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Roderick McConchie and Jukka Tyrkko
Introduction

Dictionaries exist in and are bound by a context, despite the fact that the average
user tends to think of them as free-standing and authoritative. These works have
usually been seen as a finished, immutable product, without asking how this prod-
uct was produced, or what its subsequent fate was. The broader lexicographical
context however is complex, multifaceted and often not easy to recover and scruti-
nize. Even the obvious question of who the lexicographers were often evokes puz-
zlement and obscurity. Samuel Johnson is the best-known exception, but the re-
searcher sometimes flounders for the most elementary knowledge about lexico-
graphers such as Elisha Coles, Robert Cawdrey, or Daniel Fenning, and the lexico-
graphers responsible for lesser known dictionaries and glossaries are relegated to
the shadows of history almost by default. Weak as it may be, often the only ray of
light into the darkness is offered by the paratext of the book.

Paratext was defined by Genette as the “threshold” or the “undefined zone” that
defines and frames a book in the eyes of the reader (1997: 2-3). This was perhaps
especially so during the early and late modern periods when elaborated title-pages,
copious prefaces and supererogatory dedications were particularly fashionable.
Even today, the details of the illustrations, the subtle allusions in the text and the
names of patrons, subscribers and friends of the author allow us to see the author or
lexicographer in his daily circumstances and thus add depth to our understanding
of how and why the lexicon was created. In the relatively short history of research in
this area, however, “the preponderance of scholarship on historical lexicography
tends to focus on the lexicographers themselves, rather than the circumstances in
which the works were produced and published” (Tyrkko 2009: 183). Perhaps we
might also postulate an anthropotext of books — the human cultural context by
which they are surrounded, embedded in and impacted by, and might include read-
ers, collectors, and annotators.! This would clearly overlap with Genette’s catego-
ries, but not necessarily be co-extensive with them, and may in some cases extend
beyond them so that we could see the primary human context of books rather than
the primarily industrial context more clearly. Some papers in this collection are
implicitly concerned with such a notion.

Reflection on the nature and role of dictionaries raises many questions. Who
wrote and compiled dictionaries and why? Who patronised their publication and
their authors, financed them, and to whom were they dedicated? How were they set
up for printing, advertised, sold, and distributed? What were the conventions of

1 “Anthropotext” has been used recently in anthropological linguistics by some Russian scholars.

https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110574975-202
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dictionary layout? How did this change over the years? Who bought and read them?
What collections did they find their way into, and for what reasons? What is the
history of individual copies of dictionaries? The present collection is intended to
posit tentative insights into some of these queries, as well as to stimulate further
research.

The idea of this volume is thus to gather together essays dealing with the cir-
cumstances surrounding the compilation, publication, sale, ownership, collection,
and use of dictionaries. The first question is a biographical one. In many cases, little
is known about the lexicographers themselves. Since no dictionary is free of bias,
the inevitable influence of the predilections, beliefs, and linguistic understanding of
its compiler as well as the circumstances of the lexicographer’s life are often a cru-
cial factor influencing the nature and structure of what appears in the pages of the
dictionary.

Such considerations also include what Thomas Tanselle appropriately calls “the
physicality of books” (2009: 2), as distinct from their content taken alone (see Tan-
selle 2009: ch. 2). David Pearson has also set out a number of paratextual parame-
ters within which dictionaries ought to be investigated, including forematter, dedi-
cations, production, ownership, bindings, collections, and so on. Dictionaries, more
than many other publications, have a printed life which is both embedded in and
contributes to their context and culture, whose compilers and publishers negotiated
intensively between lexicographical principles and the demands of the market, and
whose users had an easy, micro-level commerce between the individual entries in
dictionaries and the real world. Dictionaries also spawned further dictionaries, and
might be edited, added to, and dismembered by other lexicographers, and even by
enthusiastic readers and users, so that the process of transmitting lexicographical
data from one dictionary to another and from one edition of a dictionary to another
needs to be understood.

The forematter of various dictionaries has not been modest in making claims:
Daniel Fenning’s preface to The royal English dictionary proclaims that the reader
“will congratulate himself with having met with a dictionary on a more extensive
plan than any that have already been published” (viii). Fenning also authored
spelling books and textbooks on arithmetic. Likewise, Benjamin Martin boasts that
his Lingua Britannica reformata of 1749 is “by much the most perfect of its Kind”
(1768 Preface: xi), despite being not without some faults. At the same time as lexi-
cographers and their publishers lauded their products, however, the dedicatory
material is often self-deprecating to a degree, emphasising the author’s urgent need
of protection and the modest feebleness of the offering. The Prosodia chirurgica,
possibly by the oculist Benedict Duddell, addresses its dedication to the well-known
surgeon, John Shipton (1680-1748): “Sir, the Honour you did me in perusing, and
the kind Assistance you lent me, in correcting this little Design, entitles me to the
Liberty of ushering it into the World under your Protection. I can no way so strongly
recommend it to the Publick, as by telling them Mr. Shipton has approved it”. The
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dedication sometimes obsequiously shifts the entire value of the work to the dedica-
tee. The seeming contradiction between these can only be explained by investigat-
ing the desires and motivations of those involved in producing the dictionary.

Just as dictionary entries are transferred from one work to another and adapted
to a new context, prefatory material as well as entries are adapted to new uses in
later dictionaries, as Ruxandra Visan points out in her article on the preface to Na-
than Bailey’s 1736 Dictionarium Britannicum, which is an adaption of his 1721 intro-
duction with additions from entries in Ephraim Chambers’ Cyclopaedia and other
sources. Visan demonstrates the freedom and flexibility with which text is appropri-
ated between dictionaries and encyclopaedias, whether forematter or entries, an
aspect of their structure which invites further detailed examination, not because it
has been ‘plagiarised’, but because it has been constructively reworked.

A significant question is who read and used dictionaries and for what purpose.
Rebecca Shapiro’s article takes the earliest monolingual dictionaries, as well as The
ladies dictionary and Piozzi’s British synonymy and places them neatly and convinc-
ingly within a social, gender, and authorial context. In discussing the role of women
across the history of English dictionaries, Shapiro’s richly-argued article points out
the necessity of taking the full range of socio-historical factors into account in as-
sessing a work of lexicography.

Lexicographers exploited the characteristic patron-client relation which typifies
publishing and authorship from the beginning of printing to the late eighteenth
century. Various images were invoked to convey this complex sense of dependence,
obligation, and gratitude, sometimes irrespective of whether there actually was any
material support. As the dedication to Steven Blancard’s A physical dictionary of
1684, addressed to Mr. William Molins, the translator J. G. declares, once he began
to consider the matter of a dedication that he “presently pitcht on a Patron under
whom to shelter it”, using a typical allusion to the patron as a protector of the au-
thor’s weakness. In John Woodall’s terms, ‘shrouded from terrible blasts by great
Cedars’ (The Surgions mate 1617: 6; see Tyrkko this volume: 250).

Historical context matters, and the degree to which this is so can only be dis-
covered by painstaking research into the events of the day and the personalities
concerned. The chapter by Frederic Dolezal and Ward Risvold looks at the question
of who printed John Wilkins’s Real character. Although this is rendered more diffi-
cult by the fact that printers were often not acknowledged, a process of elimination
determines the question in favour of Anne Maxwell. Dolezal and Risvold pay careful
attention to the circumstances under which Wilkins’s book was published, particu-
larly the Great Fire of 1666 and its effects on the publishing industry.

Sarah Ogilvie takes yet another approach to extracting value from paratextual
materials by drawing timely attention to the prefaces of the early fascicles, parts,
and volumes of the Oxford English Dictionary (OED), which are many and various.
This also allows us to see something of what Ogilvie calls “the human side of dic-
tionary-making”. As she points out, the text of a dictionary tells us what a lexicog-
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rapher did, but knowing why, how, and for whom is much more challenging.
Ogilvie also discusses the prestige brought by the various dedicatees of the OED.

Yet another intriguing phenomenon in the dictionary paratext/context, the sub-
scription list, is in practice both a means of funding publications for the publishers
and a minor form of patronage for those subscribing. On the assumption that there
may be a lot to be learnt from knowing who was prepared to put up money for a
publication and to acquire the work, Seija Tiisala considers the list of subscribers to
the Latin-Swedish-English dictionary by the anglophile Jacob Serenius, first pub-
lished in Hamburg in 1734. This dictionary is made all the more intriguing because
of the international circumstances of its compilation and publication. Tiisala works
through the list in detail, showing it to contain many prominent figures in politics,
business, the sciences, and the arts. There are also a number of interconnections
between them.

The degree to which a lexicographer is personally involved with the dictionary
has generally been under-estimated, as Gabriele Stein points out in her article on
Claudius Hollyband. She outlines and evidences the various ways this involvement
may manifest itself. This issue is of particular importance given that dictionaries
before the nineteenth century were compiled by individuals, or in a few cases, indi-
viduals directing a modest group of amanuenses rather than a team of professional
lexicographers. In such circumstances, the likelihood of personal biases and inter-
ests becoming apparent is obviously increased. What Stein explores is the way in
which the richer life experience of the compiler shines through Hollyband’s later
work. Roderick McConchie deals with the same problem in discussing the philo-
sophical stand taken by John Quincy in his medical dictionary of 1719. McConchie is
concerned with the fact that Quincy was a declared Newtonian, and that his dic-
tionary is thus laced with both headwords and entries reflecting this, often in great
detail. Quincy’s contribution to medical lexicography has rarely been acknowl-
edged, but his influence was felt well into the nineteenth century.

There are some dictionaries about which we know far more than others, irre-
spective of their importance. Cawdrey’s Table alphabetical, modest though it is, gets
far more attention than almost any other of the far more sophisticated and influen-
tial of the early modern Latin-English, English-Latin dictionaries. Likewise, we
know about the relations between Samuel Johnson and Lord Chesterfield, but in the
sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, many, if not most books were addressed to a
patron, dictionaries being no exception. These patronage relations are rarely if ever
discussed. And sometimes historically notable lexicons appeared in works that are
now mostly remembered for other reasons.

John Woodall’s Surgions mate (1617) is recognised as the first English medical
manual written specifically for naval surgeons. In addition to a number of medical
innovations, the book also includes a glossary that was later used as a source by
several lexicographers, including the unknown author of the first medical diction-
ary, A physical dictionary (1657). Jukka Tyrkko examines the eventful life of John
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Woodall from a multilingual military surgeon to a master of the Company of Barber-
Surgeons, highlighting the fact that sometimes notable and influential lexicograph-
ical achievements were incidental, rather than central, to the lives of the lexicogra-
phers.

Lexicographers have of course used their copies of the work of others, annotat-
ing, correcting and adding to the printed copy. This is often very valuable material,
since it embodies not merely technical changes but attitudes to the original work as
well. Two of our papers, by Giovanni Iamartino and Michael Adams, deal with this
process. Iamartino investigates a copy of Johnson’s dictionary which was passed on
to Edmund Malone the Shakespeare scholar by Edmund Burke, and which he anno-
tated copiously, in addition to the notes previously left by Samuel Dyer. This copy
(BL C45) is thus now a rich repository of additional information. An otherwise unex-
ceptional copy of the printed dictionary has become a unique cultural and scholarly
document. In a similar vein, Adams demonstrates that the idiosyncratic dictionary
by Charles Richardson, the New Dictionary of the English Language (1836—1837), has
undergone the same process in the hands of Richard Chenevix Trench, a prime
mover in the early history of the Oxford English Dictionary. Adams details the “pene-
trating attention” with which Trench approached this task. Adams identifies con-
nexions between these notes and Trench’s subsequent report to the Philological
Society of London, On Some Deficiencies in Our English Dictionaries (1857) and thus
to the earliest work on the OED, but also demonstrates Trench’s own way of as-
sessing a dictionary.

Supplements incorporating various kinds of information were a frequent addi-
tion to dictionaries in the eighteenth century-a tradition which passed out of British
lexicography but remained firmly entrenched in the United States. Victoria
Dominguez-Rodriguez and Alicia Rodriguez-Alvarez undertake a detailed survey of
such supplements, ranging from grammars to history and lists of principal towns,
poets, mythology, and so on. The article focusses particularly on the extra-linguistic
and encyclopaedic supplements. The increasing tendency to include such material
reflected the general rise in encyclopaedic and other reference works across Europe
during the eighteenth century, as well as being a means of boosting sales through
the attraction of having all this material in a single volume.

The amassing of dictionary collections is considered in the article by Olga
Frolova and Roderick McConchie, who survey the provenance of copies of the earli-
est English dictionaries in the foreign stock of the National Library of Russia in St
Petersburg. This is essentially a dictionary collection acquired piecemeal, not by
design. The routes by which and owners through whom various dictionaries came
into the hands of the Library prove to be both intriguing and multifarious, each
telling their own story, albeit often a partial and discontinuous one.

Our hope is that this collection of articles raises questions and inspires our fel-
low historians of lexicography to examine the paratextual matter of dictionaries
from new angles. We believe that the articles in this purposely heterogeneous vol-
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ume highlight the value of overlooked and previously neglected paratextual ele-
ments of early lexicons, and that they collectively demonstrate unexploited poten-
tial from the philological viewpoint.

We extend our grateful thanks to Mr Daniel Gietz of De Gruyter Mouton, and to
Ms Olena Gainulina and Albina Téws, whose unfailingly patient help has been in-
valuable in preparing the camera-ready copy. Finally, we wish to thank our hard-
working editorial assistant Jenni Riihimdki for meticulously reading through and
editing every contribution. Jenni’s salary was generously provided by the Multilin-
gual Practices in the History of Written English project, funded by the Academy of
Finland (2012-2016), for which we are very grateful.
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Michael Adams
Reading Trench reading Richardson

Abstract: Richard Chenevix Trench mentions Charles Richardson and his New Dic-
tionary of the English Language (1836) frequently throughout his lectures to the Phil-
ological Society, On Some Deficiencies in Our English Dictionaries (1857), both with
praise and as illustrating those very deficiencies. Trench annotated his copy of
Richardson heavily. Some of the annotations directly connect his reading of Rich-
ardson and On Some Deficiencies, but the volume of annotations far exceeds the
evidence cited in that work. From these annotations and On Some Deficiencies, we
can reconstruct Trench’s critical method and assess the scope and particularity of
his lexical and readerly interests. In the annotations, he practices the critical read-
ing of dictionaries, while also proposing in that practice the terms on which one
should read texts in the making of dictionaries, how one gleans significant evidence
from the texts that comprise historical English. Many features, textual and material,
lead me to conclude that the precise acts of reading in question are unassociated
with any concrete lexicographical program and illustrate a habit of dictionary criti-
cism on Trench’s part, a very early and historically significant, private regimen of
dictionary reading and criticism.

Keywords: Richard Chenevix Trench, Charles Richardson, New Dictionary of the
English Language, On Some Deficiencies in Our English Dictionaries, Oxford English
Dictionary, dictionary criticism

1 Introduction

Richard Chenevix Trench mentions Charles Richardson and his New Dictionary of
the English Language (1836-1837; henceforth NDEL) frequently throughout his lec-
tures to the Philological Society, On Some Deficiencies in Our English Dictionaries
(1857; second edition published 1860), both with praise and as illustrating those
very deficiencies. Richardson, Trench proclaims, was “the first deliberate and con-
sistent worker” (1860: 30) in English lexicography, and “[i]t cannot be brought as
any charge against him ... that he has left much in it for those who come after him to
accomplish” (1860: 30). Trench read Richardson’s dictionary with penetrating atten-
tion. Richardson

has drawn, as he justly makes his boast in his Preface, a large number of books within the cir-
cle of his reading, which had never been employed for lexicographical purposes before ... Yet it

lies in the necessity of things, in the limited capacities of any single man, that of the works he
uses, some, and those important ones, can only have been partially read. (1860: 65)

https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110574975-001
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In the course of On Some Deficiencies, Trench observes, “Some shortcomings have
been pointed out in our Dictionaries, and though, taking them in all, they cannot be
said to be few, yet the books from which they are chiefly drawn, as you will not have
failed to observe, are comparatively few; and even these books are capable of yield-
ing infinitely more in this kind than they have here yielded” (1860: 63). Trench’s
listeners and subsequent readers would have to take him at his word, but, regarding
NDEL, was this claim mere intuition or a tested fact?

