragon, with Thomas Hayes in residence (1600–1); and the Tiger’s Head, once run by William Aspley (1599–1600). Of interest are also (with names of one-time operators in brackets): the Three Pigeons (Humphrey Robinson), the Golden Lion (Richard Watkins), the Pied Bull (Thomas Butter) and the Fox (Matthew Law). The Fleur de Luce and Crown (not to be confused with the Fleur-de-Lis, also known as the Fleur-de-Lis and Crown, within St Paul’s Cross Churchyard) was operated by William Tymme, eventually with the aid of John Robinson, the latter associated with it from at least 1615. Could this Robinson have been William Shakespeare’s lodger at the Blackfriars Gatehouse, which stood just a short walk to the south-west of this shop?
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			Map of St Dunstan’s in the West, Fleet Street and the surrounding area. This diagrammatic rendering of an important bookselling centre in London is not to scale. It presents some of the area’s most important legal buildings, alongside the bookshops of John Smethwick (which stood ‘under the dial’, that is, the clocktower of St Dunstan’s Church) and his friend John Jaggard (the Hand and Star), as well as the properties of William Jaggard (the Leg) and Henry Condell (The Queen’s Head), the latter two located in St Bride’s parish.

		

		
			Author’s Note

			Throughout Shakespeare’s Book, the 1623 first collected edition of Shakespeare’s works is distinguished from other folio works of the period by the use of capital letters, as the First Folio or the Folio. It is also referred to as Shakespeare’s Book (with this present publication’s title distinguished from the First Folio through the use of italics). Spelling and punctuation have been modernised and regularised for all manuscript and early printed sources, as well as for later printed transcriptions of early source texts. I have, on occasion, retained original punctuation and capitalisation where I felt these better expressed the author’s intentions or placed emphases on particular words in a manner which reflects or clarifies the text’s meaning. I have modernised and regularised the titles of early works, attempting to present a uniform style with modern punctuation, unless the title is particularly well known in its original form (such as the original full title of Shakespeare’s First Folio).

			Until 1572 the new calendar year began in England on 25 March, which was Lady Day or the Feast of the Annunciation. I have converted all dates to our modern convention of beginning the new year on 1 January, often referred to as ‘new-style’ dating. Where I have provided an estimation of the value of a sum of money from the sixteenth or seventeenth century in today’s pound sterling, I have used the National Archives’ Currency Converter (https://www.nationalarchives.gov.uk/currency-converter/) and adjusted this calculation in line with more recent levels of inflation. This can only be a rough estimate and the sums listed in modern currency do not reflect the full extent of the purchasing power of the original early values to which they refer.
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			Prologue

			The Covenant?

			Shakespeare’s ‘Fellows’ and the First Folio

			A book? O rare one,

			Be not, as is our fangled world, a garment

			Nobler than that it covers.

			William Shakespeare, Cymbeline

			Shakespeare’s Book is the story of, arguably, the world’s most influential secular book. Mr William Shakespeares Comedies, Histories, & Tragedies was published in 1623 and included thirty-six plays by the dramatist. Today this landmark in the history of publishing is more commonly known as the First Folio. Copies of this much-coveted volume have exchanged hands for millions of pounds, with one of the most recent complete examples selling at Christie’s auction house in New York on 14 October 2020 for close to ten million dollars, roughly eight and a half million pounds sterling, making it the most expensive work of literature ever sold.

			So why is the First Folio so important? It is difficult to imagine a world without The Tempest, Twelfth Night, Antony and Cleopatra, Julius Caesar, The Winter’s Tale and Macbeth, but these are just some of the plays which were only preserved thanks to the astounding labour of love that was the first collected edition of Shakespeare’s plays. When the First Folio hit the bookstalls, nearly eight years after the playwright’s death in 1616, it provided eighteen previously unpublished plays, and significantly revised versions of close to a dozen other dramatic works, which may never have survived without the efforts of those who backed, financed, curated and crafted what is one of the most significant conservation projects in history.

			Without the First Folio Shakespeare is unlikely to have acquired the towering international stature he now enjoys across the arts, the pedagogical arena and popular culture. Many of the familiar phrases that inform the texture of the English language would either simply not exist or would not have become so embedded in our lexical consciousness: ‘sea change’, ‘brave new world’, ‘thereby hangs a tale’, ‘at one fell swoop’, ‘the be-all and the end-all’, ‘break the ice’, ‘what’s done is done’, ‘rhyme nor reason’, ‘too much of a good thing’, ‘it’s Greek to me’, these constitute a mere fraction of the commonplaces that have taken root through the First Folio, alongside which we must place the many more Shakespeare coinages that have immeasurably enriched spoken and written discourse. Today a host of industries – universities, colleges and schools; theatre and film companies; actors’ guilds; arts organisations and academic societies; publishers and online platforms; tourist sites and countless forms of merchandising – benefit from the legacy fashioned by the compilers, financiers, actors, publishers, printers, pressworkers, scribes, patrons and poets who, along with the engraver of Shakespeare’s iconic portrait, collaborated in the making of the First Folio. Its lasting impact on English national heritage, and its circulation across cultures, languages and media, makes this one of the most noteworthy secular publishing events across the globe, in any historical period.

			Aside from its precious hoard of dramatic works, the First Folio gathered together in one place the most that had ever been written about William Shakespeare up till that time, providing a point of origin for the posthumous identity of the man behind the works as we have come to know him today. It represents, therefore, the very beginnings of Shakespeare biography. Though its title page and prefatorial materials span a mere eleven pages of printed text, they have had an incalculable impact on the dramatist’s reputation, global infiltration, and the narratives fashioned – and which continue to be told – about his life, character and achievements. These preliminary pages comprise five commemorative poems in the playwright’s honour by four scholarly authors, Ben Jonson, Leonard Digges, James Mabbe and Hugh Holland; two epistles by his colleagues and friends John Heminges and Henry Condell, one addressed to the First Folio’s patrons, Sir William Herbert, 3rd Earl of Pembroke, and his brother Philip Herbert, 1st Earl of Montgomery, and the other to ‘the great Variety of Readers’; a list of ‘Principal Actors’ in the theatrical company that mounted Shakespeare’s plays; a ‘Catalogue’ serving as a contents page dividing his oeuvre into Comedies, Histories and Tragedies; and his now-unmistakable portrait, by the engraver Martin Droeshout, which is still the only likeness of the dramatist in existence expressly authenticated by someone who knew him. It was Ben Jonson himself, Shakespeare’s own colleague and comrade, who stated in a poem ‘To the Reader’ printed alongside the Folio’s portrait, that the artist ‘well … hath hit/His face’, that is, captured the sitter’s resemblance. Droeshout could not, however, possibly ‘have drawn his wit’, that capacious and mysterious intelligence, undergirded by the feeling humanity of ‘gentle Shakespeare’, which defies definition or description but which, Jonson insists, readers can find by gazing ‘Not on his Picture, but his Book’.

			These preliminary pages have transmitted the physiognomy, mind and morality of the book’s subject through the generations and across the furthest reaches of the planet, predicting the very universality their subject has acquired. In his memorial poem Hugh Holland declared that Shakespeare’s ‘dainty Plays’ have ‘made the Globe of heaven and earth to ring’ and have crowned him ‘Poets’ King’, while Leonard Digges, in his verse to the playwright’s memory, insisted that in years to come ‘Posterity/Shall loathe what’s new, think all is prodigy [that is, monstrous or new-fangled]/That is not Shakespeare’s’. Ben Jonson confirmed the wide reach of the dramatist’s influence, ‘To whom all scenes of Europe homage owe’ and through whose ‘mind, and manners brightly shines’ his ‘Volume’s light’. Those same pages have even shaped the ways we have defined the canon for centuries, determining how we think about the genres in which Shakespeare wrote and which plays critics and arbiters of taste have stamped with that validating mark of authenticity that fixes them among the hallowed inventions of his unique genius. Those plays not included in the First Folio have acquired canonical status more slowly, like the collaboratively produced Pericles and The Two Noble Kinsmen, or have all but vanished without a trace, like Cardenio, which exists only in tantalising fragments, and the enigmatic Love’s Labour’s Won, which may be an entirely lost work. Not only has this volume moulded our appreciation of what is Shakespearean, its ‘printed worth’, to borrow a phrase from James Mabbe’s short Folio poem, has also served as a barometer against which we measure the products of culture. In short, for good or ill (and we must acknowledge that this has not been to the benefit of all cultures, all classes and all ethnicities at all times) Shakespeare’s Book is the book through which we see so many of the literary and pedagogical artefacts that shape our understanding of the world and our place in it, often without our even realising it.

			Around 235 complete or partially preserved copies of the First Folio are known to have survived to the present day, from an estimated original print run of 750. Known volumes are housed in libraries, public institutions, arts organisations, universities and private collections, while additional copies are hidden away, in vaults and bank safety-deposit boxes, secretly treasured or simply as yet undiscovered, beyond the reach of academics and Folio enthusiasts. The catalogued volumes are scattered across the United Kingdom, Ireland, the United States of America, Canada, Italy, Germany, France, Switzerland, Japan, South Africa, Australia and New Zealand. There is no doubt that this sought-after book has made its subject a global phenomenon. Countless countries, nationalities and local regions have not only made Shakespeare their own, but made their own ‘Shakespeares’, often as part of wider projects of cultural reclamation, self-actualisation and self-empowerment, sometimes with the intention of challenging the very regimes of social oppression and colonial subjugation that the playwright’s works have historically been used to shore up. Indeed, a number of Folios, including those now in Texas, Australia, New Zealand and South Africa, among others, were originally owned by, or have made their way to their host countries with, influential figureheads and governors attached to colonising missions designed to impose the values of the British Empire on indigenous populations. These same volumes, which originally served as symbols of the supposed virtues of English and Western ‘civilising’ projects, have more recently become sites of resistance through post-colonial scholarship and a commitment to making them, and their complex transnational histories, more publicly accessible. It is sobering to think that after Nelson Mandela was arrested for his activist resistance to apartheid and incarcerated on Robben Island in South Africa, among the plays that he and other prisoners secretly read and annotated while imprisoned, in the copy of Shakespeare’s complete works acquired by fellow inmate Sonny Venkatrathnam, were those preserved thanks to the First Folio. Thus old Shakespeares have been, and continue to be, replaced by new.

			Intentionally or not, the financiers, enablers and makers of the First Folio created a monument to Shakespeare that more than lived up to Ben Jonson’s prophetic utterance describing the playwright as a creative wonder who ‘was not of an age, but for all time!’ But while this most mercurial of writers is endlessly re-constituted, endlessly reborn, what are the origins of his book, the volume that gave birth to the very idea of ‘Shakespeare’ not simply as author, but as man and cultural icon? Who put the First Folio together and under what circumstances? How was this project, which created a timeless masterpiece, shaped by the political crises and pressure points of its own time? Did William Shakespeare himself play a role in its inception beyond writing, or collaborating on, the works enshrined within it? Shakespeare’s Book is an attempt to answer these questions, to provide a new way of looking at the creation of the 1623 First Folio; the book Shakespeare made, and the book that made Shakespeare.

			On 25 March 1616, a frail and trembling William Shakespeare made a hasty addition to his will. He had been taken by surprise, not expecting the end to come so soon, for when he originally recorded the disposing of his estate he had confirmed that he was in ‘perfect health and memory’. Now, at the age of fifty-two, his thoughts turned to the family and friends he would be leaving behind. Requesting the services of his solicitor Francis Collins, he made a new series of bequests that were more personal in nature. To his wife, Anne, he left ‘my second best bed’, probably the bed on which they slept, for the best bed tended to be reserved for guests. In addition to gifts for friends and neighbours in his native Stratford-upon-Avon, he gave legacies to the three intimates in London who, outside of his own family, probably knew him better than anyone else, bequeathing ‘to my fellows John Heminges, Richard Burbage and Henry Condell’ twenty-six shillings and eight pence ‘a piece to buy them rings’.

			The recipients were Shakespeare’s friends, fellow actors and co-sharers in the playing company that was first known by the name of the Chamberlain’s Men and then as the King’s Men, all three becoming at various points in their careers part-owners of the troupe’s two main playhouses: the Globe on London’s Bankside and the Blackfriars Theatre in the well-to-do district of Blackfriars. These had been opened after the players vacated their original home venue, named the Theatre, in Shoreditch. Under the auspices of a noble patron, Sir Henry Carey, 1st Baron Hunsdon, who was Lord Chamberlain and cousin to Queen Elizabeth I, the players flourished. Commercial theatre companies were usually taken under the wing of a theatrical patron, who protected a troupe’s interests, conferred their prestige on its members, and ensured that the company’s plays were performed before royalty and visiting dignitaries at court, thereby providing players with an additional revenue stream. Henry was succeeded as patron by his son, Sir George Carey, in 1596, then by King James I himself in 1603, elevating the company’s status further as the King’s Men. By the time of his death in 1619, just three years after Shakespeare, Richard Burbage had become the age’s most celebrated actor, the two having formed a partnership so productive that it contributed towards making the company one of the most successful in theatrical history up to that point.

			Heminges and Condell would go on to become co-labourers in the project for which they too would acquire global renown: the creation of the First Folio. As we will see in the chapters that follow, the crisis of Burbage’s death played a decisive role in the story of the Folio’s production, and was of far more significance to that endeavour than has often been recognised by Shakespeare scholars. In particular, the loss of their beloved friend Burbage, coming so soon after that of the King’s Men’s star playwright, had a seismic effect on Shakespeare publishing and, in a more personal vein, on Heminges and Condell, serving as a catalyst for the scheme to commemorate the dramatist with a sumptuous edition of his collected plays. We do not know if Shakespeare’s ‘fellows’ were working towards the creation of the First Folio in the first three or so years after his death. The earliest events with any relation to the making of the Folio took place in 1619, a pivotal year full of challenges and obstacles, both personal and professional, for the King’s Men. Shakespeare’s Book, therefore, will chart primarily the events from that important year to the Folio’s publication in 1623.
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			Title page of Ben Jonson’s The Workes of Benjamin Jonson (London: William Stansby, 1616). Jonson oversaw the collected edition of his own works, completed in 1616. His friend and rival William Shakespeare is likely to have known about this project, which may have inspired the creation of the First Folio.