Trench’s copy of NDEL is owned by the Lilly Library at Indiana University,
where I have examined it in detail. On the evidence contained therein, the answer to
the question above is “tested fact.” Trench annotated his copy of NDEL heavily.
Some of the annotations directly connect his reading of Richardson and On Some
Deficiencies, but the volume of annotations far exceeds the evidence cited in
Trench’s lectures or their published versions. From these annotations and On Some
Deficiencies, we can reconstruct Trench’s critical method and assess the scope and
particularity of his lexical and readerly interests. In the annotations, he practices
the critical reading of dictionaries, while also proposing in that practice how one
should read texts in the making of dictionaries, how one gleans significant evidence
from the texts that comprise historical English.

My purpose is thus to describe Trench’s annotations and point up the terms on
which they inform On Some Deficiencies, the Oxford English Dictionary’s earliest
reading program, and some of Trench’s other philological work. Nevertheless, many
textual features of Trench’s NDEL lead me to conclude that the precise acts of read-
ing in question are unassociated with any concrete lexicographical program and
illustrate a habit of dictionary criticism on Trench’s part, a very early and historical-
ly significant, private regimen of dictionary reading and criticism. Also, Trench had
to select examples for On Some Deficiencies from copious marginal notes, and the
annotations thus help us better to understand how Trench refined his reading of the
state of English lexicography from an over-reading of NDEL, all the while affirming
the intertextuality of lexicography and the literature on which it draws.

2 Two Lexicographers

Charles Richardson (1755-1865) is usually rated the most important English lexicog-
rapher between Johnson and Murray. NDEL is innovative enough to be interesting
even when it is wrong or its author wrong-headed. By no means the first dictionary
to illustrate meaning with quotations, its quotations are nevertheless unusually
many and full. Arranged chronologically, though not explicitly dated, they are left
for readers to assess for themselves, dissociated as they are from the definitions.
Some (Dolezal 2000: 128; Reddick 2009: 176; Zgusta 1986: 88) have taken this meth-
od as empirical, descriptive, and democratic, while others (Pinnavaia 2010: 199n2
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and 209-210) have pointed out that Richardson’s method is at least paradoxical,
since he can be quite authoritarian on other scores.

Principal among these scores is the tyranny of etymological meaning, for Rich-
ardson was a perfervid disciple of John Horne Tooke (Aarsleff 1967: 249-252) and
believed that words only mean what they mean etymologically, regardless of con-
text. He insists, in various formulations throughout the preface to NDEL, that “a
word has one meaning, and one only; that from it all usages must spring and be
derived; and that in the Etymology of each word must be found its intrinsic mean-
ing, and the cause of the application in those usages” (41).! If one does not follow
this principle, one ends up like Johnson, of whose defining Richardson complains in
the preface “the number of distinct explanations [definitions] continued without
restriction” (45). Johnson’s practice thus represented semantic chaos, to which
Richardson’s practice was a supposed solution. The impetus behind NDEL was phil-
osophical rather than linguistic. As Aarsleff (1967: 252) reminds us, “It was the de-
sign of Richardson’s Dictionary to demonstrate the history of thought and mind, not
to tell the history of English,” although unintentionally, then, NDEL prompted some
of the historical method adopted by the Philological Society for its dictionary, the
New English Dictionary or, more commonly now, the Oxford English Dictionary
(OED).

Richardson’s copious quotations were meant to confirm the etymological prin-
ciple rather than to invite readers to define differentially—careful reading of the
quotations, Richardson believed, would lead one to see how all applications of a
word in context merely extended the word’s etymological meaning. If some lexicog-
raphers are “lumpers”—prone to limiting senses of a word’s meaning to its core—
and others are “splitters”—prone to dividing senses more or less elaborately—
Richardson was an arch-lumper. Indeed, one peculiarity of his method, reflected
jarringly in his entry structure, is that all derivatives of a word are listed together
even when a bit of historical analysis would show that they mean very different
things, not least because they operate in different lexical categories. In such root-
focused entry structure, Richardson operated according to the Stammwortprinzip
articulated in some European academy dictionaries from the sixteenth century for-
ward (Considine 2014: 75-76, 82), but it inhibited historical analysis and so was not
the element of NDEL that attracted the OED’s progenitors. Instead, they focused on
the quotations and considered how paragraphs of chronologically arranged quota-
tions, rather than persuade readers to a philosophical point of view, could illustrate
word history.

1 He also claims that words have concrete origins in “sensible objects” (42), rather than abstract
origins, thus extending Horne Tooke’s allegiance to Lockean semantics; see Aarsleff (1967: 46-53)
on Locke and Horne Took, and Dolezal (2000: 128) on Locke and Richardson.
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Richard Chenevix Trench (1807-1886) was one of the OED’s early architects. He
was many things besides a lexicographer: adventurer in the Spanish rebellion of
1831 and translator of Calderén; poet and playwright; curate, rector, chaplain, dean,
and archbishop; professor of theology at King’s College, London, and popular reli-
gious writer; member of an exclusive network of Victorian intellectuals, many of
them fellow Cambridge Apostles and members of the Sterling Club, including Arthur
Hallam, Charles and Alfred Tennyson, John Kemble, John Sterling, William Bodham
Donne, J. W. Blakesley, F. D. Maurice, and Samuel Wilberforce—“some universal
geniuses,” an American observer, Charles Astor Bristed, called such students when
he was at Cambridge a decade after Trench had left (Stray 2008: 112); family man;
and, of course, philologist, author of The Study of Words (1851), English Past and
Present (1855), A Select Glossary of English Words Used Formerly in Senses Different
from Their Present (1859), and On Some Deficiencies in Our English Dictionaries
(1857/1860).

On Some Deficiencies is generally recognized as the OED’s founding document.
As James Murray (Burchfield 1993: 119) explained in “The Evolution of English Lexi-
cography,” Trench

called upon the Philological Society ... as the only body in England then interesting itself in the
language, to undertake the collection of materials to complete the work already done by Bailey,
Johnson, Todd, Webster, Richardson, and others, and to prepare a supplement to all the dic-
tionaries, which should register all omitted words and senses, and supply all the historical in-
formation in which these works were lacking, and, above all, should give quotations illustrat-
ing the first and last appearance, and every notable point in the life-history of each word. From
this impulse arose the movement which ... has culminated in the preparation of the Oxford
English Dictionary.?

Trench’s assessment of English lexicography up until he proposed the OED in On
Some Deficiencies was thus crucial to the history of historical lexicography.

Beyond its role in prompting the OED, On Some Deficiencies is a significant and
very early act of dictionary criticism; one might say that besides originating the
OED, Trench originated that genre of criticism. As Landau (2001: 79) points out, it is
“specific, informed, thoughtful, and notably devoid of pettiness,” not the work of a
“partisan lexicographer,” but of an “observer” above self-interest. The specific in-
formation and mature perspective underlying On Some Deficiencies depends on
another act of dictionary criticism—or perhaps a series of critical acts—the reading
of those very dictionaries the OED would supersede. Least among them, in Trench’s
view, was Webster’s Dictionary, for, he wrote, “Even if [it] were in other respects a

2 From Murray’s observation extends a thorough historical consensus, thus Milne (2010); Aarsleff
(1967: 258); Murray (1977: 135); Landau (2001: 78-80); Mugglestone (2005: 6—8); Béjoint (2010: 97);
and Brewer (2007: 109), who calls Trench “the first father of the OED,” and whose index identifies
him as the “originator of OED” (2007: 333).
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better book, the almost total absence of illustrative quotations would deprive it of all
value in my eyes” (1860: 7n3). He preferred Richardson, who had “bestowed far
more attention” on word histories, “and not seldom the series of quotations by
which he illustrates the successive phases of meaning through which a word has
passed is singularly happy” (1860: 44). Trench re-imagined Richardson’s strategy as
a historical one rather than a philosophical semantic one, and thus a chief feature of
the OED’s method and structure was conceived.

Trench’s engagement with Richardson’s dictionary, then, is foundational to the
OED, and it may have been of long standing. John Mitchell Kemble (1807-1857), one
of Trench’s Cambridge friends and, during their twenties, a frequent and intimate
correspondent (Trench 1888: 1.11-163 passim), was also a leading scholar of Anglo-
Saxon and advocate in England of the New Philology (Aarsleff 1967: 191-209). Coin-
cidentally, he had attended Charles Richardson’s school on Clapham Common
(Haigh 2015), and we may assume, given their rising interests in philology, that the
friends discussed Richardson while at university. Aarsleff (1967: 191) notes that
Richardson was “known for his lexicography, on which he is said to have employed
his more intelligent pupils,” and, without claiming so explicitly, he implies that
Kemble might have been one of those students, which seems likely. Richardson, in
turn, must have enjoyed Trench’s praise in On Some Deficiencies.

Laura Pinnavaia (2010: 211) concludes that “Richardson looks forward and, as a
historian, creates one of the major lexicographic works to have provided inspiration
and material for the elaboration of successive dictionaries, one of which has indeed
been recognized as being the great OED,” but on what terms were material and in-
spiration provided? The OED’s “Historical Introduction” singles out Richardson as
the exemplar dictionary, the one to criticize and improve (vii). In 1857, “apparently
as the result of a suggestion made by F. J. Furnivall to Dean Trench in May,” the
Philological Society formed a committee to “collect unregistered words,” in order to
“publish a volume supplementary to the later editions of Johnson [i.e., Todd], or to
Richardson” (vii). The committee’s report was delayed by On Some Deficiencies,
which supplies the rationale for a new dictionary but also reflects Trench’s pre-
report analysis of the dictionaries in question, especially NDEL.

Landau’s paraphrase of this passage of OED front matter raises a question. Lan-
dau writes that “a suggestion from F. J. Furnivall to Dean Trench ... resulted in his
analysis of the deficiencies in English dictionaries” (2001: 80). Yet, to be precise, the
OED does not say that Trench’s analysis of Richardson resulted from Furnivall’s
suggestion, only that the suggestion led to formation of a committee. How did
Trench engage critically with the English dictionary he admired most, and how did
his dictionary criticism construct a relationship between Richardson and the OED?
Such questions are not easily answered—they are not answered by On Some Defi-
ciencies and the OED alone.

Fortunately, Trench’s annotated copy of NDEL is a previously missing link that
helps us to construct some answers. It was purchased by the Lilly Library of Indiana
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University—according to its records—on 13 July 2007 for £5760, from the firm of
Marlborough Rare Books, Ltd., its earlier provenance as yet unknown to me. The
upper right corner of the title page of the second volume is signed “Rich® C. Trench.
1838,” an early date of purchase, yet Trench—already familiar with Richardson’s
lexicography through Kemble—may have awaited publication of NDEL and so ac-
quired it as soon as it was available. Possibly, he possessed the first volume, pub-
lished in 1836, before he acquired the second, but there is no inscription in the first
volume to settle the question, one way or the other. In any event, Trench had NDEL
in his possession long before he wrote On Some Deficiencies; indeed, before there
was a Philological Society to dream of a new English dictionary on historical princi-
ples.?

3 The annotations in Trench’s copy of NDEL

Once having added Richardson to his library, Trench was bound to annotate it with
references from other reading. For him, compulsive annotation was second nature.
As his mother wrote of him in 1822, he had “a deep love of reading, or rather a be-
soin” (Trench 1888: 1.xiii), a view she amplified on 27 January 1823:

Richard has a craving for books, and reminds me of Doctor Somebody in “Camilla,” [one pre-
sumes Dr. Orkbourne] as he cannot take an airing without arming himself against ennui by one
or more volumes. He delights in referring, collating, extracting. He wishes much we should
purchase a certain Polyglot, and luxuriates in the idea of finding fifteen readings of the same
passage in Scripture. (Trench 1888: 1.xiii)

Sixteen years before he acquired his copy of NDEL, Trench had already revealed the
temperament of a dictionary critic. His copy of the dictionary is full of cross-
references and shorthand extracts from other works; some annotations effectively
collate Richardson and Johnson-Todd or Webster; his corrections to Richardson’s
quotations bring a textual critic’s scrutiny to bear on the dictionary text.

The two volumes of Trench’s copy of NDEL contain 1,462 marginal annotations,
a rate of .66 annotations per page. The sections titled “Omissions,” “Supplement,”
and “Addenda” in each volume are wholly free from annotation. The annotations
fall into various types. Most frequent are references to illustrative quotations in
Early Modern works that would usefully supplement Richardson’s quotations, most
often by supplying evidence of a derivative form or the earliest evidence of a func-

3 The Philological Society of London as we know it today was not established until 1842, and
Trench did not become a member of it until March, 1857 (Milne 2010; Aarsleff 1967: 257), after he
became Dean of Westminster in 1856 and moved to London from Itchen Stoke, Hants, where he had
been rector since 1844.
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tional shift, but also to indicate variation in the mode of inflection or spelling. Some-
times the reference will be to author, sometimes to text, sometimes to an abbreviat-
ed combination of the two: so, for Lin, the marginal note reads “Fairy Queen/3.8.24/
Holl. Plin. 1./315,” for Loveling, “Sylvester Du.B. p./455,” and so on. Usually,
Trench indicates the lemma in question in the annotation; usually he underlines it,
though not always, not in the case of Loveling, for instance. When he finds them,
Trench also notes omissions—in L, Lachrymose, Laudanum, Lava, Leperess, and
Licorice—most often without references, though occasionally with them—Ilaudanum
can be found in “Harris’ Travels, 2.418.” Loveling is an omission, too, though not
marked as one, and throughout, whether Trench treats derivatives in their own right
or as items subordinate to main entries—following Richardson—is somewhat un-
clear. Lava is simply omitted in NDEL; Love is entered, but without Loveling.

Occasionally—only very occasionally—does Trench write a discursive note. Next
to Witch, for instance, he observes that in early sources witch as easily refers to men
as to women practitioners of the dark arts. And, in an example to which we will
return momentarily, he writes at Amuse, “The reference to Hol/lands Plutarch in-
correct: for p. 345 read p. 419.” But commentary is far less frequent than intertextual
reference. Trench had already grasped a principle originating in the OED—despite
its sometimes elaborate definitions—and extending to the practice of historical lexi-
cographers as recently as Aitken (1973: 259): all of them see definitions and other
sorts of commentary in a historical dictionary as secondary to the quotations—
context is primary, definitions serve as a finding guide to those contexts, and so
Trench devoted almost all of his annotations to identifying contexts of use Richard-
son had overlooked.

Trench’s annotations depend on a fairly narrow range of sources. One of the
most prominent is Thomas Fuller’s Pisgah sight of Palestine. “While most of Fuller’s
other works have been diligently used by our lexicographers,” Trench writes in On
Some Deficiencies, “his Pisgah Sight of Palestine, one of his most curious and most
characteristic ... has been, as far as my experience reaches, entirely overlooked by
them” (1860: 12). The annotations rectify this neglect. Many other favorite sources
are also from the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries: Philemon Holland’s transla-
tions of Plutarch (1603), Pliny (1601), and Livy (1600), Thomas North’s translation of
Plutarch (1579), Daniel Rogers’ Naaman the Syrian (1642)—perhaps avoided by earli-
er lexicographers because it is long and not especially entertaining—Philip Stubbes’
Anatomie of abuses (1583), John Hacket’s so-called “Life of Archbishop Williams”
(1698), Joshua Sylvester’s translation of DuBartas (1608), everything written by
Jeremy Taylor, and various works by the Cambridge Platonist Henry More.