			Even before a single word was printed, the decision to publish ‘Shakespeare’ in folio was a grandiloquent statement in itself. A ‘folio’ is a book issued in a large format and was then considered a luxury item. Costing as much as forty times more than a single play printed in a smaller format known as a ‘quarto’, it was beyond the reach of most individuals in the period. Sizes of surviving First Folios vary considerably, because pages were often cropped with successive re-bindings over time, but they typically measure around 310–342 millimetres by 190–217 millimetres. Befitting the impressive size of such a publication, folio printing before Shakespeare’s Book tended to be reserved for works of historiographical or national importance, or for religious treatises, legal tomes, grand heraldic volumes and genealogical tracts. A folio would have had that whiff of musty learnedness about it which signalled that its author was a revered and long-dead classical figure, university-trained scholar, cleric of note, or even a monarch. Despite the fact that Shakespeare’s name had become a hugely marketable commodity during his lifetime, providing him with wealth, an impressive portfolio of properties in Warwickshire and London, and the confidence to secure a coat of arms which conferred the status of ‘gentleman’ upon him – reflected in the honorific title of ‘Master’ that is attached to his name in the First Folio – playwriting was not generally regarded in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries as a prestigious occupation which produced elevated works of literature. Publishing commercial plays in folio was a bold, gutsy and daring initiative; one that says something about the value the creators and backers of the First Folio placed on the playwright’s textual remains and, for those ‘fellows’ involved in the project who had known him personally, his friendship. It was also a highly risky venture, both in terms of financial burden and potential reputational cost, to which John Heminges and Henry Condell alluded in their dedicatory letter to the Herbert brothers published with the Folio. There they confessed that the project had taken an emotional toll, forcing them ‘to mingle two the most diverse things that can be: fear, and rashness; rashness in the enterprize, and fear of the success’. Backing a folio of commercial plays, then, was an eccentric and even foolhardy act, and there was every chance it would fail. To avert catastrophe the project required careful planning; its initiators needing to muster a degree of courage to embark on the ‘enterprize’ in the first place. And the path towards its completion would be far from a smooth and uneventful one.

			It is tempting to speculate on whether Shakespeare, as he neared his end, had meant his will to send a message to his beloved theatrical friends. Was an edition of collected plays something Shakespeare had been preparing towards the end of his life? Was his gift of money to his theatre colleagues for the purchase of mourning rings intended to seal a special bond, a covenant? Did it represent a promise that they would initiate such a publication after his death? That year, in 1616, Ben Jonson, a dramatist like Shakespeare, was in the final stages of overseeing the printing of his own folio of collected Works, which would make history as the first such book to include commercial plays, alongside more learned works, including his poems and more genteel courtly entertainments. He and Shakespeare were friends – as well as rivals – and had worked together on London’s stages, so it is very likely Shakespeare was aware of Jonson’s ambitious project. Indeed, in their address to the ‘great Variety of Readers’ in the Folio, Heminges and Condell make an extraordinary claim:

			It had been a thing, we confess, worthy to have been wished, that the author himself had lived to have set forth, and overseen his own writings; but since it hath been ordained otherwise, and he by death departed from that right, we pray you do not envy his friends, the office of their care and pain, to have collected and published them … absolute in their numbers as he conceived them who, as he was a happy imitator of nature, was a most gentle expresser of it. His mind and hand went together, and what he thought, he uttered with that easiness, that we have scarce received from him a blot in his papers.

			Shakespeare’s friends imply that he would have ‘overseen his own writings’ and was only prevented from doing so by death. This, they insist, would have been his ‘right’. Their own involvement in the making of the Folio was an intervention, necessitating an act of reclamation, conservation and collation that they were expecting the author himself to have undertaken. Had Richard Burbage lived longer and set his name to those letters in the Folio signed by Heminges and Condell, this would have been a suggestive gesture, possibly indicating that a pledge had been made by the three actors, sealed in response to Shakespeare’s deathbed wish, to complete what the playwright had started or merely hoped to begin. Shakespeare’s influence over his book, over and above his authoring of the plays contained within it, is an issue to which we shall return in the final chapters; but whatever the significance behind his bequest to his ‘fellows’, the playwright had advocates in John Heminges and Henry Condell who had the skills and experience needed to navigate such an uncertain adventure in the history of printing.

			As well as being seasoned actors, Heminges and Condell were ambitious, forward-thinking and entrepreneurial, rising quickly up the playing company’s ranks to become its principal theatre managers. Heminges was practical, skilled with numbers, good with money and had a logical business head. He could be unsentimental when it came to protecting his, and the theatrical company’s, financial interests, even engaging in an acrimonious legal suit with his own daughter, Thomasina, in 1615 over control of shares in the Globe and Blackfriars playhouses after the death of her husband, William Ostler, an actor in the company who had initially secured those shares. Ostler’s trace in the First Folio can be seen in its list of ‘Principal Actors’ in which his name appears sixteenth out of twenty-six members of the company. A surviving description of the theatre manager as ‘old stuttering Heminges’ with ‘swollen eyes’ may have been creative licence, as this lively portrait was penned in a sensationalised account of the burning down of the Globe Theatre in 1613. If it does record some difficulty or hesitation with speech from which Heminges genuinely suffered, this had not in any way impeded his career, and during the making of the First Folio he would prove himself more than robust enough to see this taxing project through to its conclusion. Neither did Condell permit any obstacles to prevent his own professional and social elevation. His desire to accumulate properties in the most fashionable parts of London and elsewhere, which he pursued with quite some tenacity, bordered on obsession, and he even acquired his own tavern, further augmenting his income.

			Although Heminges’ last recorded acting role would come in 1617, in a revival of Ben Jonson’s play Volpone, he may have continued acting right up till 1621, thereafter focusing entirely on managing the King’s Men’s finances, court performances and day-to-day operations. In the surviving account books of the Treasurer of the Chamber, the holder of the office responsible for ensuring players received payment for royal entertainments, which record performances of plays by the King’s Men at court, Heminges is normally listed as the man who received the players’ payment in-hand. Described frequently as the company’s ‘presenter’, his role would have been to oversee the practicalities of the King’s Men’s appearances at court, and to liaise with the Lord Chamberlain and Master of the Revels, the two most important figures for the players because their posts gave them responsibility for arranging royal performances and licensing plays. Condell’s final known acting role would be in 1619 but he too may have continued performing beyond that, though he would increasingly take on a role as Heminges’ supporter in the management of the troupe. On 27 March that year, when their royal patron reissued the King’s Men’s licence, Heminges would be logged first as company member, followed by Burbage and then Condell. The document would be ratified after Burbage’s death but was drafted while he was still alive, meaning that Heminges and Condell were by that point the company’s two most senior members; this management structure confirmed in the First Folio’s two addresses by the King’s Men colleagues four years later. Both Heminges and Condell had, therefore, acquired a degree of prestige and influence before that volume was even started, each boasting, like their friend Shakespeare, the status of ‘gentleman’. Their word would have carried some weight and they would have been listened to by the other agents involved in the making of the book. By 1619 they were being described as of ‘great living, wealth and power’ with ‘mighty and great friends’, with both having amassed considerable estates.

			What gives these two men added credentials as the facilitators of the First Folio’s creation is that they had access to the papers of the King’s Men. Their claim to have ‘collected and published’ Shakespeare’s writings has led to their being commonly referred to as the ‘editors’ of the Folio. This is a misleading term because our modern understanding of editing does not quite fit the processes that underpinned the manufacture of this volume. Authority over the final texts that would appear in it was not concentrated in their hands alone. They did not simply gather together papers, directly from Shakespeare’s hand, with scarce a ‘blot’ in them, as they boast in their epistle to the ‘great Variety of Readers’, and then arrange these untouched in the volume. The enticing picture they paint of the purity of the plays that they have ‘received from him’ is a fiction that has shaped the fantasy of Shakespeare’s free-flowing and unfettered creativity for centuries. In reality the playwright’s works had more complex textual histories, and did not stream from his pen in blissful isolation from the political and social pressures of his age; nor was the First Folio produced in a vacuum.