Trench takes less frequent recourse to many other texts in his annotations, but
those he draws on most frequently construct relationships between NDEL and those
texts, as well as occasionally among those texts. While in Cambridge in 1836, Trench
(1888: 1.216) wrote to his wife,
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I have found a few books that may be serviceable to me, though not all that I had expected, and
have worked for some hours each day in the library; but many books are a weariness both to
flesh and spirit, and I believe I am more likely to write something genial and profitable to my-
self and to others, by the help of my own little collection of books, than if I were overlaid and
distracted by the multitude of books which I should be here tempted to consult.

To the extent that Trench relied on his “own little collection of books,” some of the
annotations are at least to some extent personal. In his estimation of Fuller, he
points up his “experience” of that and other texts. And to some extent, Trench’s
reading expressed personal taste. For instance, Bristed reports that “Cudworth is a
favorite author” in Trinity College, Cambridge (Stray 2008: 263), and Trench main-
tained an interest in the Cambridge Platonists, extended to Henry More rather than
Cudworth in the annotations. Of course, in one’s reading of or for a dictionary, pri-
vate intellectual and public lexicographical motives can mingle inextricably.

4 Trench’s annotations in relation to his
lexicography and dictionary criticism

Naturally, we assume some relationship between the annotations in Trench’s NDEL
and On Some Deficiencies, but what is that relationship exactly? To what extent did
those annotations guide the Philological Society towards the OED? Close compari-
son of the annotations and On Some Deficiencies provides us with a partial and—I
think—very interesting answer to such questions. The “Index of Words” in On Some
Deficiencies comprises 274 items. Of those 274, 156 or 57% are in NDEL and accom-
panied by an annotation. In 140 cases, or 51% of the index, but 90% of the relevant
annotations, the source identified in the Richardson annotation is exactly that cited
in On Some Deficiencies—usually, but not always, quoted in the footnotes. Converse-
ly, the component of On Some Deficiencies that derives from Trench’s annotations
constitute just over 10% of the total annotations, the directly relevant citations
transferred into On Some Deficiencies from the annotations just under 10% of the
whole.

Trench may already have had his Select Glossary of English Words Used Formerly
in Senses Different from Their Present in mind while writing On Some Deficiencies—it
was first published in 1859. It is reasonable to wonder whether the NDEL annota-
tions bear on that work as well as On Some Deficiencies and how their relationships
to the annotations compare. I have only been able to work with the Fifth Edition
thus far, which was published in 1879, the title page of which claims it is “revised
and enlarged,” so comparison of the two works here is approximate and provisional.
The Fifth Edition includes 503 entries. Of those, 60 correspond to entries Trench
annotated in his copy of NDEL—roughly 12% of the Select Glossary entries—while
only 32 of them employ quotations that correspond to the NDEL annotations, a mere
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6%. The Select Glossary entries for which Trench may have consulted his NDEL
amount to only 4% of the total annotations, while the Select Glossary entries with
quotations originating in Richardson annotations amount to just over 2% of the
total.

One might call the proportion of material from the annotations registered in the
Select Glossary “insignificant,” but the proportion of material from the annotations
adopted by On Some Deficiencies is fairly significant, since slightly more than fifty
percent of the illustrations in that work correspond to annotations in Trench’s copy
of NDEL. Yet, clearly, Trench’s critical reading of NDEL—registered in 1,462 notes—
far exceeded the specific uses to which Trench would put the annotations. One
might have assumed, before doing the arithmetic, that Trench had annotated NDEL
for the express purpose of composing On Some Deficiencies, and further that having
done so, he was able to cull material for the Select Glossary, as well. But the volume
of annotation overall and the proportions in which it was used outside of the dic-
tionary artifact suggest that annotation served some purpose or purposes beyond
preparation of those works—the level of annotation would have been an inefficient
means of writing them. Instead, some of the annotations may be marks of intermit-
tent intellectual engagement. After all, according to his mother, annotation was an
intellectual habit of Trench’s from his earliest years, a reading practice—it is not
impossible that Trench was in some manner, perhaps more than one manner, read-
ing his dictionary for the pleasure of doing so, satisfying his characteristic besoin.

5 Layers of annotation

Significantly, some of the annotations cannot serve the purposes of On Some Defi-
ciencies or the Select Glossary. For instance, there is a note on Acrobat, absent from
NDEL because it was, quoting Trench, “a new word 1855”; similarly, Garotte, gar-
roter are “coming in 1856,” a bit cryptic, but indicating their newness, as well. The
OED entry, as yet unrevised, challenges Trench’s claim, putting garrotte ‘execute by
means of one’ in 1851 and ‘throttling’ implicitly in a quotation of 1858, but Trench
was merely recording what he had found in the meantime. Neither acrobat nor ga-
rotte is annotated usefully with his books in view, however: they do not represent
deficiencies in dictionaries published before they entered English vocabulary; they
cannot be used formerly in senses different from the present ones, because they
were not used formerly at all.

One cannot easily determine either the chronology or the intensity of Trench’s
annotation. It is reasonable to assume that, while collecting material for On Some
Deficiencies, Trench annotated NDEL for that purpose, and we have some evidence
that he did so while writing the Select Glossary. Recall the annotation at Amuse:
“The reference to Hol/lands Plutarch incorrect: for p. 345 read p. 419.” Perhaps he
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had noticed the error while re-reading Holland; perhaps he realized, while reading
NDEL that the passage in question belonged to a later point in the Moralia than
indicated—surely, he knew the text well enough to detect the error. Yet, more plau-
sibly, while amuse is not in On Some Deficiencies, it is illustrated in the Select Glos-
sary with exactly this quotation from Holland’s Plutarch, and Trench apparently
corrected Richardson while double-checking his facts for that book. Work towards
the two books very likely contributes two layers to Trench’s many-layered reading of
Richardson, but it is impossible, in the mass of annotations, to distinguish one layer
from another.

In any event, Trench did not annotate by following the dictionary text, nor did
he arrange excerpts from the books he read into alphabetical lists corresponding to
head words. Note that in Figure 1 the entries in column b are in alphabetical order
down the column—Dodge, Dodipole, Dodkin, Doe, and Doff—and the annotations
proceed alphabetically from the text towards the page’s edge, suggesting that the
first annotation was for Dodgery, then Dodkin, then Doe, as though following Rich-
ardson’s order. Clearly, however, Dodgery has been added later than Dodkin and
Doe, squeezed into the barely available space to preserve the expected order. Then,
having filled the space over column b, a later annotation for Dodge had to be en-
tered over c.* Annotation, in other words, was not systematic but depended on
Trench’s reading at the time.

When I first leafed through Trench’s Richardson, I noticed that by far most an-
notations occur at the top of the page, whether in the top or outside margin, and I
wondered whether Trench was thus reading across the columns for evidence of a
preconceived argument, like that of On Some Deficiencies. When I looked more
closely, however, I realized that many top-of-the-page annotations refer to bottom-
of-the-page entries—could the gravity of the page have pulled Trench’s attention to
low entries, which would suggest columnar reading? I divided the page into three
sectors, upper, middle, and bottom. The text block in Richardson is 7 x 9 inches, so
that each sector measured three inches. Because in annotating with material from
outside the dictionary, one must locate the relevant headword, I counted entries
into each sector on the basis of headword placement on the page. In volume I, I
counted 234 annotations clearly associated with top entries, 228 with middle entries,
and 236 with bottom entries, which add up to somewhat less than the volume’s total
annotations, but a few annotations were not clearly linked, without further re-
search, anyway, to an entry. In any event, the distribution of annotations is even
and thus arguably random, which indicates at least some serendipitous collecting,

4 This type of arrangement of annotations at the tops of pages is infrequent, but this example from
D is by no means the only one; for instance, on p. 531, while Richardson’s entry for Jump is in col-
umn b, Trench’s annotation for To fall jump is over c, presumably because the space above b had
been filled before Trench found that citation.
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even if some also was done intensively and specifically for On Some Deficiencies or
the Select Glossary.

One cannot easily prove anything about when the annotations were entered
from Trench’s NDEL itself. Acrobat may have entered English in 1855, but the anno-
tation for it could have been written at any time thereafter. It is certainly possible
that preparation of On Some Deficiencies marks the onset of Trench’s annotating and
that notes not absorbed into that book and the Select Glossary date from much later
in Trench’s life. I am inclined, however, to place all or almost all of the annotation
between purchase of the dictionary in 1838 and Trench’s departure for Dublin in
1864. If his archepiscopal duties prohibited contributing to the Philological Society’s
dictionary effort—and many busy people contributed, after all—they may very well
have brought annotation to a halt, as well. Trench was entering a new phase of his
life at the time. Indeed, as we shall see, the bulk of annotation probably occurred in
the 1850s, during Trench’s intensively philological period.

Certain types of variation among annotations—in the quality of handwriting and
in the forms of reference to specific works—suggest that Trench wrote them at vari-
ous times, though one can hardly devise a chronology of entry from this evidence.
Consider, for instance, a text on which Trench depends frequently, Scrinia reserata:
a memorial offer’d to the great deservings of John Williams, D. D., who some time held
the places of Ld Keeper of the Great Seal of England, Ld Bishop of Lincoln, and Ld
Archbishop of York: containing a series of the most remarkable occurrences and
transactions of his life, in relation to both church and state (London, 1693), by John
Hacket (1592-1670), Bishop of Lichfield and Coventry, and like Trench a Trinity
College, Cambridge, man. It is the sort of text that requires a shorthand method of
reference, an abbreviated title or stencil.

When one enters a pile of notes from the same text into a dictionary all at once,
one tends to employ the same name for the text; when one enters notes from said
text at different times, one tends towards inconsistency, calling the relevant text by
different names. Trench enters references to Hacket by the following forms:>

(1) Hacket L. of AP. Will™. (p. 360, s.v. Commorant; also p. 934, s.v. Gremial)

(2) Hacket L. of AP. W™ (p. 395, s.v. Consciunale)

(3) Hackets L. AP, Will™ (p. 467, s.v. Cynosura)

(4) Hacket L. of AP W™ (p. 592, s.v. Disunison)

(5) Hacket W™ (p. 634, s.v. Earworm; also p. 904, s.v. Glaver; p. 983, s.v. Hector)
(6) Hacket L. of W™ (p. 752, s.v. Fadoodle; also p. 943, s.v. Grypp)

(7) Hacket L. of A. W™ (p. 916, s.v. Gollsheaves)

(8) Hacket Life of AP. Will™ (p. 925, s.v. Granado)

5 Here and below, bolded entry forms are Trench’s and may or may not correspond to Richardson’s
head words; often, because Trench is supplying an omission, they do not.
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(9) Hacket L. of AB Williams (p. 936, s.v., Grime).

As the additional instances noted here indicate, one or another variant may appear
at different points in the alphabet, which again suggests that Trench did not enter
annotations in alphabetical order, that is, with a pile of pre-collected alphabetized
notes for transcription into his copy of NDEL.

Figure 1. Squeezed in Dodgery

Figure 2. Hacket references, variant (1) Figure 3. Hacket references, variants (2) and (8)

Figure 4. Careful (younger) writing, sample 1 Figure 5. Careless (older) writing, sample 23

Figure 6. Careless (older) writing, sample 1 Figure 7. Careful (younger) writing, sample 2

EBSCChost - printed on 2/9/2023 11:33 PMvia . All use subject to https://ww.ebsco.conlterns-of-use



EBSCChost -

Reading Trench reading Richardson =—— 13

Figure 8. Hacket references, variants (3), (4), (7), Figure 9. Careful (younger) writing, sample
and (9)

Figure 10. Careless (older) writing, sample 3

Allimages reproduced by courtesy of the Lilly Library, Indiana University, Bloomington, Indiana

The above list obscures another point of variation among the citation forms, one
that may be even more important in establishing that annotations were entered not
all at once but over some indeterminate period of time. The “A” in item 1 is a round
character (see Figure 2), and that in item 2, as well as in item 8, starts the letter on a
descending flourish (see Figure 3), while items 3, 4, 7 and 9 are simply triangular
(see Figure 8). Writers may vary letter forms, of course, but this is less likely in an
event of mass annotation than in intermittent notes, just as the stencil is less likely
to vary—at least so widely—if a writer with a purpose has an abbreviation in mind.
Repetition reinforces selection of a form of abbreviation. Also, although a writer
may vary letter forms even within a single document, variation over a large number
of annotations like those in Trench’s copy of NDEL might instead support the sup-
position that Trench entered notes at various times, with different letter forms ha-
bitual at those times, but not necessarily over time.

These last observations about letter forms converge with a general assessment
of handwriting in the annotations across Volume I of Trench’s NDEL. The hand var-
ies greatly, and while a number of factors may influence the variation, one of them
is very likely age. There are instances of very careful writing, as in the articulation of
“Drayton” (p. 543, s.v. Dilling), for seventeenth-century poet Michael Drayton,
“Cranmer” (p. 524, s.v. Despicion), and “Milton P. W.” (p. 340, s.v. Cockbrain), which
is as clear as writing can be. The ‘y’ in Drayton (see Figure 4), the distinguishable
minims in the “nm” cluster in Cranmer (see Figure 7), and the slight flourish of “P”
in the Milton annotation (see Figure 9)—these probably illustrate Trench’s younger
hand. Alternatively, another Drayton very close to the one entered early (p. 544, s.v.
Dimble) is less precisely articulated (see Figure 6), and another Milton (p. 639, s.v.
Richardson’s Economy) has an uncrossed “t” and open vowels (see Figure 5), as
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does reference to “Lord Brooke” (p. 695, s.v. Envyless; see Figure 10)—all of these are
typical tendencies of a writer’s later hand, though some of the other factors alluded
to previously complicate such a verdict.® Just as there are a few carefully written
annotations, a few are barely intelligible.

Alternatively, one might suspect that Richardson’s sloppy entries are simply the
result of haste—he was, after all, an exceptionally busy person—written in a rush
from one to another enterprise, as an opportunity presented itself, a word-lover’s
respite from worldly, ecclesiastical, and spiritual business. This explanation is plau-
sible, but one does not annotate a dictionary hastily and leisurely at the same time.
In other words, sometimes, Trench wrote as though he had time, and so probably
did; at other times, he wrote as though he had no time for legibility; but those times
cannot be the same time, and degrees of legibility again suggest annotation over
some span of time and a variety of circumstances. Further study of Trench’s hand-
writing across time and types of documents should lead us to a firmer conclusion
about the relative significance of age and speed, which, of course, may also inter-
sect in a specific annotation.

Though some may find examination of abbreviation and letter forms tedious,
the artifact in the Lilly Library—Trench’s annotated NDEL—is, in these details, im-
portant evidence of Trench’s practice as a lexicographer and dictionary critic, as
well as of the historical relationship between Richardson’s NDEL and the OED. As
Dolezal (2000: 143) observes, scholars such as Aarsleff and Zgusta “have written on
the subject of possible influences of RICHARDSON on the OED; this collection of da-
ta”—that presented by Dolezal—“should help illuminate and clarify some of the
issues,” which it does. “As the committee”—the Philological Society’s Literary and
Historical Committee, which established the OED’s reading program, and of which
Trench was a member—looked for ‘unregistered words,’ it must have become appar-
ent that not only were there words that had not been documented, but there were
words that had senses undocumented, and that there were words that had not had
their earliest use documented,” and, for our purposes perhaps most important, “At
some point there must have been a realization that the quotations in RICHARDSON’s
dictionary could not be relied upon.” Plausibly, in Trench’s annotations to NDEL,
we come to that hitherto unidentified point.