			The King’s Men’s archive held an assortment of plays by the dramatist in varying formats, stretching back to the early 1590s, or even the late 1580s, when Shakespeare is likely to have begun writing plays, his first works probably being Titus Andronicus, The Comedy of Errors and the Henry VI plays. These documents would have included Shakespeare’s own authorial manuscripts, sometimes known as ‘foul papers’; ‘fair copies’ of the plays prepared by professional scribes, often using their own conventions for spelling, punctuation, act and scene divisions, stage directions and formatting, which may have been different to those favoured by Shakespeare himself; ‘prompt books’, which were the complete versions of the plays used for performance; and a stock of individual printed plays, each issued in a relatively cheap quarto format, sometimes marked up with changes or additions so that they could be used as prompt books for performance. The First Folio’s plays each originated in one or more of these varied kinds of source text. Deciding on the ‘final’ version for a Folio play could be a messy and complicated business, one spread across several agents; a far cry from the ‘easiness’ of Shakespeare’s textual production that Heminges and Condell imply was preserved in the works they had ‘collected’. While Shakespeare’s friends would have probably been involved in the herculean task of sorting through these manifold versions of the plays and deciding which – and sometimes in what combination – would be best for the collected edition, the play texts that made up the First Folio were filtered through a number of other hands before the book was finished. We shall meet some of the personalities behind those hands in Shakespeare’s Book.

			Posterity has assigned to Heminges and Condell an almost mythic status as the instigators of the First Folio. The magnificence of their achievement is recorded on a handsome memorial, erected in 1896 on the site of St Mary’s Church in Aldermanbury, where they would be buried. Overlooked by an imposing portrait bust of Shakespeare, which lends authority to the monument’s version of the story of the Folio’s making, it boasts a plaque inscribed with a rousing summation of the theatre managers’ accomplishment:

			To the memory of John Heminge and Henry Condell, Fellow actors and personal friends of Shakespeare. They lived in this parish and are buried here. To their disinterested affection the world owes all that it calls Shakespeare. They alone collected his dramatic writings regardless of pecuniary loss and without the hope of any profit gave them to the world. They thus merited the gratitude of mankind.

			This enshrines Heminges and Condell’s own affecting statement in their epistle to the First Folio’s patrons that they had undertaken the costly and laborious project ‘without ambition either of self-profit, or fame’. Shakespeare’s Book challenges the statement that ‘They alone’ were responsible for the Folio. We do not know if they were, in fact, the initiators of the volume. The creation of that book was not simply down to two ‘editors’, as is often popularly thought. It was brought to fruition by many hands, some less visible than others. This would include the syndicate who financed the project: father-and-son publishing and printing team William and Isaac Jaggard, in whose printing shop the First Folio would physically be put together, and the publisher-booksellers Edward Blount, William Aspley and John Smethwick, who between them represent the four bookselling businesses whose investment and expertise would underpin the whole scheme. The ‘Shakespeare’ bequeathed to posterity in the Folio’s pages was also part of a collaborative enterprise between its patrons, the earls of Pembroke and Montgomery; its commemorative poets; the engraver of Shakespeare’s timeless portrait; and the actors in the company who knew Shakespeare and performed his plays. In addition, the scribes who provided copies of some of the plays and the pressworkers who poured their labours into the book in the Jaggards’ printing house shaped the text in fundamental ways. When we read, watch or listen to the plays we may not realise that those ever-hallowed words may bear the traces of interventions made by copyists, annotating readers, bookkeepers, censors, pressworkers and typesetters who touched and worked on those, to echo Ben Jonson’s tribute to Shakespeare in the Folio, ‘well turned, and true-filed lines’, sometimes changing them in the process.

			Larger institutions also played their part in the Folio’s birth. Members of the Stationers’ Company, the body that regulated the printing and book trades, were pivotal to its manufacture in an age when playwrights did not always own the rights to their own plays. Originally established as a guild for booksellers and manuscript illuminators in 1403, later incorporating printers after the invention of the printing press and granted a Royal Charter in 1557, the Stationers’ Company was housed in Stationers’ Hall, located near the hub of the bookselling industry in the precinct of St Paul’s Cathedral during the making of the First Folio. This was where stationers and publishers would come to register their rights to issue books, pamphlets, ballads and other kinds of printed material. There was then no precise equivalent to copyright as we understand it today. Before a book could be published, stationer-publishers were obliged to seek a ‘licence’ or ‘allowance’ from an ecclesiastical authority, operating under the aegis of the Bishop of London, which testified to the fact that the work had been checked and was free of ‘offence’. This power could, however, be transferred to other authorities. For plays, such a licence might instead be sought from the Master of the Revels, depending on the regulations in place at the time when permission was being requested. For an additional fee, a stationer could enter the title of their work in the Stationers’ Register by demonstrating that they held a legitimate ‘copy’ of the text, which had been vetted and ratified in this way, securing through these means an independent record of the exclusive right to print it. This was an optional part of the process, but was an extra protection against competing publishers who might try to encroach on their privilege by issuing the same work. The surviving books of the register are among the most important historical records we have for piecing together the landscape of early theatrical culture and publishing more broadly, and the history of Shakespeare printing specifically.

			As is the case with the King’s Men, plays were normally the property of the playing company that staged them (though some playwrights in the period did appear to have kept hold of their own works to dispose of as they wished). Numerous Shakespeare plays, particularly those written in the earlier half of his career, were transferred to stationers and booksellers, mostly but not always through a legitimate transfer recorded in the Stationers’ Register, some of whom issued these in single volumes, while others held on to the rights to these works without printing them. Those who secured licences to print plays that had slipped through the King’s Men’s fingers would have to be negotiated with if those works were to be legally incorporated into Shakespeare’s Book, and so they are part of the cast of characters whose activities made the Folio possible.

			But these interwoven lives are subject to a higher power. The King’s Men were just that: the king’s servants. As their royal patron, his policies, proclivities and concerns could not but guide the fortunes of the First Folio, which stood as a testament to a major portion of the theatrical troupe’s historical achievements, as well as the fates of those involved in its creation. Shakespeare’s Book will trace the sometimes troubled journeys of the individuals and communities whose labours, contributions, intercessions and interventions coalesced within this one volume, against a turbulent political backdrop that shaped the project in fundamental ways. This will reveal, more starkly than ever before, what was at stake for those who had put their hands to, and money and hearts into, this memorial to a Renaissance playwright. In the process, the chapters that follow will present a different slant on the impact of the crises of 1619 on the King’s Men and the First Folio, suggesting that Richard Burbage’s death was the trigger for a change to the broader culture of Shakespeare printing in ways that were bound up with the book’s production; put forward a new theory about how the publishers and booksellers who financed the volume joined the syndicate that produced it; uncover the significance of a potentially rediscovered ‘lost’ Shakespeare sonnet in relation to the Folio; and find fresh answers to the question of the dramatist’s involvement in its making by unveiling the personalities who formed, or intersected with, his social and scholarly networks – including a new candidate for the playwright’s mysterious and still unidentified London lodger – and whose influence left a legible imprint of Shakespeare’s will on his own book.

			If we think of the First Folio as a fruit-bearing tree, its branches represent those who manifestly contributed towards its creation, those whose names are emblazoned on and enshrined within the volume. The roots are those invisible characters whose labours and contributions are not immediately apparent but without whom the tree could not survive or yield its bounty. Shakespeare’s Book aims to restore the whole tree in all its living, multifarious and intertwining beauty.

		

		
			Act One

			1619

			The Year of the ‘False Folio’

			Behold, my lords,

			Although the print be little, the whole matter

			And copy of the father …

			William Shakespeare, The Winter’s Tale

		

		
			1

			England’s ‘Delightful Proteus’

			The Death of Richard Burbage

			On Friday 12 March 1619 the greatest actor of the age lay dying. Richard Burbage, who had played such memorable roles as Richard III, Hamlet, Othello and King Lear, who had filled the stages and hearts of a generation with his – and through him William Shakespeare’s – words, had been deprived of that once-enthralling voice, leaving little trace of his own thoughts as he neared his end.