The annotations may have directed more of the OED’s early history than is ap-
parent from their role in On Some Deficiencies. After I presented an early version of

6 The complications are easily imagined. Margins in a dictionary are narrow and placed in ways
that challenge clear handwriting. For instance, the reference to Drayton for Dimble on p. 544 is
written in the margin at the gutter, not at the top outside corner of the same page, at which the hand
would have more freedom and could write from a more usual position. Is this annotation less pre-
cisely written because its writer is older or because its younger writer’s style is cramped by the
physical circumstances? A similarly loose “Drayton” appears, however, on the left, outside margin
of page 330, s.v. Richardson’s Climb, in reference to the poet’s use of the perfect clame.
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this article at OX-LEX, which was held at Pembroke College, the University of Ox-
ford, 25-27 March 2015, Peter Gilliver, an editor of the OED and author of the official
history of the OED project (Gilliver 2016)—no one knows more about the initial
phases of it—wondered about the overlap between what appear to be Trench’s
source texts and those listed in the OED’s July 1857 circular seeking volunteer read-
ers of various texts and noting those texts already assigned. “Striking, isn’t it,” he
wrote to me subsequently, “how few items are listed as being undertaken by the
Dean of Westminster” (March 30, 2015, pers. comm.).” Trench signed up for More’s
Mystery of Iniquity and Rogers’ Naaman the Syrian, quite possibly in the latter case
because he doubted anyone else would, or that—the initial enthusiasm having fal-
tered—anyone who did would not follow through.

As a member of the Philological Society’s Literary and Historical Committee, he
was certainly well-placed to collect early submissions of material from those who
had volunteered to read texts on behalf of the project. One can imagine Trench, slips
in hand, checking each contributed citation against NDEL, thus exposing deficien-
cies, and marking the useful references in his copy of NDEL, which he consulted
later while composing On Some Deficiencies. Yet it seems unlikely, for the sake of
the Philological Society’s project, that he would use his copy of NDEL to keep track
of such submissions—the annotations would be less useful in assembling evidence
for his lectures than the slips on which volunteer readers scribbled citations.

However, chronology confounds the proposition that Trench recorded contribu-
tors’ notes in his copy of NDEL. He became of member of the Philological Society in
March, 1857, and was more or less immediately a member of the Literary and Histor-
ical Committee, which by July had issued a circular. Prior to publication of the circu-
lar, volunteer readers had been engaged for many texts. Trench delivered his first
lecture on the deficiencies of English dictionaries on 5 November 1857. Thus, for the
work of volunteer readers to have provided illustrations for the lecture in the heavy
proportion indicated earlier, the relevant readers must have read more quickly than
most, returned slips from their reading unusually quickly, too, and then Trench had
to enter them in his copy of NDEL and make sense of them all in conceiving and
composing his lectures. If all of the annotations—or even the bulk of them—
recorded discoveries of volunteer readers Trench received between March and No-
vember, how could he have pulled it all together in time?

A similar question might be asked of the Literary and Historical Committee’s
work—how did Trench, F. J. Furnivall, and Herbert Coleridge pull together a list of

7 A portion of the circular is available on the OED website. It is incorporated into the January 1859
“Proposal for the Publication of a New English Dictionary by the Philological Society,” the full text
of which was published by Richard W. Bailey (1986: 179-215). Mr. Gilliver’s question prompted me
to reconsider material and revise my argument in several points, and I am very grateful for it and for
the conversation surrounding it. My conclusions are my own, but Mr. Gilliver probably influenced
any that prove sound.
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texts that were likely to yield quotations essential to the Philological Society’s pro-
posed dictionary because they had been overlooked by previous lexicographers,
given “the limited capacities of any single man?” Perhaps Trench had already iden-
tified at least some deficiencies in the textual basis of English lexicography while
annotating his copy of NDEL over some indeterminate period of time. In other
words, under Trench’s influence, the committee devised its reading program with
On Some Deficiencies already in mind—at least, already in Trench’s mind. Trench’s
annotations constituted a test of lexicographical quotation, as well as coverage or
words and senses of words, the sort of test any historical dictionary project must
conduct in order to settle its reading program.® Trench had not assigned himself to
read Rogers’ Namaan the Syrian because he feared no one else was up to the task,
but because he had already read it—the job was done before the circular was pub-
lished.

While Trench’s copy of NDEL contains some evidently earlier and later annota-
tions, most are similar enough that they cannot be distributed chronologically or
even among periods of composition. Most probably come from Trench’s principal
philological period, roughly 1850 to 1859, a period long enough to account for varia-
tion in writing style and forms of reference but short enough that the writing is by
and large homogenous—a decade rather than a few months seems more consistent
with the evidence. Trench’s annotations of NDEL substantially informed his On
Some Deficiencies but they also figured in designing the nascent reading program of
the OED. They outlined some of the dictionary’s historicity and also expanded great-
ly from what had gone before the repertoire of lexicographical quotation—they
helped the OED become the quotations dictionary on historical principles it was
destined to become, “no patch upon old garments,” as Trench (1860: 1) famously
put it, “but a new garment throughout.” They are perhaps the deepest-reaching
roots of the OED.

6 Trench reading Richardson

Evidence from Trench’s annotations suggests that he read NDEL over some unde-
termined period of time—a period that may in fact be beyond determining—but
longer than the eight months between his joining the Philological Society and deliv-
ering On Some Deficiencies. If we take Trench’s primary creative period in philology
as 1838-1859, he was engaged with Richardson for twenty years, and would thus

8 For example, consider organization of the Middle English Dictionary’s reading program, as de-
scribed in welcome detail by David Jost (1984 and 1985), supplemented briefly by Adams (1995: 158—
159), which provides an example of the inefficiency of volunteer reading early in a project’s devel-
opment.
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have annotated his copy at an average rate of 73 entries per year, which to some
might indicate only a casual interest in the dictionary, an annotation every week or
so. But unless he lugged his Richardson around to Cambridge and London on his
frequent and extended visits, unless he kept at his philological work while three of
his children died in the early 1840s, he probably annotated Richardson sometimes
more intensively, sometimes not at all, and quite possibly just whenever he could.

Had Trench annotated only during those eight months of 1857, he would have
written six notes per day. Such a rate is far from arduous and well within our imag-
ining, of course, but given his non-philological work, as well as the work of writing
his books—which clearly depended on reading and quite possibly annotation of
other sources—it seems unlikely that his annotations were evenly distributed across
those 245 days, and the total might thus have been unachievable within the year.
But he might well have been engaged intensively with his copy of NDEL for a mid-
dling period, roughly that during which he published his philological works, the
1850s. If that decade encompassed all of the annotations, Trench annotated NDEL at
a fairly impressive average rate of 146 entries per year.

By the time he finished writing The Study of Words (1851), he must have had fair-
ly regular recourse to dictionaries—NDEL among them—just as sources of infor-
mation. But at some point, in checking his Richardson, he must have begun to enjoy
the chronologically arranged quotations—which he later praised—and to think criti-
cally about their role in the dictionary’s structure. As his experience of NDEL deep-
ened, he would notice material that might supplement Richardson while going
about his other reading; then, recursively, he would read Richardson and notice
where something he’d read recently or otherwise recalled was missing from the
dictionary’s treatment of one or another word.

Reading texts for a dictionary is not like reading texts generally. Once the need
to supply material to the dictionary in question is understood, it is focused and pur-
poseful. Also, the reader’s lexical focus heightens certain aspects of the reader’s
engagement and pleasure (Adams 2010: 48-56). In other words, it is a specialized
sort of reading; it is itself a form of dictionary criticism. Trench was, for some time,
an especially engaged reader of NDEL, among other dictionaries.” The annotations
prove that for NDEL and imply the same for the other dictionaries underlying
Trench’s several philological works, especially On Some Deficiencies, the critical
essay incipient in the critical annotations that—given his besoin—followed predicta-
bly on his critical reading. Reading of this kind is essentially an intertextual experi-
ence, a collation of the dictionary text at hand with other texts, the facts of which

9 This article should raise our hopes that others of Trench’s dictionaries — especially Johnson,
Todd-Johnson, and Webster — likewise annotated, are extant, waiting for us to find them.
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augment and thus implicitly criticize the dictionary.’® And Trench had the tempera-
ment for such reading from an early age, as his mother had noticed, and his friend,
William Donne, who wrote to him, on 10 March 1834,

Some minds extract from an hour’s reading, and from the snatches and fragments which an ac-
tive mind allows for study, more solid and wholesome food than the close diligence of others
collects in whole days, and this must be your case; for that you have little leisure for study I
can easily understand, and I can witness that you are well appointed, and ready, whenever the
results of study are required. (Trench 1888: 1.152-153)

While reading his copy of NDEL in this fashion, Trench saw a critical opening and in
taking it imagined another sort of dictionary, the historical dictionary of English
that would eventually be realized in the OED. Dolezal (2000: 139) observes that

The process of writing explanations [of lexical meaning] on the basis of cited texts depends on
critically interpreting the texts; readers are invited to partake of the process in as much as some
of the documentary evidence is presented by the dictionary makers. Of course, the reader must
depend on the dictionary makers’ reliable selection of exemplary quotations, ones that stand
for all the pertinent quotations that were collected and classified.

And in fact those that were not, as well, but Trench’s annotations—a record of such
participation—signals a certain level of distrust in Richardson’s reliability. If, as
Dolezal continues, “Readers must also have faith that the word being defined ap-
pears in a context that really supports the definition,” the annotations suggest that
Trench’s faith in Richardson’s lexicography was tempered by his critical reading,
both of NDEL and the literature from which he supplemented Richardson’s wordlist
and the miniature anthologies of quotations on which he founded his semantic
treatment of lemmata.

Trench’s reading of NDEL was thus recursive. He read the dictionary, of course,
with an eye to the features Dolezal mentions. He read the texts Richardson cited, in
order to gauge how successfully they conveyed meanings and outlined the historical
development of meanings that mattered less to Richardson but increasingly more to
Trench. And he read texts Richardson did not cite. He was doing so anyway, and his
annotations may document serendipitous collation, but once one has assessed a
lexicographer’s tendency to quote too much of X, one tends to read Y and Z, just to
see if—as one suspects—word histories change when one takes different texts into
account. So, at this stage, a kind of double-reading occurs—reading at the point of
annotation—in which Trench assesses the linguistic and historical relations of NDEL

10 Here, criticism and criticize are understood as terms of art that need not suggest negative or
disapproving response. Theoretically, one could read a dictionary, approve of its method and aug-
ment it sympathetically. In marking omissions and errors, while maintaining respect for Richard-
son’s accomplishment in NDEL, Trench might be said to register constructive criticism that could
have led to a better NDEL, but instead led to the OED as a superior model of dictionary.
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and texts cited in Trench’s annotations. In addition, over time, Trench read his an-
notations critically, for instance canceling a note he had made on page 883—“The
verb/to gaud/omitted/see Hollands/ Plut. p./91”—in which he had already replaced
“Norths” with “Hollands.”

Regina Fowler (2004: 53) proposes that “Richardson’s New Dictionary of the Eng-
lish Language (1836-1837) aims to create its own ideal reader.” Trench might be that
reader, though the result of his reading was another dictionary altogether. “Rich-
ardson’s dictionary, that ‘valuable repertory’ of texts,” Fowler (2004: 60) writes,

is itself a text offering the reader some challenges but many pleasures. Its very eccentricity al-
lows us to rethink the value of literary quotations as the source and illustration of meaning and
to discuss the selection, ordering and contextualization of quotations, their use and misuse in
establishing or unsettling definitions and their sometimes unassimilable autonomy in works of
reference and record.

Rethinking is of course just what Trench did, gradually and to great effect, until he
arrived at the glimmer of the OED, and the accumulation of his years of dictionary
criticism informed the OED’s early reading program and his foundational lectures,
On Some Deficiencies, the practical, professional results of philological avocations.

For we have some evidence that Trench saw his reading and dictionary annota-
tions and even representations of them from the philological pulpit—as in On Some
Deficiencies—as private pursuits. Even when revising On Some Deficiencies, “now
republished with amendments and additions, and also with such alterations as the
altered condition of things may require” (1860: 1), he noted explicitly that while
preparations for the OED were a public enterprise, his dictionary research was sepa-
rate from them, even if it informed them, and, of course, we have ample evidence it
did. “I may be allowed, perhaps,” he wrote (1860: 1-2),

to mention here what I mentioned on that former occasion [initial publication of the lectures]—
namely, that I have thought it right to abstain from employing any portion of those large mate-
rials already collected for the Dictionary, partly as being unwilling even to seem to employ for a
private end contributions made for a more public object but with a further advantage; for I am
thus able to show that it needs no such combined effort of many to make palpable our deficien-
cies, however it may need this to remove them.

Since 51% of the examples from the 1860 version of On Some Deficiencies derive
from his annotations in NDEL, we may safely conclude that Trench influenced the
beginnings of the OED, but not that the OED influenced Trench’s dictionary reading
and research, which—the evidence accumulated here amply proves—must already
have been well underway by 1857 for it to have the influence it did.

Rhetorically, Trench presented his engagement with dictionaries as a powerful-
ly personal matter. In On Some Deficiencies, he often refers to “our Dictionaries” but
occasionally slips into the first-person: “Surely if I am reading Swift,” he writes,
“and come upon the word ‘to brangle,’ or light upon ‘druggerman’ in Pope, I ought
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to be able to find them in my Dictionary” (1860: 9), an example of the recursive dic-
tionary reading to which I alluded earlier. These are not hypothetical examples:
Brangle ‘quarrel’ is entered in NDEL (218), and Richardson illustrates it with three
quotations from Swift, but, at the top of the column, Trench has annotated the entry
with a citation from Henry More’s An explanation of the grand mystery of godliness,
abbreviated “More on Godliness”; Druggerman ‘druggist’ is not in NDEL, and Trench
has annotated the appropriate column (621) with references to Pope and Skinner.
Trench observes that Richardson often overlooks archaic words, but druggerman, he
explains, is one of “two I just noticed” in time for the 1857 edition of On Some Defi-
ciencies (1857 and 1860: 12)—the implication, of course, is that “just noticed” is an
unusual state of affairs, that his reading of Richardson had been ongoing for some
time.

7 Conclusion

In hindsight, given its concrete manifestations in the OED’s reading program, On
Some Deficiencies, the Select Glossary—all of them significant in the history of Eng-
lish lexicography—Trench’s engagement with NDEL seems purposeful, but, at the
beginning, the very engagement may have been purpose enough. As Richardson
wrote, “Dictionaries are too frequently considered as books to which idleness may
fly for instantaneous relief from ignorance, and find all that it wants without the
trouble of perusing more ... the continuance or renewal of enquiry will be frequently
invited and not infrequently repaid” (53). Whether Trench’s reading of Richardson
was continuous or often renewed we may never know, but he took Richardson’s
advice to heart, and evidence of his dictionary reading, his spontaneous dictionary
criticism, is there in his book for all to see. Utility does not preclude pleasure, of
course, and many owners of historical and other quotations dictionaries take pleas-
ure in reading them (Considine 1998; Adams 2010: 56-62). We have every reason to
believe that Trench enjoyed reading his Richardson—in the act of dictionary criti-
cism, purpose and pleasure converge, as they do when reading Trench reading
Richardson.
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Did Anne Maxwell print John Wilkins’s An
essay towards a real character and a
philosophical language (1668)?

But as it is now (for the most part abused) the Bookseller hath not only made the Printer, the
Binder, and the Clasp-maker a slave to him: but hath brought Authors, yea the whole Com-
monwealth, and all the liberal Sciences into bondage. (George Wither 1624: 10)

Abstract: In order to answer the question posed in the title, we will explore the ca-
reers of a group of authors, booksellers and printers active in 17th century England.
In doing so, we question previous work on the printing history of one of the Royal
Society’s earliest commissioned books, An Essay towards a Real Character and a
Philosophical Language, by Bishop John Wilkins. The argument of this article focus-
es on (1) the authors John Wilkins and William Lloyd, both clerics (and both eventu-
ally Bishops) as well as being leading intellectuals of their day; (2) booksellers Sam-
uel Gellibrand, John Martyn, and James Allestry, all of whom owned and operated
their own bookshops and undertook the expense of paying for and overseeing the
publications of books; and (3) the printers whom we have identified as the most
likely candidates for printing this book. We hope by treating each bookseller and
printer in turn that we can show that the preponderance of evidence points to Anne
Maxwell as the most likely printer of Wilkins’s Essay. As we shall see, Maxwell had
the means of production, a long-term association as printer for Wilkins and the
bookseller Samuel Gellibrand, and the reputation for quality work that makes her a
mostly overlooked, but important, woman working in the book trade of 17th century
London.

Keywords: Book history, London book trade, feminist historiography, John Wilkins,
William Lloyd, Royal Society, booksellers, printers, Samuel Gellibrand, Thomas
Roycroft, Joseph Moxon, John Martyn, Henry Brome, John Macock, Thomas
Newcomb, John Tillotson

1 Background and Introduction

For most of us the story of a book begins when we acquire it and hold it in our
hands. We may think about the publisher, if for no other reason than to record the
bibliographic information required by our respective publication style sheets. We
may also think about the place of publication, for much the same reason. The place
of publication and publisher, however, do not tell us how the act of publishing be-
came the artifact of publication. Normally, in 17th century England, the artifact was
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printed not by a publisher, but by a Master Printer supervising a printing house. The
publisher, who was often also a bookseller, chose authors whose work was deemed
marketable and then chose a printer (or printers) whose work was deemed cost- and
quality-effective. In this essay, in order to answer the question posed in the title, we
will explore the careers of a group of authors, booksellers and printers active in 17th
century England.

Specifically we will be focusing on (1) authors John Wilkins and William Lloyd,
both clerics (and both eventually bishops) as well as being leading intellectuals of
their day; (2) booksellers Samuel Gellibrand, John Martyn, and James Allestry, all of
whom owned and operated their own bookshops and undertook the expense of
paying for and overseeing the publication of books; and (3) the printers whom we
have identified as the most likely candidates for printing An essay towards a real
character and a philosophical language (1668; hereafter, the Essay): Joseph Moxon,
John Macock, Thomas Roycroft, Thomas Newcombe, and Anne Maxwell. And, as the
title of this essay suggests, we think Anne Maxwell is the prime candidate. We hope
by treating each bookseller and printer in turn that we can show that the prepon-
derance of evidence points to Anne Maxwell as the most likely printer of Wilkins’s
Essay. As we shall see, Maxwell had the means of production, a long term associa-
tion as printer for Wilkins and the bookseller Samuel Gellibrand, and the reputation
for quality work that makes her a mostly overlooked, but important, woman work-
ing in the book trade of 17th century London.

The history of the publication of the Essay is complex. The evidence for it comes
from primary and secondary sources that do not always give complete or accurate
information. Title pages of books in this era of English printing history are notorious
for not including the names of authors, booksellers, printers, or the ornamental
devices that serve to identify a bookshop or printing house. It is a time in the book
trade when, despite rules and regulations, there were no widely accepted principles
of determining intellectual property rights, and piracy was rampant. It also was a
time for which we have few reliable means of associating specific fonts, printing
ornaments and other physical evidence with specific booksellers or printers. There
is no comprehensive census for all of the fonts, ornamental designs, engravings,
and wood cuts in use among the printing houses which we know were operating
during the years we are interested in, namely, ca. 1640-1680. Add to this the fluid
relationships among all the parties in the trade. Apprentices became “free”, for
example, and could take their skills to another house. Also mobile were a hierarchy
of workers, be they the compositors who set the type, the pressmen who struck the
print, the “workmen” who inked, wet, hung and folded sheets of paper to make the
pages, or the bookbinders who gathered and stitched the pages together. When all
of these printing house employees moved from house to house, fonts, paper, wood
blocks and copper engravings could and did change hands. Few known records of
these activities remain.
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Our story, then, of the publication of An Essay towards a real character and a
philosophical language begins in two bookshops, The Ball and The Bell. The first is
the shop of the bookseller—publisher Samuel Gellibrand; the second is the shop of
another bookseller-publisher, John Martyn. The once-only partnership of these two
men (formed solely for the purpose of publishing the Essay) provides the basis for
investigating their preferred printers, whom we consider the most likely to be re-
sponsible for printing the Essay.

1.1 Science, Religion, and a Philosophical Language

Bishop John Wilkins (1614—1672) was a leading member of a group of intellectuals
that included, among many other wits and scholars, Robert Boyle, Christopher
Wren, Robert Hooke, John Evelyn, Abraham Cowley, Mary Beale, and Samuel Pepys.
Wilkins played a pivotal role in both the ecclesiastical and scientific worlds of 17
century England. He was the chief proponent and inspiration for Latitudinarianism,
an Anglican ideology that was founded upon a program of moderation and toler-
ance in religious affairs. His scientific and mathematical interests were wide-
ranging, including aerodynamics, human anatomy, cryptography and linguistics.
His published work is almost evenly split between topics related to religion and
those related to the sciences.

By the time Wilkins began to work assiduously on the Essay, he was already a
well-known advocate for clear and effective communication. In 1641, he published a
book, Mercury, or the secret and swift messenger, on communication and communi-
cating, with attention to cryptography. Then, in 1646, he published Ecclesiastes, or,
A discourse concerning the gift of preaching, a self-help book for inexperienced min-
isters and preachers as a guide to deliver their thoughts effectively. In his book of
1648, Mathematical magick, or the wonders that may be performed by mechanical
geometry, Wilkins roundly criticizes mathematicians and experimenters of the past
who made their works obscure, thus rendering their ideas effectively unusable.
Wilkins wanted to publish information to encourage practical applications of math-
ematics; in Mathematical magick he makes a case for the use of the “Vulgar
Tongue,” not Latin, “for the Capacity of every Ingenious Artificer.”! His advocacy for
clear communication was just as avid in matters ecclesiastic: in 1651, Wilkins of-
fered A discourse concerning the gift of prayer, a book on constructing Christian
prayers based on his structural and rhetorical analysis of liturgical prayers. Barbara
Shapiro (1969) summarizes Wilkins’s advocacy of clear expression and supplies a
motivating influence — publicity:

1 Wilkins 1648: To the Reader.
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Publicity, Wilkins was convinced, was absolutely essential for progress. But publicity alone
was not enough. Clarity of exposition was just as important if scientific knowledge was to be
really comprehended. Although he treated this problem at greater length in his religious writ-
ings, there is no doubt that he felt clarity of communication to be just as essential in scientific
as religious writing. He constantly jibed at scientists, both ancient and modern, who wrote ob-
scurely. One of the reasons he was hostile to chemical experimenters was that they express
their findings in allegories and “affected Obscurities.” (Shapiro 1969: 32)

Wilkins was also a central figure in the founding of the Royal Society of London for
Improving Natural Knowledge. As the catalyst to the Royal Society’s formation,
Wilkins brought together the best minds of his generation, many of whom like him
were inspired by Francis Bacon’s advocacy of empirical experimentation. These
polymaths were instrumental in establishing and promoting the growth of what we
now know as the modern sciences. Of particular interest to the Royal Society was
the unavoidable difficulty, if not impossibility, of plain, direct and precise commu-
nication inherent when using any natural language: there were not only the ambiva-
lences and ambiguities of meaning within their own English tongue, but also the
added difficulty of communication across national and regional languages. Latin
also was deemed liable to “corruption” because it too was a language of conven-
tions, not a language founded on universal principles. The desire for an internation-
al system of communication—a universal language founded on philosophical or
scientific principles—became the Royal Society’s first major project. The society
gave the task to Wilkins, and the outcome was the Essay. Wilkins admits that “the
compleating of such a design, being rather the work of a College and Age, then of
any single Person” (al'.). He drew from others in his circle: William Lloyd, John Ray,
Francis Willughby, and John Tillotson, to name a few. The Essay, besides its place in
the history of universal language schemes and classification systems, remains a
forward-looking masterpiece of lexicography and a repository of some of the best
linguistic ideas of the epoch, many of which have currency today.?

1.2 The Essay

This folio-sized volume priced at 16 shillings was one of the most expensive books
published in London in the year 1668.> An imposing artifact of English print tech-

2 As we shall see below, William Lloyd (1627-1717) not only collaborated closely with Wilkins but
also compiled an English dictionary that was published with the Essay.

3 As recorded in The term catalogues 1668-1682: “An Essay towards a real Character and a Philo-
sophical language. By John Wilkins, Lord Bishop of Chester. In Folio. Price 16s [shillings], bound.”
(see Arber 1903: 1.3) The catalogue only begins with Michaelmas Term (October-December); accord-
ing to this record of printing in London, the Essay and a two-volume set of reprints of the Philosoph-
ical Transactions (Martyn 1670) are the two most expensive books of the Term.
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nology and the book trade in the middle of the 17* century, the 454-page Essay con-
sists of four parts: (1) an introductory part (the “Prolegomenon”) that lays out a
history of languages and writing systems, provides a critique of “common alpha-
bets”, and offers a brief explanation for the necessity of establishing a philosophical
language and character (a universal language system); (2) the largest section, which
comprises the classification tables of “all things and notions under discourse” (“The
Universal Philosophy” also referred to as “The Philosophical Tables”); (3) a gram-
mar (the “Philosophical Grammar”), which besides a description of parts of speech,
introduces a set of semantic operators (“transcendental particles”) that extend or
restrict significations of the concepts, and a phonetic system that includes a phonet-
ic table organized mostly on the basis of place and manner of articulation; and (4) a
universal language scheme with its own writing and phonetic systems (“A Real
Character, and A Philosophical Language”). In addition, there is an elaborate fold-
out chart (usually inserted in bound copies after part four) that provides an index to
the Philosophical Tables. Wilkins developed a writing system for his philosophical,
or universal, language using a set of simple figures that were coordinated with spe-
cific concepts in the Philosophical Tables. As we shall see, printing these innovative
figures required the service of someone who could manufacture typefaces.

Appended to all of this is a second complete work compiled by William Lloyd,
philologer, cleric, and student of Wilkins. It is 157 pages in length and is titled An
alphabetical dictionary, wherein all English words according to their various significa-
tions, are either referred to their places in the philosophical tables, or explained by
such words as are in those tables (hereafter the Dictionary).

The book has two separate title pages: one for the Essay and one for the Diction-
ary (see Figures 1 and 2). We shall look at each title page in turn.
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Figure 1. Title page of An essay towards a real character and a philosophical language (1668).
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Figure 2. Title page of An alphabetical dictionary (1668), by William Lloyd. The Dictionary is usually
bound together with the Essay.
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The title page for the Essay bears the complete title, the place (London) and year
of publication (1668), the engraved imprimatur of the Royal Society, the name of
the author, “John Wilkins, D.D. Dean of Ripon, and Fellow of the Royal Society”,
and the names of the two booksellers, “Sa: Gellibrand and John Martyn Printer to
the Royal Society.” As Charles A. Rivington (1984: 1) says, “The men appointed
‘Printers to the Society’ were in fact all booksellers (what we should now call pub-
lishers) ...” Gellibrand and Martyn are the publishers, not the printers of the work.
The printer’s name does not appear on the title page of the Essay.

Turning to the title page of the Dictionary, we see that it bears the complete title;
the place (again, London) and year of publication (1668); the names of the
bookseller-publishers, “Samuel Gellibrand and John Martin”; and a wood-cut print-
er’s device (also often referred to as a printer’s mark). Unlike the title page for the
Essay, the Dictionary’s title page does include a printer, “Printed by J.M.” On the
other hand, no author’s name appears on the title page of the Dictionary. However,
there should be no mystery about the authorship of the Dictionary: John Wilkins
ascribes “the drawing up of the dictionary” to his friend and colleague William
Lloyd, as we more fully note in Section 2.2 below. The printer’s device on the title
page has a design that had its origins in Italy, the work of the Giolito brothers of
Venice (McKerrow 1913: 2527). Ronald B. McKerrow writes that a “[c]areful examina-
tion of clear prints ... puts it beyond doubt ... that the English one is simply a very
careful copy [of the Venetian device]” (1913: xxvii). McKerrow’s study goes up to the
year 1640 and records 1621 as the last publication in the period that bears this im-
print. We do not know who owned the wood block from which the device was print-
ed or how they acquired it. It is presently not possible to associate the wood block
with any particular person, printing house, or bookseller. The device does not ap-
pear to have been used in any other publications produced by the booksellers Gel-
librand and Martyn.

Besides the device we find on the title page of the Dictionary and the mark of the
Royal Society on the title page of the Essay, there is a factotum (a type of ornamental
initial letter)’ that appears twice in the introductory chapters as the first enlarged
letter of an opening paragraph. Similar factotums can be found in books printed by
two of the printers under consideration here: Thomas Newcombe and Anne Max-
well.

4 Of the seven books issued under the imprimatur of the Royal Society (with James Allestry and
John Martyn named as Printers to the Royal Society), only one book, Thomas Sprat’s History of the
Royal Society of London, includes an indication of the printer. The History records the printer as
“T.R.,” who is commonly believed to be Thomas Roycroft.

5 “Fac-totum, (. do-all) a border, in whose mid[d]le any letter may be put for use, and taken out
again.” An entry in: Elisha Coles, An English Dictionary (1676). See Lancashire (2006).

printed on 2/9/2023 11:33 PMvia . Al use subject to https://ww.ebsco.confterms-of-use



EBSCChost -

Did Anne Maxwell print John Wilkins’s An essay towards a real character (1668)? = 31

1.3 The London Book Trade

The book, once printed, would have been sold unbound; stitched but not bound; or
stitched and bound between hard covers. John Martyn’s bookshop, The Bell, was a
meeting place for intellectuals, practitioners of the new science, poets and transla-
tors, and patrons from various stations of society at large. Whether sold at Martyn’s
shop or at Gellibrand’s at the sign of The Ball, the Essay was offered for sale in or
around St. Paul’s Churchyard in the midst of a thriving book trade.

During this period in England, it was the booksellers, and, more broadly, their
institution, the Stationers’ Company, that controlled access to the press and thus
access to a public audience. In simple terms, the Stationers’ Charter (granted in
1557) gave the Company an effective monopoly on all facets of the book trade (print-
ing; binding; publishing; selling) and put them in the position of deciding which
books and authors were worthy of publication, or, from another perspective, worthy
of censorship. The Stationers’ Company Register recorded titles as a way to claim
ownership and rights to printing. In practice, the Stationers’ Company’s authority
was challenged by the steady printing of pirated editions and other unauthorized
printed texts, whether broadsheets or large bound books. For the most part, au-
thors’ access to print and profit were controlled by the members of the Stationers’
Company, in league or as individuals. The book trade was by law a highly regulated
market,® but in practice we find a growing entrepreneurial free market system that
encouraged interested parties to defy regulation in service to profit and the desire to
place new ideas before a large readership. It was in this socio-commercial context
that the Royal Society launched in 1665 what is the oldest continuing scientific jour-
nal, The Philosophical Transactions, and determined to advertise and transmit the
experiments and projects of the Society by having the books of its members pub-
lished.