			The fifty-one-year-old had not prepared a detailed last will and testament. He could only muster the strength to nominate his wife Winifrid, who was pregnant at the time, as his sole executrix in a will dictated in haste from his deathbed. His brother, Cuthbert, had not travelled far to be by his side, for he lived on the same street, in what may have been an adjoining residence, in Holywell Street in the parish of St Leonard’s, Shoreditch, just a stone’s throw from where the Theatre had once stood: the playhouse their father, James Burbage, had built and which had been the backdrop to Shakespeare’s early career. The playwright may have encountered or seen James when he was a boy, since the elder Burbage had himself twice visited Stratford-upon-Avon with an acting troupe in the 1570s. The precariousness of the itinerant performer’s life, which James had experienced at first-hand, had convinced him that there was a better way to manage a theatre business; he wanted more for his son, Richard. Establishing the Theatre, serving as a permanent and fixed base for an acting troupe in London, meant laying the groundwork for a more organised and stable kind of playing company of which both Richard Burbage and Shakespeare had been the beneficiaries. Born in 1568, Richard was probably only around sixteen when he began in his acting vocation. He had become a versatile, hypnotic and robust performer, with a formidable presence both on and off stage. One of the earliest records which gives us a snapshot of his personality portrays him in a fittingly dramatic light, at around the age of nineteen, defending his family’s business by seeing off disputants who were claiming, he felt unlawfully, a share of the Theatre’s profits. Accosting one of these, Richard ‘beat him with a broom staff, calling him “murdering knave”’, while pulling the other by the nose and challenging him to a duel, having ‘sent them packing’ with his taunts and sonorous laughter booming in their ears. It was an early sign of Richard’s fierce loyalty to his friends and colleagues, which had characterised his long and successful career.

			Those friends would not forget him, right up to his very end. Another significant figure in the story of the First Folio is likely to have been at Richard Burbage’s bedside. Ralph Crane was a scrivener who would produce fair copies of several of the plays that would be included in the volume, leaving his indelible stamp on the playwright’s works in the process. Crane would be working for the King’s Men that year and Burbage’s surviving will is thought to be in his supremely elegant hand, indicating a particularly close personal bond. Also with Burbage during his final hours, and witnesses to his will, were fellow actors Nicholas Tooley and Richard Robinson. Both were likely to have been Burbage’s protégés and may have lived with him during their apprenticeships while learning the ropes as actors.

			Tooley had special reason to feel close to the Burbages. He was, in all likelihood, an orphan, having emigrated from Antwerp as an infant with his mother in the winter of 1583, within two and a half months of the death of his father, William Tooley, whose own family hailed from Shakespeare’s native Warwickshire. With the Burbage family Nicholas Tooley had found a longed-for stability and continuity that had been lacking in his own life. He would not forget the kindness Richard and Winifrid had shown him, nor the trauma of growing up without his biological father, requesting in his will that his fellow actor Richard Robinson give the twenty-nine pounds and thirteen shillings that the latter owed him to Sara Burbage, Richard Burbage’s daughter who would be born after the actor’s death. Tooley himself would soon be dead, buried on 5 June 1623, just months before the publication of the First Folio in which he would be listed nineteenth out of the twenty-six recorded as being the ‘Principal Actors’ of the company.

			Richard Robinson, whose name appears twenty-fourth on the Folio’s roll-call of actors, had begun his career with the King’s Men playing female roles. During Shakespeare’s age women were not permitted to serve as professional actors on the commercial stages, though they did take on roles in lavish court entertainments known as masques and in exclusive private productions and readings in the homes of England’s nobility. Female impersonation was a highly skilled and demanding discipline, and Robinson was clearly a noted talent. He had mastered the ample and challenging role of ‘the Lady’ in The Second Maiden’s Tragedy in 1611 and Ben Jonson alluded to him in his play The Devil Is an Ass in 1616 as a ‘very pretty fellow’ and an ‘ingenious youth’, lauding his entertaining ‘frolics’ when ‘Dressed like a lawyer’s wife’. After he graduated to male roles, Robinson went on to play the part of the Cardinal in John Webster’s The Duchess of Malfi, taking over from Henry Condell, and his success is hinted at by the dramatist Abraham Cowley who described him as ‘essential to a play’. So close was Robinson to the Burbage family that within a few years he would marry Richard Burbage’s widow. He is listed as ‘living at the upper end of Shoreditch’ in the year of the First Folio’s publication.

			As the unrecorded disease which was ending Burbage’s life tightened its grip, he would have heard the bells of the nearby St Leonard’s Church tolling a mournful death-knell. Did he think, perhaps for a moment in his confusion, that they tolled for him? Or was he aware that they were ringing for the burial of his fellow actor and neighbour, Richard Cowley, who had lived on Holywell Street and whose funeral took place on the very day that Burbage’s will was devised? This double tragedy for the King’s Men may be the reason why there is no record of John Heminges and Henry Condell having been at Burbage’s side during the dictating of the will. Heminges, along with Cuthbert Burbage and John Shank, another member of the King’s Men, had been present when a dangerously ill Cowley mumbled his own will on 13 January 1618, an unusually long fifteen months before his death.

			Cowley had been a senior member of the King’s Men and was listed in 1601, when the company was the Chamberlain’s Men, as joint payee for three performances at court in the presence of Queen Elizabeth I, his name appearing after that of John Heminges and thereby indicating his importance to the playing troupe. Cowley is likely to have begun acting with the company before that, in the mid- to late 1590s, and may have drawn the attention of the Burbages because he was a gifted comedic actor, for he would play the buffoonish constable Verges in Much Ado About Nothing. Cowley must have been very close to this theatrical family, since two of his children were named as tributes to the Burbage brothers: a son named Cuthbert baptised in May 1597 and another called Richard in April the following year, though the records of St Leonard’s parish poignantly record the latter’s burial on 26 February 1603.

			While Burbage edged ever closer to death, Heminges and Condell were faced with an agonising choice. Should they remain at his bedside or attend Cowley’s funeral, to comfort his grieving family in the knowledge that Burbage’s life could end at any moment? As the church was only paces away, and Cowley’s family were living in the same street, they may have moved restlessly between St Leonard’s and these two homes on that terrible day. If Burbage had been aware of Cowley’s death, those tolling funereal church bells could only have reminded him that he was soon to follow his friend to that ‘undiscovered country, from whose bourn/No traveller returns’; words he had himself spoken to great applause, Hamlet being one of his most oft-praised roles. The effect on Heminges and Condell in particular would have been to prompt a realisation: the theatrical company they knew and had devoted most of their lives to, and which had included both Shakespeare and Burbage as founder members, was itself dying.

			For those who watched that huge and seemingly uncontainable life ebbing away, perhaps the setting of Richard Burbage’s last scene would have struck them as being at odds with the sometimes grim realities from which that much-lauded career had taken root. In many ways the Burbages’ meteoric rise had mirrored the progress of the Shoreditch neighbourhood that they had made both their home and the centre of their business operations. Pieces of the puzzle that contribute to the complete picture of the First Folio’s story were laid down in this very area, largely because the Burbage family had established itself there.

			James Burbage had been an out-of-pocket joiner turned theatrical impresario, who had borrowed money from his brother-in-law John Brayne, a citizen and freeman of the Grocers’ Company, to build the Theatre in 1576. He chose to locate his new business on the site of what was once the Augustinian priory of Holywell, between lands owned by the earls of Rutland and the boundary wall of Finsbury Fields, near what is now Liverpool Street Station. The priory’s old barn was still standing and so James had built his playhouse leaning against the fragile timbers of its north-eastern corner, probably providing it with some much-needed stability in the process. A fourteen-sided polygonal structure, the Theatre stood seventy-two feet in diameter adjacent to what was once the priory’s orchard. Though James’s son, Cuthbert, would later boast that his father was ‘the first builder of playhouses’, the Theatre was not strictly London’s first playhouse, since James’s brother-in-law had constructed the Red Lion in Stepney, in the Whitechapel area, in 1567. A second theatre in Newington Butts, in what is present-day Elephant and Castle, had just preceded the Theatre in 1576. These were short-lived, however, and probably designed within pre-existing repurposed buildings. As the Theatre was the first permanent structure created specifically as a playhouse from its first conception, and had operated successfully over a long period (between 1576 and 1597), Cuthbert’s claim is not entirely without credibility.

			Where the Burbages led, others would soon follow. The very next year the Curtain playhouse was completed, just a little further south, abutting but slightly outside the priory site’s perimeter, located just east of what is now Curtain Road. The area would therefore become associated with less sacred pastimes, the influx of playgoers bringing with it an increased demand for brothels, drinking houses and other places of ill repute. James Burbage himself maintained a somewhat dubious establishment on his own street, a ‘tippling house’ to serve the thirsty pleasure-seekers who came to sample the district’s delights. When James and his family moved into the neighbourhood they, like others who frequented the parish, may have been drawn there by its cock-fighting arenas and the array of entertainments on offer in Finsbury Fields, with tennis matches, wrestling contests and archery being fashionable pursuits. Over the years fields laid aside for common public use were enclosed by landlords hoping to make a quick profit by turning the land over to sheep-grazing pastures, and the ‘daily exercises’ and communal games became limited to special feasts like St Bartholomew’s Day. The sports lovers and archers were left to ‘creep into bowling-alleys and ordinary dicing houses nearer home’, as John Stow lamented in his Survey of London, where they frittered away their inheritances in gambling rooms and wasted their wages on ‘unlawful games’. The area’s changing fortunes seemed to be symbolised by the building of a ‘smith’s forge’ over the site on which there had once stood a huge cross, towering over the crossroads between the northern end of the field and St Leonard’s Church. When Stow produced his Survey in 1598 there was a ‘continual building of tenements … for the most part lately erected’ through Holywell across the High Street and into Shoreditch which, well into the seventeenth century, were accompanied by the more impressive homes of merchants and other middle-class professionals, putting to shame the older buildings, which included a ‘row of proper small houses, with gardens for poor decayed people’.

			When Richard Burbage came of age as an actor, therefore, he had a ready-made stage to showcase his talents. By 1590 he was performing in plays under the auspices of one of the age’s most influential theatrical patrons, Ferdinando Stanley, Lord Strange. He also appeared at the Rose playhouse on Bankside in Southwark, whose theatre manager was Philip Henslowe, when Strange’s Men formed a brief coalition with a theatrical troupe patronised by Queen Elizabeth I’s Lord Admiral, Charles Howard, later to become Earl of Nottingham. It was around this time that Burbage may have crossed paths with John Heminges, who had himself become enamoured of the theatrical life and joined Lord Strange’s playing company before the end of 1593. Most likely the son of a George Heminges, John was baptised on 25 November 1566 at St Peter de Witton in Droitwich, Worcestershire. He had arrived in London in 1578 to begin a nine-year apprenticeship with the Grocers’ Company, during which time he undoubtedly acquired the financial skills, entrepreneurial nous and numerical dexterity that would serve him well as a future theatre manager. Completing his apprenticeship in April 1587, he became a ‘freeman’ of the City of London, able to exploit the full privileges of his profession and ready to take up gainful employment in his own right. But the theatre had his heart, and when an outbreak of the plague closed the playhouses in London from February 1593 the players at the Rose toured the provinces. Heminges joined them and was working alongside Henry Condell and Augustine Phillips, though it is not known if Burbage was among them, for his name is not recorded in the list of those granted a licence to travel.

			Condell was ten years Heminges’ junior and hailed from East Anglia. He was the son of a fishmonger named Robert Condell of St Peter Mancroft in Norwich, where he was baptised on 5 September 1576. His mother was Joan Yeomans from the Norwich market town of New Buckenham. Like Heminges, Condell probably came to London to train for a solid profession protected by a guild, for his uncles William and Humphrey Yeomans were both blacksmiths and owned a property in the parish of St Bride’s in Fleet Street. After William died it is likely that Condell came to live with Humphrey in the Fleet Street residence, devoting himself to acting after the latter’s death in 1594. That very year, following the demise of Lord Strange, an extraordinary opportunity presented itself. A new theatrical troupe was formed by no less illustrious a personage than Queen Elizabeth’s I’s Lord Chamberlain, Henry Carey, 1st Baron Hunsdon. While the monarch insisted on referring to him as her ‘cousin’, he was rumoured to have in fact been her half-brother, the product of an affair between her father Henry VIII and Mary Boleyn. The new playing company, formed under the patronage of one so close to the royal bloodline, was called the Chamberlain’s Men and Burbage, Heminges, Condell, Shakespeare and Phillips, among other actors, rushed to become members. At this company’s inception Burbage was one of eight equal sharers, which included Heminges and Shakespeare, taking a portion of the profits while shouldering some of the burden for the costs of managing the business. Condell acquired his shares some time later, probably in or not long after 1602.

			Just two years into the Chamberlain’s Men’s operation, the company faced a crisis. The Theatre had been built on rented land and James Burbage had failed to agree a renewal of the lease with the puritanical landlord Giles Allen. With the lease due to expire in 1597, James took a huge gamble, sinking £1,000 – then a considerable sum – into the construction of a modern new indoor playhouse in the upmarket Blackfriars district of London. This would come to be known as the Blackfriars Theatre. But before the playhouse had even opened for its first performance the residents, led by the influential and indomitable noblewoman Lady Elizabeth Russell, mounted a campaign to ban the Chamberlain’s Men from the site. Their anti-theatrical crusade was successful and from November 1596 the players were forbidden from using the Blackfriars Theatre. For Shakespeare that year was particularly catastrophic; he had lost his only son, Hamnet, in August at the age of eleven. This had occurred just two weeks after the death of the company’s patron, Henry Carey. James Burbage died the following year. A story persists that the strain of losing his beloved new business enterprise was the cause of his swift demise.