The Royal Society elected its own “Printers to the Society” as a way to wrest con-
trol of print production from the booksellers and to ensure the reliability, credibility
and reputation of the work of the Royal Society, which was at that time an enter-
prise that had its opponents and beyond that a slight public presence.” John Wil-
kins, Co-Secretary to the Royal Society, represented the society’s publication pro-
cess as its semi-official agent; the other Secretary was Henry Oldenburg, editor of

6 The Stationers’ Company had the authority to censure publications it deemed unfit, an authority
that also included full control of all book production and publishing. The reality, however, shows a
book trade that included many unauthorized and even pirated editions of printed materials. The
Bishop of London had a legal obligation to supervise the book trade (at this time Bishop Humphrey
Henchman), but it was the Stationers who actually policed, licensed and regulated the trade (as
uneven as that effort was).

7 For general and detailed studies of the people, places, times, and relevant issues see, Rostenberg
(1965), Rivington (1984), Johns (1991), and Lewis (2002).
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the Philosophical Transactions and the member who performed the day-to-day du-
ties of correspondence with a diverse and very active group of intellectuals, both
foreign and domestic. When it came time to find a bookseller for his magnum opus,
the Essay, Wilkins had by then not only the experience of a well-published author in
his own right, but the practical experience of negotiating and recommending books
for publication as the Secretary and Vice President of the Royal Society.® Wilkins
wanted his book to have the full legitimacy, credibility, and ownership signified by
the imprimatur of the Royal Society; he also took an active role in its production.’
This keen interest in control of production underlies the story behind the printing of
his large, relatively expensive and elaborately designed book. In it we find a move-
ment towards a more modern concept and practice of authorship.

1.4 The Great Fire

Wilkins on at least two occasions writes about the Great Fire of London (September
2-5, 1666) and the destruction of all but two copies of the first printing of the Essay
along with much of the original manuscript. Evidently, the material still in the print-
ing house (which goes unnamed) was consumed by the fire. We do not know where
the two surviving copies were being held, nor what became of them. Nor do we
know what became of the copies of the Essay that were used to print the book that
finally appeared in 1668. In October of 1666, one month after the fire, Wilkins wrote
a letter to one of his collaborators on the Essay, Francis Willughby (who provided
zoological taxonomies for the book), about the loss of the already printed portions
of his book, as well as the loss of a significant portion of his manuscript:

I thought it fitting to inform you, that the late fire destroyed all the impression that was
wrought off, viz. 42 sheets of the book I was printing, excepting only one copy of each sheet,
which was sent to me from the press, which I had with me in the country, besides the written

8 He was a member of the statute committee and was asked along with Jonathan Goddard to draw
up the statute for the duty of printers to the Society (1663). An indicator of Wilkins’s role can be
found in this selection from the minutes of the Society of March 30, 1664: “It being proposed to Mr.
Martyn, the society’s printer, whether he would be at the charge of the translation and printing of
the astronomical manuscript of Ulug Beig, he was desired to send his answer within two or three
days to Dr. Wilkins, to be by him signified to the president.” Birch (1756: 403).

9 The whole story of the publication from inception to reception creates the impression of a drama
not just confined to a long-ago past, but also a history of influences across multiple disciplinary
topics extending to the present and into the future. Copies of the book have been on the booksellers
market from 1668 to the present. As of this writing, we see that at least three copies are for sale in
the global internet market, ranging in price from 2000 to 9000 US dollars. The evidence of owner-
ship of the multitude of copies in library holdings (more than 300) show how over time the Essay
and Dictionary have traveled across continents and passed through the hands of people such as
John Maynard Keynes, Louis-Lucien Bonaparte, and Samuel Pepys.
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copy of the whole second book, and the dictionary from the beginning of the letter R, which I
had likewise sent entire to the press; the renewing of which will be no small trouble and diffi-
culty to me. But I am not hereby discouraged from the thoughts of beginning again: only, be-
fore I set about it, I must desire it your best assistance of the regular enumeration in defining
the families of plants and animals. (Wilkins 1666: 300)

Two years later, Wilkins provided this account of the same event in “The Epistle
Dedicatory” of the Essay to William Brouncker, President of the Royal Society:

I now at length present to your lordship those papers I had drawn up concerning a real charac-
ter, and a philosophical language, which by several orders of the society have been required of
me. I have been the longer about it, partly because it required some considerable time to re-
duce the collections I had by me to this purpose, into a tolerable order; and partly because
when this work was done in writing, and the impression of it well nigh finished, it happened
(Amongst many other better things) to be burnt in the late dreadful fire; by which, all that was
printed (Excepting only two copies) and the great part of the unprinted original was destroyed:
the preparing of which, hath taken up the greatest part of my time ever since. (ali]")

The two accounts only partly match: in the first account he is “beginning again” and
asking for help to put together the tables of plants and animals; in the second ac-
count he writes about having saved two printed copies but having lost “the great
part of the unprinted original.” It is apparent that the fire impeded progress on pub-
lishing the book.

Obviously, printing houses that were destroyed in the fire would have needed to
recover quickly in order to handle the printing of such a large and elaborate book as
Wilkins’s Essay by 1668. We have fairly reliable information from a survey conduct-
ed by Roger L’Estrange’® (1616—1704) of printing houses registered in 1668; the sur-
vey includes information about which houses were running at a capacity necessary
to engage in large scale printing, or printing at all (see below for more discussion of
the survey). On the basis of this information, we can exclude some printers from our
list of candidates.

1.5 The Anonymous Printer

As previously mentioned, printers’ names are often missing from title pages of this
period. Perhaps because it was a time of strict control (or at least the attempt at it) of
the book trade and printers, some may have preferred anonymity in order to de-
crease their chances of being noticed by the authorities of the Stationers’ Company,

10 L’Estrange was given official status by letters patent of 15 August 1663, which conflated the role
of surveyor with that of licenser. In 1668 three supposedly loyal booksellers were elected by royal
command to the governing body of the Stationers’ Company, which became more active in exercis-
ing its independent powers of arrest and seizure.
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or perhaps the precariousness of the Civil War left many printers hedging their bets.
In the preface to the reprinting of The term catalogues (the volumes that recorded,
however incompletely and capriciously, the registered books published in a given
period of time), Edward Arber, the editor of the Catalogues, makes this claim about
the context within which the people working in the book trade found themselves:

The 15 years, 1668 to 1682 A.D., fall within the most oppressive time that the English press has
ever had to endure since Caxton brought printing in England. L’Estrange gagged the London
press then, as it has never been gagged before or since. Yet the amount of unauthorized print-
ing, not necessarily secret, in his time, was very considerable. (Arber 1903, I: xiii)

Or, it may be in some cases that the booksellers preferred to assign the printing of
books to themselves as publishers. Thus, we must be aware that the designation of
“printer,” or even “printed by,” is a rather loose expression for ‘making a printed
book available to the public’.

The informed inferences drawn by D.F. McKenzie in his study of the book trade
(first published in 1974) indicate that the printers’ names are not given on more than
half of the books published in the time period covering 1668. So, it is not unusual
that the Essay’s title page does not have the printer’s name on it; though it is notable
that, in contrast, the title page of the Dictionary has at least a set of initials. This has
made piecing together a reliable account of the people involved - the issues and
ideologies associated with them - challenging, and heavily dependent upon draw-
ing inferences from the information that is available. As McKenzie, who invested
considerable thought, time, and effort in establishing reliable analytic bibliog-
raphies in the 17th century, notes in his article on the book trade:

I deal first with production and face the uncomfortable fact that — full as our information is —
the model is quite inadequate to the acknowledged needs of analytical bibliography. First,
there is the high incidence of anonymous proclamations, almanacks, bills of mortality, and so
on. Second, the incidence of anonymous printing is over 54%: 268 of the items fixed down for
the year bear no indication of the printer’s name. Third, all records of type and decorative ma-
terials, their origins and the extent of their duplication, do not permit us to attribute much
anonymous work to particular houses.

These observations enforce another: that any model we create is not an image of the actual his-
torical situation but only a projection of what we happen to know of it. What it indicates in this
instance is the great disparity between what analytical bibliography might infer, and what we
can establish. (McKenzie 2002: 115-116)

As with most of our work, and this is a difficulty all work on material production in
the 17th century must face, we must rely on circumstantial evidence; 1668 happens
to be the year in which we have the best records, or really any meaningful records. It
was in that year, fortuitously for this study, that Roger L’Estrange supervised the
Survey of the Printing Presses wth the Names & Nombres of Apprentices Oficers and
Workmen belonging to every particular Presse Taken 29th Julij 1668.
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1.6 More than One Printer?

The absence of a printer’s name or mark on the title page of the Essay and the pres-
ence on the Dictionary’s title page suggests the work of two separate printers. Ac-
cording to Miller (1963: 162), “a number of the large folios of this period were the
work of two or more printers.” His claim that a folio “imprint often carries only the
name of the printer who ran off the title-page and the first or last portion of the vol-
ume” also suggests the possibility of multiple printers (especially since, in our case,
there are two volumes in one).

Furthermore, there are cross-referencing vagaries between dictionary and tables
that suggest that the two, the dictionary and the tables, were printed either at differ-
ent times, different locations, or by different printers. Without delving into the par-
ticulars, a comparison of the dictionary with the Philosophical Tables of the Essay
also shows the consequences of the turbulent printing history of the book: indexical
references in the dictionary do not always match with the corresponding sections of
the table to which they refer; comparable cross-referencing within the Essay are
correct, which indicates that the two titles in the book were printed at different
times, and most likely, different places." There are more important vagaries be-
tween execution and intention: as with the tables, the Dictionary also has front mat-
ter that in this case takes the form of an “Advertisement to the Reader”. The Adver-
tisement includes a guide to abbreviations in the Dictionary (and tables) as well as a
guide to using the Dictionary:

And that the Reader may the better understand the usefulness of having all words set down ac-
cording to their different Acceptions, and by what kind of Analogy they come to be used in
such various senses (which is one of the particular advantages of this Dictionary) I shall here
select out of it one particular instance, for each of these several kinds of words, viz. a Substan-
tive, an Adjective, a Verb, a Particle; by which will be easy to understand any of the rest. (Lloyd
1668: aaa2")

The particular instances chosen to explicate the dictionary method appear as an
elaborately formatted and designed organization of the microstructure of the sample
entries. The explication of the Dictionary emulates the design of the tables with

11 For example, in the Dictionary, the entry word, ‘Expedient’ refers the reader to “T.V.6.” [Genus
Transcendentals General. Difference Five. Species Six.] However, in the table for T.V. the species is
actually numbered 7 (thus, T.V.7. would be the correct place marker). In contrast, in the explication
of the Lord’s Prayer that shows the reader how to use the tables and translate lexical items and
concepts into the philosophical language ‘Expedient’ is correctly cross-referenced with “... the
Genus of Transcendental General, ... the fifth difference, ... the seventh species.” [T.V.7] The tables
were still being organized, or re-organized, so changes could be made within the Essay, while the
Dictionary seems to have already been struck.
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many of its familiar bracketing and notational systems.” In contrast to the guide in
the advertisement, the Dictionary as printed shows what appears to be a schematic
representation of the guide’s explication. Did the printer avoid the task of following
the “design”? Is this a case of the compositor’s manuscript not providing adequate
guidance? Was Wilkins counting on having the Dictionary re-printed? There can be
no definite answers without further documented evidence; the radical difference
between the guide to the Dictionary with its elaborate presentation of an entry and
the abbreviated formulaic presentation we see in the Dictionary itself is striking.

In the following section of this essay we provide bio-bibliographic descriptions
of the principal people associated with the publication of the Essay. After we treat
John Wilkins as publicist, author and executive producer, we discuss each
bookseller and printer involved in the production of the Essay; after which we will
present the Master Printers we believe most likely to have printed the book for the
publishers and the reasons why. Finally, we will discuss the reasons we think Anne
Maxwell is the best candidate among these printers.

2 The Authors

2.1 John Wilkins (1614-1672): Co-founder of the Royal Society;
Inventor; Science Writer; Leading Latitudinarian; Advocate for
the Plain Style of communication in writing and in the pulpit;
Bishop.

When we consider John Wilkins as an author, we have to keep in mind that few
authors in the 17® century assumed an active role in the print production of their
manuscripts. Wilkins is a notable exception; he took a keen and active engagement
not only in his work, but he also shepherded other people’s work through the publi-
cation process, for example, Thomas Sprat’s History of the Royal Society (1667), an-
other book awarded the imprimatur of the Royal Society. Certainly, the fact that he
was secretary to the Royal Society required a particular level of responsibility to
ensure the accurate and creditable representation of the society in its printed histo-
ry, but we suggest that Wilkins was a man who worked to bring together the best
possible people to complete whatever task was at hand. We see this acumen for
management in his effort to form the Royal Society; we see it in his collecting of
expertise in putting together the best people to aid in the completion of the Essay
itself. Wilkins appears to be a man who handpicked allies and collaborators that he

12 See Dolezal 1985: 112ff.
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felt would and could successfully do the job. And the Essay required credible ex-
perts and tradespeople if it were to be completed efficiently and effectively.

In Table 1 we include a list of known booksellers and printers that worked with
John Wilkins.

Table 1. Known booksellers and printers that worked with John Wilkins.

The Printers The Booksellers Year of Publication

E[dward] G[riffin] for Michael Sparke and 1638
Edward Forrest

I. Norton for lohn Maynard, and 1640
Timothy Wilkins

John Norton and for lohn Maynard 1640

R. Hearne

Printed by M.F.  for Samuel Gellibrand 1646

Printed by T.R. for Samuel Gellibrand 1651 [two titles]
and E.M.

Printed by T.M.  for Samuel Gellibrand 1655
Printed by T.R.  for Samuel Gellibrand 1656

and E.M.
Printed by A.AM.  for Sa: Gellibrand, 1667
Printed by J.M.  for Sa: Gellibrand and 1668
J. Martin
Printed by T. for Sa: Gellibrand 1669
Newcomb,
Printed by A. for Sa: Gellibrand 1669-1672 [five titles]
Maxwell

2.1 William Lloyd (1627-1717): Philologer; Lexicographer;
Historian; Polemicist; Bishop

William Lloyd compiled the Alphabetical Dictionary for the Essay. In the “Epistle to
the Reader,” Wilkins writes the following:

I must acknowledge my self obliged to the continual assistance I have had, from my most
Learned and worthy Friend, Dr. William Lloyd, then whom (so far as I am able to judge,) this
Nation could not have afforded a fitter Person, either for that great Industry, or Accurate judg-
ment, both in Philological, and Philosophical matters, required to such a Work. And particularly
I must wholy ascribe to him that tedious and difficult task, of su[i]ting the Tables to the Dic-
tionary and the drawing up of the Dictionary itself, which upon tryal, I doubt not, will be found
to be the most perfect, that was ever yet made for the English Tongue. (cli]")
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Lloyd’s work on the Essay is as cloudy and unexplored as the printing of the Essay
itself. We do know that Lloyd has manuscripts comprising thousands of pages of
notes, extracts, and comments in his own short hand, and multiple languages; yet
these manuscripts remain mostly un-transcribed. Perhaps within them are clues or
even direct answers to the questions raised here about the printing of the Essay.

3 The Booksellers

3.1 James Allestry (?-1670) and John Martyn (ca.1617-1680):
Booksellers; Printers to the Royal Society of London®

John Martyn and James Allestry, located at The Bell in St Paul’s Churchyard, were
two of the most important booksellers of the day. They were responsible for publish-
ing many of the scientific tracts and books of the early members of the Royal Socie-
ty; they also printed significant numbers of theological and literary works. Their
partnership began in 1652 and ended with the death of Allestry in 1670, during
which time they published 102 books. They were elected and sworn in as Printers to
the Royal Society in 1663. It is Martyn whose “reputation, however, rests upon his
publication and sale of scientific books.”"

It must be noted that one of the major resources we use for investigating the
book trade and analytical bibliography is the two volumes on the booksellers and
printers of the 17® century by Henry R. Plomer (1856—1928); it continues to be a val-
uable resource, though one must be aware that it contains some errors. Plomer gives
short shrift to Martyn; the entry for James Allestry is more than four times as long as
the entry for Martyn. In fact, within the scant four-line entry for Martyn the reader is
directed to Allestry.

In contrast, Leona Rostenberg® puts Martyn at the center of the company’s af-
fairs, lauding Martyn as one of “the host of names which stimulated the intellectual
and scientific development of the English Restoration ... who, by the books he pub-
lished and sold, helped preserve for posterity an indelible record of an age of diverse
experimentation, abounding in curiosity and enviable genius” (1965: 273).

Rhodri Lewis draws a different image of John Martyn. Based on his reading of
the records at hand, Lewis claims that at this time Martyn’s reputation was not so
secure, Martyn’s name being tainted by accusations of questionable business prac-

13 Some of the secondary literature used as resources for this section include Thomas Birch (1756);
Leona Rostenberg (1965); and Charles A. Rivington (1984).

14 Rostenberg 1965: 240.

15 See Rostenberg 1965: I1.
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tices brought by the Stationers’ Company.!® Regardless, when Martyn died, he had
accumulated considerable wealth and was honored with burial at the Chapel of St.
Faith and his remains marked by an imposing monument. John Wilkins’s long-time
friend and colleague, Robert Hooke," for one, maintained a steady business as cus-
tomer and author with Martyn throughout their careers. When considering the over-
lapping interests and personal biases of the people working in the book trade we
should not be surprised to find very different assessments of a person’s character
and quality of work.

Allestry was a very successful bookseller and publisher, who “employed some
of the best printers of the day”; he too had a reputable list of authors, with a shop
that “was the resort of the wealthy and the learned.”*® The printer Thomas Roycroft
did a substantial amount of Allestry’s printing. It is still the case, however, that
Henry Oldenburg, Co-Secretary of the Royal Society with John Wilkins, seemed to
nurture a disliking of James Allestry. We get a taste of this in a peevish comment in a
letter Oldenburg writes to Robert Boyle about delays in printing the Transactions.
Oldenburg uses a colloquial, or perhaps nonce expression, that may indicate that
Allestry has made himself unavailable, or “taken a snuff” (a reading based on con-
text, and, by allusion, meaning ‘to be extinguished or gone from sight’):

He should [Oldenburg is referring to a “Mr Davies”], when he sends Copies to Mr Thompson,
send some to a good Bookseller about ye Exchange, (for there I find, they are inquired after)
and to another about Dunstans in Fleetstreet ...

Before I received this dull letter of his, I had already dispatcht away to D. Wallis my MS.
For ye month of January; wch, I think, he must print; but if in ye Interim he speed not better,
we must then consider of another expedient, or let it gall. I am afraid, there being a kind of con-
juration, and a very mysticall one, among Stationers, and Allestry having taken a snuff, he
does, it may be, so colloque with Davies, yt by not forwarding the next of these Transactions,
they bring downe ye price to their lure. (A.R. and M.B. Hall 1965-1977: 646)

Thomas Birch in his history of the Royal Society tells us that its members were given
the privilege “to elect, nominate and appoint one or more booksellers or printers

16 See Lewis (2002) for a detailed discussion of the competing and mutual interests of booksellers
and the members of the Royal Society, especially as the Society, and particularly John Wilkins, are
concerned about the credibility and reliability of their publications. See also this article for his
counterclaims to Rostenberg’s more appreciative reading of Martyn’s contributions.

17 Hooke 1665: The Preface: “[John Wilkins] is indeed a man born for the good of mankind, and for
the honour of his country...” and Hooke proceeds, paraphrasing “one of the Antient Romans” who
thanked God Scipio was Roman “because where ever Scipio had been born, there had been the seat
of the Empire of the World; so may I thank God, that Dr. Wilkins is an Englishman, for wherever he
lived, there had been the chief Seat of generous knowledge and true Philosophy.” Then Hooke tells
the reader of his indebtedness: “By the advice of this Excellent Man I first set upon this Enter-
prise...”

18 Plomer 1907: 2-3.
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who were to publish such matters and concerns pertinent to the Society.” Wilkins
and Jonathan Goddard wrote the statute that would govern the duties of printers to
the Royal Society. According to Birch, the Society decided that “Because the Sta-
tioners and Printers are one and the same company and ... practice both trades pro-
miscuously the Society might choose a stationer for their printer without any viola-
tion to the charter.”” It was in this way that the booksellers Martyn and Allestry
were elected to the office of Printer to the Royal Society even though they them-
selves were not then or ever printers in fact. Leona Rostenberg believes that one
reason these booksellers were selected may be related to their transactions with
members of the Royal Society, for example, John Evelyn and Robert Hooke.

It is quite probable that these early and important Society fellows prompted the candidacy of
their publishers, who already enjoyed the patronage of Robert Hooke, one of the prime movers
of the group ... the young scientist was a constant visitor to the Bell. He appears to have regard-
ed the shop as having been established largely for his own bibliophilic eccentricities. Here he
browsed almost daily; purchased considerable material “on approval; returned almost an
equal proportion ... and settled his bill several weeks later, occasionally altering the total to his
own advantage.?

Not only for Robert Hooke, but for other bibliophiles and those interested in conver-
sation and exchange of ideas, Martyn’s shop was used as a reading room and salon.
However, for our purpose here it is important to note that Martyn and Allestry were
granted a “power and privilege to print all such things, matters and businesses con-
cerning the Royal Society ... and that no other person (except any duly chosen and
sworn as aforesaid) shall print any of the said things, matters and businesses con-
cerning the Royal Society.”” The privilege also included the caveat that the Society
would oversee the suitable production of their books. One of their most important
duties was the printing of the Philosophical Transactions.

The printers most relevant for us that were used by Martyn and Allestry, accord-
ing to information gleaned from Plomer (1907), were John Macock, Thomas New-
comb, and Thomas Roycroft. Of these, we consider Macock and Roycroft as two of
our more likely candidates for being the printers of Wilkins’s Essay. In particular,
Martyn worked with Macock producing “editions of Euclid, Evelyn, Blount, etc.”?

A continuing drama that wends its way throughout the circumstances surround-
ing the printing of the Essay is the Great Fire of 1666, with Martyn’s and Allestry’s
shop “being undone with the rest of the Stationers at St. Paul’s Churchyard...”” The
destruction caused by the fire led to Allestry setting up his own shop, while Martyn

19 Birch 1756: 1, 321.

20 Rostenberg 1965: 242.

21 Birch 1756: 1, 323.

22 Rostenberg 1965: 276.

23 Oldenburg to Boyle, September 10, 1966 in Boyle Works, V. 358, as cited in Rostenberg 1965: 253.
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was back in business at another location within a few months. We know that the
bookseller Samuel Gellibrand, in association with John Martyn, published the Essay
in 1668; the title page clearly indicates that. Did the Great Fire provide Wilkins with
an opportunity to circumvent the chartered rights of Martyn and his partner James
Allestry—also Printer to the Royal Society until his death in 1670—in order to have
Gellibrand his own long time publisher reprint the Essay?

3.2 Samuel Gellibrand (1614-1675): Bookseller

Samuel Gellibrand worked as a bookseller in London from 1637-1675 (Plomer’s en-
try describes him as “a well known bookseller”). He took over the Brazen Serpent in
St. Paul’s Churchyard from Luke Fawne in 1641. Later, in 1650, Gellibrand changed
his shop’s name, or moved addresses, to The Ball in St. Paul’s Churchyard. He re-
mained there continuously until 1675, except for the three years (1666—1668) imme-
diately after the Great Fire. He was the youngest brother of the mathemati-
cian/astronomer Henry Gellibrand (1597-1636), who was appointed to the chair in
astronomy at Gresham College in 1627.

Gellibrand’s catalogue in the early 1640s points to some interesting business
habits. The printer, Richard Bishop, appears on title pages with Gellibrand more
than a dozen times. Once Gellibrand found a printer he liked, he seems to have
brought the printer work for significant amounts of time. It was certainly a sensible
and unsurprising business practice, but nonetheless, a collaboration that required
each party to fulfill obligations and expectations.

In 1646, Gellibrand published John Wilkins’s first religious work, Ecclesiastes,
or, A discourse concerning the gift of preaching. This book underwent several reprint-
ings during the course of the 17® century and into the 18" century; some of the re-
printed copies of Ecclesiastes were bound together with Wilkins’s Discourse concern-
ing the gift of prayer, another one of Gellibrand’s publications. After the Great Fire,
Gellibrand re-issued these works employing Anne Maxwell as his printer. According
to the extant record of publications, he engaged Maxwell exclusively as his printer
from 1667 until his death in 1675. It is in this context that Gellibrand publishes John
Wilkins’s Essay in concert with the bookseller John Martyn, Printer to the Royal
Society.

Samuel Gellibrand’s name appears on the title page of works by John Wilkins
fourteen times: he also published works by John Wallis, Christopher Wase, and John
Tillotson—all allies or associates of Wilkins.

Charles A. Rivington suggests that “Martyn appears to have made an arrange-
ment with Samuel Gellibrand, a prominent bookseller of the Ball in St Paul’s
Churchyard to share the cost of publishing John Wilkins’s ... Essay ... which was
‘printed for Sa. Gellibrand and for John Martyn Printer to the Royal Society’ [the
wording clearly indicating that Gellibrand was not a Printer to the Society]” (1984:
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11). As we have seen above in the section on Martyn, Leona Rostenberg portrays
John Martyn as the bookselling publishing force to reckon with when it came to
scientific tracts and other publications of the members of the Royal Society. Rhodri
Lewis on the other hand claims otherwise, emphasizing Rivington’s understanding
of the matter: Martyn’s reputation was suspect, as this passage from Rivington sug-
gests:

Oldenburg “described Martyn as ‘morose and fickle’ and his behavior as ‘mighty tedious ...
[and] Dr John Beale wrote ... Ye Printer hath undone us all, & himself also, if he had ye Ingenui-
ty to feele it ... But wee should have more prudence than to expose our reputations to the hu-
mour of such a sordid man. (1984: 8-9)

Martyn’s association with the book could have damaged the reception, prestige, and
reputation of the Essay, a consequence that would have been particularly worrisome
to John Wilkins.* Given what we know of the mutual publishing history of Gel-
librand and Wilkins, it is more probable that it was Wilkins who brought Gellibrand
into the project, and along with him came the printer Anne Maxwell, who had a
business relationship with both men; see the section on Maxwell below for more on
this supposition.

3.3 *Henry Brome (ca. 1620’°s-1681): Bookseller

We include Henry Brome-with-an-asterisk because the only evidence that he might
have been a publisher of the Essay, albeit an anonymous one, comes from adver-
tisement pages that can be found in some of his publications. That Brome would
claim a relationship with the Wilkins book adds another element of mystery and
confusion to its publication history.” The advertisements claim to be a catalog of “...

24 Rhodri Lewis (2002: 138-139) takes the argument further: “Wilkins would never have used
Martyn qua Martyn (and never used him anyway again), but was obliged to use him as a printer of
any work that bore the imprimatur of the Royal Society ... By using Gellibrand-highly reputable
within the stationers company-Wilkins sought to mitigate any adverse effect on his Essay that the
presence of Martyn’s name on the title page would have caused ... Having Gellibrand as the first
main printer of the Essay was not a favor to his old business partner but was, rather, a carefully
considered decision designed to advance Wilkins’s own agenda and the cause of the Royal Socie-
ty...” As we know, Gellibrand was the publisher not the printer of the Essay, a distinction that at
times gets effaced in the original records (see Arber’s (1903) notes indicating that Printer = Publisher
in the Term Catalogue).

25 There does happen to be a publication in 1668 that puts Brome in one degree of book trade
separation from Wilkins: his co-author, William Lloyd’s pamphlet: Sermons preached before the
King at White-Hall, on Decemb. 1, M.DC.LXVII, being the first Sunday in Advent. Furthermore, seven
printings of Wilkins’s very popular Principles and duties of natural religion were published by one of
the Bromes (Henry, Joanna [wife], and Charles) and their associate booksellers from 1675 to 1703.
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Books printed for Henry Brome” (or some close variation, but always with “printed
for”); “printed for” is the well-known convention of establishing the identity of the
publisher who, of course, would also have been one of the booksellers. The first title
in which such an advertisement appears, according to Early English Books Online, is
in 1677 (Luke Beaulieu, Claustrum animae, the reformed monastery); the last one
appears the year of Brome’s death, 1681 (by H.R., Religio clerici). The Essay is de-
scribed in the 1677 “Catalogue” as “Bishop Wilkins Real character in fol.”, in other
words, the folio edition, not some excerpt or summary. Rather incredibly, this seem-
ing claim to be publisher of Wilkins’s Essay can also be found in a book translation
by Roger L’Estrange, the human panopticon and overlord of the book trade of the
day (qg.v. Bona 1680, A guide to Eternity). Another book with a similar advertisement
(The history of the Sevarites or Sevarambi), published by Brome in 1679, has this
imprint: “licensed by Roger L’Estrange.” Perhaps it was merely a loose way of adver-
tising Brome’s books for sale that are “some Books, Printed for, and sold by H.
Brome, since the dreadful Fire of London, to 1676.” This practice is continued by
Henry Brome’s son, Charles, in a 1700 publication, Eclectical chiliasm. For now, we
can offer no further insight into this matter.

4 The Master Printers

4.1 John Macock (also Macocke and Maycock) (?-1692): Printer;
Printer to the Parliament (1660); printer to the House of
Lords; Master of the Stationers’ Company (1680). In 1668:
Three presses; three apprentices; ten workmen?¢

John Macock had one of the major printing houses as recorded in the survey of the
printing presses in 1668; he is an excellent candidate for printer of the Essay. At the
time of the printing he is said to have had three presses, three apprentices and ten
workmen. There is circumstantial evidence and at least one direct claim that Macock
printed Lloyd’s An alphabetical dictionary (1668) that is appended with a separate
title page to the Essay. Unlike the Essay, the Dictionary includes the initials of the
printer, “Printed by J. M. for Samuel Gellibrand and John Martin, 1668.” There were
at least three people active as printers with names that could be reduced to the ini-
tials “J. M.”: Joseph Moxon, James Millett, and John Macock. Millett seems safe to

Henry Brome and family also printed multiple editions of Lloyd’s funeral sermon for Bishop Wil-
kins.

26 We include information about the printing houses from Plomer (1907/1922) and the transcription
by D. F. McKenzie of L’Estrange 1668.

printed on 2/9/2023 11:33 PMvia . Al use subject to https://ww.ebsco.confterms-of-use



EBSCChost -

444 —— Fredric T. Dolezal and Ward ). Risvold

eliminate because we can find no connection between him and Wilkins or Wilkins’s
circle. The two more probable candidates, Moxon and Macock, had close associa-
tions with the Royal Society and with Wilkins himself.

Macock on the other hand used “J. Macock(e)”, “John Macock(e)” and “J.M.” on
the books he printed.” In his book on Milton’s Samson Agonistes, John T. Shawcross
points out what he believes to be egregious errors in the printing of Milton’s book in
1671 (a book that poses “a number of problems ... of orthography, punctuation, capi-
talization ...”). He identifies the printer as John Macock, who he also claims is the
printer of Paradise regain’d. Shawcross does concede that the copy text may have
been a problem.

We know from Martyn’s will that “John Macock” and another printer, Thomas
Newcombe, worked in collaboration.”® Martyn, though called Printer to the Royal
Society, would have always needed to employ a printer. Wilkins might have pre-
ferred to allow Gellibrand to employ one of his printers, and, as a result Gellibrand
becomes a co-publisher with Martyn, the official “printer”.