			By the end of 1597, therefore, Richard and Cuthbert Burbage had lost their father, the company’s powerful patron, and two theatres, in the process inheriting crippling debts from the expense of building the Blackfriars Theatre. What happened next saw a radical shift in the playing company’s workings and structure. The Chamberlain’s Men began to collaborate with an up-and-coming talent named Ben Jonson. Born on 11 June 1572, Jonson hailed from a Scottish family once based in Carlisle, his biological father having been a minister. He was ‘posthumous born, a month after his father’s decease’ and ‘brought up poorly’, as he later confessed to the poet William Drummond
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Of allghat infolent Greece, or haughtie Rome
Jent forth, o fince did from their afbes come.
| Tritmph, my Bricaine, tho haft one to fhowe,
Towhon ll Scenes of Europe homage ave.
Hewas not of an age, but for alltime |
Andall the Mules flillwere in their prime,
when lske Apollo be camefirth to warme
Qur eares, or lske aMercury #o charme |
Nasure her felfe was prowd o L defignes,
Andigy dtoweare the drefsing of bis lines |
whichwere [o richly [pun, andywouen 6 fit,
As,fince, (he will wouck(afe o other Wit
The merry Greeke, fart Ariftophanes,
Neat Terence, witty Plautus, now not pleafe;
Butantiquated, and deferted lye
As they were not of Natures family.
Tez muft Inok gine Nature all: Thy Ars,
Mygentle Shakefpeare, muft emﬂj?art.
For though the Poets matter, Nature be,
His Art doth gie the fafbion.  And, that he,
Who cafls towrite a llef line, muftfiveat,
(fich as thine are) and flrike the [econd heat
Ppon the Mufes anusle : thrne the fume,
(nd bimfelfe 1ish is) that he thinkes to frame;
Or for the Lawrell, be m;y gaine a feorne,
For agood Poct’s made, aswell as borna,
And fuchwert thou. Looke how the fathers fice
Liues in bis iffue, esen fo, the race
Of Shakelpeares minde, and manners brightly (hines
I biswell torned, andtrue filed lines :
In each of which, he [éemes to fbake a Lance,
As brandiflit at the eyes of Jgnorance.
Syeet Swan of Auon! what 4 fight it were
Toféc thee in our waters yet appeare,
And make thofe flights pon the, Z:r/‘/m of Thames,
That fi did take Eliza, and our Tames !
But flay, 1 fee thee inthe Hemilphere
Aduarc d,and made a Conflellation theve |
Shine forth,thou Starreof Poets, andwith rage,
Or influsnce,chide,or cheere the dromping Stage;
Which, fince thy light 73 hence hath mourn'd. like night,
Ard defpaires day, but for thy Volumes light.

Ben: Ionson,
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To the Reader.

ThisFigure, that thou here feeft put,
Tcvvas for gentle Shakefpeare cut;
WWherein the Grauer hada ftrife
with Nature, to out-doo the life :
O,could he buthauedravwne his wic
Aswvellin braffe, ashe hath hit
Hisface ; the Printwwould thenfurpaffe
All, that vvas euer vvritin braffe.
But, fince he cannot, R eader, looke
Noton his Pi¢ure, but hisBooke.

B.T.
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The Epiftle Dedicatorie.

wntotheir parent. T hereis agreatdifference;yvhether any Booke
choofe his Patrones, or finde-thems : This hath done both. For,
fo muchwere_ your L. L. likings of thes fenerall parts, wvben
they were atted,as before they voere publifbed, the %;/ume askdto
beyours. W e bane but colletted them.,and done an office_to the
dead, toprocure bis Orphanes, Guarduans ; <ithout ambition ei-
ther of Jelfe-proft, or fame: onely to keepethe memory of foworthy
a Friend,¢s* Fellow aliue,as wasour St ARES » & AR B,y bum-
bleoffer of lus playes, toyour moft noble_ patronage. W herein, as
e hane iufbly obferued, noman to comenaereyour L.L. butvvith
akind of religions addreffé_it hath bin the height of our care, wubo
arethe Prefenterstomake the prefent worthy of your H.H. by the
perfection But,therewe muft alfo craue our abilitiesto be confiderd,
my Lords. e cannot go beyond our owne powers. - Country hands
veach foorth milke, creame, fruites, or what they have : andmany
N ations (we hase heard) that badnot gummes & incenfe,obtai-
nedtheir requefts with a leanened Cake. It yvas nofault to approch
their Gods, bywhat meanes they could: eAndthe moft, though
meaneft, of things are made more precious;whenthey are dedicated
toT emples. Inthat name therefore, we moft bumbly confecrate_to
your H. H. thefe_ yemaines of your feruant Shakelpeare ; that
what delight isin them_, may beeueryour L.L.the_ reputation
bis, o> the faults oursif any be committed,by 4 payrefocarefullto
Jhew their gratitude both tothe living,and the dead, asis

Your Lordthippes moft bounden,

Iony Hemince.
Hzvzrr ConpEeLL.
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The Workesof William Shakefpeare,

containing all his Comedies, Hiftories, and
Tragedies : Truelyfet forth, accordingto theirfirft
0RJGINALL.

The Names of the Principall Aéors
mall thefe Playes.

liam Shake/peare. Samuel Gillurne.

Richard Burbadge. Robert e Armin.
fah{Hemming.r. William Ofer.
Auguftine Phillips. N athan Field.
William K empt. Fobn Onderwood.
Thomas Poope. Nicholas Tooley.
GeorgeBryan. William Eccleflone.
Henry Condell. Fofeph Taylor.
William She. Robert Benfield.
Richard Cowly. Robert Goughe.
Fokn Lowine. Richard Robinfon.
Samuell Groffe. Dol Shanche.

Alexander (ooke. Lobn Rige.
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PR AL CLs kY
TO THE MOST NOBLE

AxpD

INCOMPARABLE PAIRE
OF BRETHREN.,

WiLLian .
Earleof Pembroke, &c. Lord Chamberlaine to the
Kings moft Excellent <N aicfly.

AND

Purvrie

Earle of Montgomery, &c.Gentleman of his Maiefties

Bed-Chamber. Both Knights of the moft NobleOrder
of the Garter, and our fingular good
LORDS.

Right Honourable,

29 Filfwe [Budie tobe thankfulin our particular,for
zb{}mar'ﬁ?"fuoﬂ we. /:ﬂue?f:eiued ]‘fom L your L/.‘L
;: e are falne vponthe ill fortune,, tomingle
&y twothe moft diuerfé things thatcan bee, feare,
TORSCR 11d rafbnelJ ; raflbmeffe in the enterprize, and
Seare of the fucceffe.  For, whenwe valew the places your H.H.
Jufbaine,we cannot but know their dignity greater,then to defcend to
the reading of thefe trifleszand,vvkile we name them triffes,we bane
deprivid ourJelues of the defence of our Dedication. But finceyour
L.L. haue beene 2pleasd tothinkgthefe trifles fome-thing, beereto-
Jore; and haue profequuted both thein, and their A uthone lining,
Vvith fomutchfauour - we hope,that they out-lining bim,and he not
lating the fate, common with fome, to be ex:fuuwr t0 his ovne wri-
tings) youwillfe the like indulf;zre toward them_s, you have done
2 vnko
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Tothe memory of my beloued,
The AVTHOR

Mr. VWiLriam SHAKESPEARE:

Axp
whathe hath leftvs.

draw no enuy (Shake(peare) on ) s
Am. Ifba{m[b 2 xlqumh, ..,’z”;m :
hile 1 confel thy writings to be fuch,
s neither Man, nor Mufe, can praifé foo mach,
Tiis true, and all mens fuffvage.  But thefe wages
were no the paths Imeant onto thy prasfe :
For, ﬁ;il;jugmm onthefe may light,
Which, when it [ounds at beft but eccho's right ;
Or blinde Affection, which doth ne're aduance
The truth, but gropes, and vrgethall by chance ;
Or crafty Malice, might pretend this, praife,
Andthinke to ruine, where it feenid o rasfe,
Thefé are, as fome infimtous Baud, or whare,
Should praifé a Matron. W bat could burt her more ?
But thou art,  proofe againf them, and indeed
Aboue il fortsme of them, or she need,
1, thercfire willbegin, Swuleof the Age |
The applaue ! delight | the wonder of our Stage |
My Shakelpeare, rife; I will ot lodge llm?
Chaucer, or Spenfer, or bid Beaurnont ye
Alittle further, to make thee  yoome :
Thou art a Moniment, without a tombe,
And art aluue [lil, while thy Boke doth liv,
And we haue yits toread, and praife to gie,
That Lot misce thee [o, my braine excufes 5
2 meane with great, but difproportion'd Mufes :
Eor,if 1 thought my iudgement were of yeeres,
’thld ‘commit thee furely with thy peeres,
nd tell, b frve thos didtf o Lily ot
r fporting Kid , or Matlowes mighty line,
Ao o fod atinecind) s Grecke,
Froms thence to honour thee, I'pould ot fecke
For namesy but call frth trund ring /Efchilus,
Euripides, exd Sophocles t0vs,
Paccuuius, Accius, him of Cordoua dead,
T lifé aguine, to heare thy Buskin tread,
<And [hake a tage ; Or, when thy Sockes were on,
Leae thee alone, for the comparifin
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B CATAILOGVE
of the feucrall C omedies, Hiftories, and Tra-
gedies contained in this Volume.

COMEDIES. e Fie partof King Hewry the furth. 46
TheSecond part of K Henry the fourth. 74,
He Tonpef. el . e
B s e Kt s
The Merry Witesof Windfor. 3817y Seoodpartof King Fons i, 126
Mesfre for Meafire. 3| The Third partof King Horythe Sixt. 147
The Comedy of Errours. 85| The Life & Death of Richardthe Third 173
ichadoo dbout Nothing. YO | The Life of King Henrythe Eight. 205
Lowes Labor Lot s TRAGEDIES.
e R e e ———
The Merchant of Oenice. 1S e S
gL i el ; 53
The Taming of the Shrei. gedilicn ofdihens; S0
Wi well, that Ends well, St The Life and deathof Julivs Cafar. 109
Toelfe-Nigh, or what you will. 255 | 79, Trupedyof Machetd o
(ThWinars Tale. 34| The Trupely of Hambet, 152
W King Lear. 283
oA Othello,the Moore of enice, 310
TheLife nd Death of King Jobn, ~ Fo. 1. | uthony and (leopater. 346
i Life 6 death of Richard theficond, 23 Gymbeline King of Britaine.
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TO THE MEMORI

of the deceafed Authour Maifter

W. Suakespears.

Hake-fpeare, at length thy pious fellowes gine
The world thy Workes : thy Workes,by which,out-liue
Thy Tombe, thy name muft swhen that ffone i vent,

And Time diffolues thy Stratford Moniment,

Here wealiue (ball view thee ftill. This Booke,

When Braffe and Marble fade, fball make thee looke

Frefb to all Ages: when Pofleritie

Shallloath what's new,thinke all is. prodigie

That is not Shake-lpeares ; ex'ry Line,each Verfe

Here hall reuiue,redeeme thee from thy Herfe.

Nor Fireyuor cankring Age,ss Nafo faid,

Ofbis,thy wit-fraught Booke fhall nce inuade.

Nor fhall 1¢'re beleewe, or thinke thee dead

(Though miftJontillour bankrout Stage be fped

(Fonpefsible) with fome new foraine £ outdo

Pafions of lulict,and bher Romeo ;

Ortill J hearea Scene more nobly take,

Then Whenthy half-Sword parlying Romoans fpake.

Till thefetill any of thy Volimes reft

Shall with more fire,more feeling be expreft,

Be fure,our Shake-fpeare, thou canft newer dye,

But crown'd with Lawrell liue eternally.

L.Digges.

To thememorie of M. W.Shake-fpeare.

V'V EE wondred (Shake-fpeare) that thou sent [t fofoome
From the Worlds-Stage,to the Graues-Tyring-voome.

Wee thought thee dead, but this thy printed worth,

Tels thy Spectators,that thouwent [} but forth

To enter with applaufe.. An Aétors Art,

Candye,and liue,to alle a fecond part,

That's but an Bxit of Mortalitie ;

This,a Re-entrance toa Plaudite,
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Mr. VWILLIAM

SHAKESPEARES

COMEDIES,
HISTORIES, &
TRAGEDIES.

Publifhed according to the True Originall Copies.

LONDO N,
Printed by Ifaac [aggard,and Ed, Blount. 162 3
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Vponthe Linesand Life of the Famous

Scenicke Poet, Mafter VWiLLiam
SHAKESPEARE.

=3 Hofe hands, which you fo clapt, go now;, and wring
YouBritaines braue; for done are Shake/peares dayes :
His dayes are donc, that made the dainty Playes,
‘Which madethe Globe of heau'nand earth toring.
& 4] Dry'deisthat veine,dry'dis the Thepian Spring,
Turnd all to teares, and Phabus clouds his rayes
That corp’s, thatcoffin now befticke thofe bayes,
Whichcrown'd him Poer firft, then PoetsKing.
If Tragedses mightany Prologue haue,
Allthofe he made, would fcarfemakeone to this :
Where Fame, now that hegone s to the graue
(Deaths publiquetyring houfe) the Munciusis.

For though hisline of life went fooneabout,

The lifeyetofhislines fhall neuer out.

ars

HVGH HOLLAND,
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Tothe great Variety of Readers.

Rom the moft able,to him that can but fpell: There
youare number'd.We had rather you were weighd.
Efpecially, when thefate ofall Bookes depends vp-
$on your capacities : and not of your heads alone,
7| butof your purfes. Well 11 is now publique, & you
| wil ftand for your priviledges weeknow : to read,
and cenfure. Do fo,butbuyitfirft. Thatdothbeft
commend aBooke, the Stationer faies. Then,how odde foeuer your
brainesbe, or your wifedomes, make your licence the fame,and fpare
not. Tudge your fixe-pen‘orch, yourfhillings worth, your fiue (hil-
lings worth at a time, or higher, fo yourife to the iuft rates, and wel-
come. But, what cuer youdo, Buy. Cenfure will notdrive a Trade,
ormake thelacke go. And though yoube a Magiftrate of wit, and fic
ontheStageat Black-Friers, ortEe (ockspit, to arraignePlayes dailie,
know, thefe Playes haue had their triall alreadie, :ngﬂood outall Ap»
peales; and do now come forth quitted rather by a Decree of Court,
thenany purchas’d Lettersof commendation.

Ithad benea thing, we confefle, worthie to haue bene wifhed, that
the Author himfelfe had liu'd to haue fet forth, and ouerfeen hisowne
writings ; Butfince it hath bin ordain'd otherwife,and he by death de.
parted from that right,we pray you do not envie his Friends, the office
of theircare, and paine, to haue collected & publifh'd them; and fo to
bauepubliflvd them, as where (before) you wereabus'dwith diverfe
fiolne, and furreptitious copies, maimed,and deformed by the frauds
and ftealthes of iniurious impoftors, thatexpos'd them: euen thofe,
arenow offer'd to your view cur'd, and perfect of their limbes; and all
thereft, abfolute in their numbers, as he conceiued thé. Whojas he was
ahappieimitator of Nature, was a moft gentle expreffer of it His mind
andhand went together: And what he thought, hevitered with that
eafinefle, that wee haue fcarfe receiued from him a blot in his papers.
Butitisnot our prouince,who onely gather his works, and giue them
Yyou, to praifehim.. Ttis yours that reade him. And there wehope,to
your diuers capacities, you will finde enough, both to draw, and hold
you:for his wit can no more lic hid, then it could be loft. Reade him,
therefore ; and againe, and againe : And if then you doe not like him,
furelyyou areinE)m: manifeft danger, not tovnderftand him. And fo
we leaue you to other of his Friends, whom if you need,can bee your
guides: if you neede them not, you can leade your felues,and others.,
And fuch Readers we wifh him.

43 1o Heminge.
Henrie Condel.