Wilkins, as the chair of the committee that oversaw printing of the Royal Socie-
ty’s publications, was intensively engaged in the whole production process. Might
he have been unsatisfied with Macock’s work? As mentioned previously, the Great
Fire, in destroying much of the initial printing of the book, provided Wilkins with
the opportunity to bring in Gellibrand, who in turn may have brought in a printer
Wilkins also knew and trusted.”

We cannot completely discount the possibility that Macock is the printer of the
Essay.*® However, when we look at the forty books attributed to “J. M.” and “J. Ma-
cock(e)”* we do not find a strong correlation between printer and booksellers that
would indicate a working relationship with other texts associated with Wilkins and

27 For one notable example, in 1670 there is an impression of The history of Britain by John Milton
that was “Printed by J. M. for James Allestry, at the Rose and Crown in St. Paul’s Church-Yard,
MDCLXX.” According to Wing (CD-ROM, 1996)/M2119, the initials stand for John Macock. Further-
more, Shawcross (2001), among others, claims that Macock was “Milton’s printer for various items
during the years 1670-1678 ...” See also Coffin 1948.

28 Rostenberg 1965: 276.

29 Even without the disruption, printing practices then include the possibility that not only
booksellers engaged printers, but printers themselves could sub-contract work. In other words, we
can be certain of very little about the history of material production at the time, since the records are
spotty at best. In addition, there has been an over-reliance on Plomer’s work (as valuable as it is).
More on this point, later.

30 The library at King’s College, Cambridge, and the Cheatham Library in Manchester posit John
Macock as the printer; also, Brigette Asbach-Schnitker (1984) in her descriptive bibliography writes
“Probably John Macock.” The librarians (personal communication) of the respective libraries tell us
that they have no notes or records that might document the evidence that informed the decisions
that were made by earlier catalogers.

31 We used the Early English Books Online search engine to determine these numbers and names.
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his known printers and booksellers. It remains the case, however, that the authors
of some of the forty texts are in the Wilkins circle: Abraham Cowley, John Dryden,
John Evelyn, and Seth Ward. In contrast, neither Martyn nor Gellibrand used J. M. as
a printer during the pertinent years, with the only exception, albeit an important
one, being An alphabetical dictionary.

4.2 Joseph Moxon (1627-1691): Printer, Publisher, Bookseller,
Author, globe maker, map maker and maker of mathematical
instruments. Appointed Hydrographer to the King by Charles
I1in 1662. Fellow of the Royal Society.>> In 1668: not recorded

Son of a dissenter, James Moxon set up printing in Holland (1637) before moving to a
shop in the upper end of Houndsditch [or Hounsditch] near Bishopsgate in London
(ca. 1647).” There he and his father shared an imprint (“James and Joseph Moxon”),
publishing works by confirmed dissenters. After 1649, Joseph and James stopped
sharing an imprint.

It was at that time that Joseph Moxon learned the trades of globe maker and
map maker and was known for his work on printing mathematical works. This work
and publicity brought him in close contact with the leading mathematicians of his
time, which in time evolved into an association with members of the Royal Society.
Four of the men who supported his petition to become “Hydrographer to the King”
were friends of Seth Ward and John Wilkins.** Moxon’s petition was granted and he
became the first Royal Hydrographer. According to Jagger (1995: 198), “Moxon’s
appointment as Hydrographer to the King resulted in an increased demand for his
globes and maps which left no time for his publishing activities.” Moxon devoted
much of his time to working with members of the Royal Society and associates such
as Samuel Pepys during the period in which John Wilkins would have begun and
finished his work on the Essay.”

Joseph Moxon is one of the most studied and reported upon people in the Lon-
don book trade. He considered printing a science, and wrote a multivolume text in
which he advanced that argument; he had close associations with important mem-
bers of the Wilkins circle; he had a reputation for producing mathematical charts
and tables; and he tried his hand as a typefounder, which put him in a position to

32 Much of the biographical information on Moxon in this article is based on Jagger 1995, Moxon
1958, and information in Plomer 1907/1922.

33 See Jagger 1995: 193. Plomer tells us that the James of Houndsditch is “possibly” Joseph’s broth-
er.

34 Jagger 1995: 197.

35 Samuel Pepys did business for the Admiralty with Moxon as well as providing Wilkins technical
shipbuilding and seafaring information for his classification tables for Naval relations.
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set the typeface for the Real character.® E. Rowe Mores (1731-1778) traced the loca-
tion of the symbols used in the Essay to the Robert Andrews foundry of 1706 (160
cuts by his account) that ultimately had been passed down from Moxon’s stock.*
Herbert Davis and Edward Carter, the editors of Moxon’s Art of printing (Moxon
1958) using Talbot Reed (1887) and Mores (1778) as sources, make this case about
Moxon’s work in 1667:

But in 1666 his premises... must have been destroyed in the fire, and probably his stock of
globes and instruments was lost. Any rate we find him in the next year at the Atlas in Russell
Street, Westminster; it is here that we have the first definite evidence of his work also as the let-
ter-cutter and typefounder. When we first find him venturing into letter-cutting it was, charac-
teristically, to further a ‘philosophical’ experiment: work that illustrates his propensity, no-
ticed by Talbot Reed, to ‘the more curious by-paths of typography’. For the first types cut by
him at Russell Street in 1667 were the symbols designed by Bishop Wilkins for his Essay to-
wards a real character and a Philosophical Language. (Carter and Davis 1958: xxxv)

Davis and Carter make the further point “that Moxon was first tempted to try his
hand at this occupation [designing and cutting type] by an inquiry from a member
of the Royal Society, the future Bishop Wilkins” (357). Moxon’s work as a neophyte
letter—cutter and typefounder would have consumed much of his time in 1667. For
this very reason it seems less likely that he could have simultaneously undertaken
the task of printing a large folio edition such as the Essay given the amount of time
and apparatus that would have required (especially after losing his premises and,
most likely, his printing supplies).

As we have seen, the Great Fire interrupted the first printing of the book. How-
ever, we can find no mention of anyone cutting and casting the Real Characters
before Moxon. If Moxon’s Real Character fonts for the second run of the Essay were
the first set to be manufactured, did the first printing of the Essay in 1666 not in-
clude the Real Characters? That seems unlikely for a book entitled, An essay towards
a real character and a philosophical language. This leaves us with yet another im-
portant gap in our knowledge of the printing history of the Essay.

Joseph Moxon had greater designs and ambitions than being known as a print-
er: he was an author, a bookseller and finally a Fellow of the Royal Society. Also,
from the evidence at hand, Moxon never used only initials;*® he impresses his name

36 “... his exercise of the trade at that time would have been unlawful. If he founded, it can only
have been on such a small scale as not to attract the attention of the authorities” (Moxon 1958: 358).
37 See Mores 1963: 34.

38 A possible exception, a five page pamphlet: A true description of Jamaica with the fertility,
commodities, and healthfulness of the place. As also the towns, havens, creeks, promontories, and
the circuit of the whole island, London: Printed by J.M., 1657. The link to Moxon appears in the
spelling “scituated” [“This island is scituated West from Hispaniola...” (a2)] and in the title of a
collection of six charts A Book of Sea-Plats containing the scituation of all the Ports [&c.] Moxon
1657. q.v. Moxon 1958: 422.
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as “J. Moxon” or “Joseph Moxon”. In fact, during the period of his most active role
as printer from 1656 to 1659, Moxon’s name appears as “Joseph Moxon” a total of
fifteen times (with variations: Josephus; Ioseph; and Josephi); “J. Moxon” occurs
twice. For a work of the importance of the Essay, and from what we know of Moxon
and his reputation, it seems odd that he would not insist on his name appearing, not
only on the title page of the Dictionary, but especially on the title page of the main
work, the Essay.

More tellingly, we find that Moxon did no printing from 1661 until 1669, when
he printed a specimen sheet of fonts that he presumably had been cutting in 1667
and 1668 (based on the census of books printed by or for Joseph Moxon gathered by
Davis and Carter, and those recorded in Early English Books Online extracted from
ESTC, the English Short Title Catalog).

John Wilkins had a central role in finding reputable publication outlets. Plomer
(1907: 134) tells us that Moxon’s “work as a printer was poor”, though Carter and
Davis make the point that poor printing was typical of the English printers’ trade of
that era. If this criticism is true, and if we consider that Joseph Moxon was steadily
employed as a map and globe maker who regularly associated and conversed at
length with members of the Royal Society — especially Robert Hooke (a well-known
bibliophile who spent many hours at bookseller’s shops leafing through new publi-
cations), then it may well be that printing, a tradesman’s calling, was not a priority
for Moxon,* nor an occupation for which he had a talent. John Wilkins would have
been looking for the best possible printer for his work and for the publications of his
colleagues in the Royal Society.

4.3 Thomas Roycroft (1637-1677?): Printer; Master of the
Stationers’ Company; City Printer; Law Patentee; King’s
Printer in the Oriental Languages; shareholder in the King’s
Printing House.“’ In 1668: four presses; two apprentices; i0
workmen [sic]

Thomas Roycroft is another strong candidate for the printer of Wilkins’s Essay. For
our study, one standout title in his prodigious output is Thomas Sprat’s History of
the Royal Society (1667), a work that was closely supervised by John Wilkins.
Roycroft had a reputation for producing some of the finest printed texts of the 17%

39 “He can never have given his undivided attention to making type [or we presume, printing
books]: he had a shop to look after, globes to make and print, books to sell, publish, and write” (see
Moxon 1958: 358).

40 Biographical and bibliographical information was collected from Plomer (1907), Plomer (1922)
and Timperley (1839).
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century. Furthermore, Roycroft printed the first few publications of Margaret Cav-
endish (1623-1673), who also had a close association with the Royal Society (also of
interest is Cavendish’s later collaboration with Samuel Gellibrand, the bookseller).
The booksellers for the Roycroft impressions were John Martyn and James Allestry, a
collaboration that included Thomas Sprat’s History of the Royal Society (1667);
Martyn and Allestry were at that time Printers to the Royal Society (though it bears
repeating that Martyn and Allestry were no printers in fact).

Especially noteworthy is Roycroft’s printing of the six-volume Biblia sacra poly-
glotta edente Waltono (known as “the London Polyglott”), 1654—1656, superintended
by the Right Reverend Dr. Brian Walton. The six-volume work presents nine sepa-
rate languages: “Hebrew; Chaldee; Samaritan; Greek; Syriac; Arabic; Ethiopic; Per-
sic; and Latin.”* It bears mentioning, along with the other circumstantial evidence,
that Wilkins’s Essay includes a table of “The Lord’s Prayer” in fifty languages;
moreover, there is also a woodcut text of what is purported to be “The Lord’s Prayer
in Chinese character (or at least a reasonable representation of Chinese characters).
The book also includes elaborate charts, tables, geometrical figures, engraved cross-
sections of the anatomical features of the vocal tract, and an elaborate engraving of
the ecosystem aboard Noah’s Ark.

Roycroft’s work on the polyglot bible, various lexicons, and books with atten-
tion to charts, tables, a variety of fonts and the like makes him a good candidate for
taking on the elaborate task of printing the Essay. Once more the Great Fire of Lon-
don of 1666 assumes the role of spoiler: Roycroft’s printing house was completely
destroyed in the fire. However, he was back in business in 1667 printing, among five
titles that year, Sprat’s History. He also printed another noteworthy text, John Ogil-
by’s (1600-1676) translations of a text by Virgil and of Aesop’s Fables (originally
printed by Roycroft in 1665, subsequently destroyed in the fire, and reprinted in
1668). Another exemplary impression by Roycroft is Castelli lexicon heptaglotton,
1669, in two volumes.

There is also the question that persists across all possible candidates: Would the
masterful Roycroft have printed a book without putting his name on the title page?
He was the King’s printer, his printing of the polyglot Bible was considered a mas-
terpiece, and he is associated with some of the finest publications of the time. As
with Moxon, we find no indication of possible Roycroft impressions that were
brought out without striking his name or initials. And there is this: Martyn and Al-
lestry had a long-standing business relationship with Roycroft. If Roycroft is the
printer, then why the need to bring in another bookseller who had his own preferred
printers, especially Gellibrand, a publisher who had no official standing with the

41 Timperley (1839: 524), who goes on to mention that the first volume “is enriched with prefaces,
prolegomena, treatises on weights and measures, geographical charts, and chronological tables...”
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Royal Society? Does the absence of Allestry also indicate the absence of Allestry’s
favored printer, Thomas Roycroft?

4.4 Thomas Newcombe (also Newcomb) (1625-1681): Printer.
Owned 1/6 part of the King’s printing house in the Savoy. In
1668: 3 presses; 1 proof press; 1 apprentice; 7 compositors; 5
pressmen

Thomas Newcombe, owner of one of the largest printing houses in London, had a
long and prosperous career as a London printer, and after the Restoration worked to
reestablish the King’s printing house. The Great Fire consumed Newcombe’s and the
King’s printing house. Newcombe printed sparsely in the immediate aftermath of
the fire; but by the latter half of 1668, both printing houses were back in business.

Newcombe had a direct working relationship with Henry Oldenburg and the
Royal Society: he printed the Philosophical Transactions from 1665-1670. In 1655, he
printed a work by Andrew Marvell for Samuel Gellibrand, and then in 1669 he print-
ed another text for Gellibrand, a sermon by John Wilkins. Most of these items make
him a strong candidate for printing the Essay. In addition, there happens to be a
census of Newcombe’s ornament stock (Miller 1950/1951) that includes a collection
of 26 factotums (a type of ornamental initial letter). One of the factotums is very
close in design to the factotums used in printing the Essay. If the relationships
among those in the book trade in London were not so fluid and we had a complete
accounting of printers’ marks used during this time, we might have more confidence
in correlating a specific printer with a specific ornament. Instead, C. William Miller
sounds this cautionary note in his article on printers’ ornament stock:

English ornament makers of this period show a marked tendency to copy and recopy earlier
designs rather than create new ones. Those copies made in wood are more often than not dis-
tinguishable from each other, but on occasion recuttings were made with such precision that
one is hard put to tell them apart. (1950/1951: 161)

Since there were a limited number of licensed type founders in London (the people
designated as the only legitimate engravers of fonts and ornaments), it is not sur-
prising that a specific ornament design could be in the possession of multiple print-
ers.”” Miller further cautions us, noting that “A knowledge of printers’ type-

42 For instance, in the will of Thomas Grover, “Letter-Founder”, the following printers are listed as
debtors to his estate: the King’s Printing house; Mr. Macock; Mr. Roycroft; Mr. Newcomb; and Mrs.
Maxwell (Evans 1963: 62); our printers were buying at least some of their fonts and devices from a
common source.
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ornaments is generally useless in attempting to identify a particular printer in this
period.” (1950/1951: 161)

one is always on surer ground if he can buttress the evidence of the ornamentation with that
derived from ... printer-employment habits of the stationer publishing the book. [...] where the
volume in question contains ornaments known to be used by several printers, one can on occa-
sion establish with great probability the one printer whom [the bookseller] hired to do his
work. (1950/1951: 162)

Nevertheless, Newcombe is a strong candidate, even though his business was not
fully up and running until later in 1668. Nor can we discount his cooperative rela-
tionship with Macock, and the possibility that at least one printing of the Essay (or
parts of it) took place in the shops of Macock (the Dictionary, perhaps) and New-
combe. The official printer to the Royal Society, Martyn, had previously employed
Newcombe and Macock for presswork. In our analysis, it is the presence of Gel-
librand on both title pages and Wilkins’s authorial involvement in the production
process that suggests a change in printers, if not before, then after the fire. Further-
more, we do not know of any books attributed to Thomas Newcombe that he has not
signed with his initials or name. As is the case with Roycroft, it seems doubtful that
the master of one of the largest printing houses in London, a partner in the King’s
printing house, and a leading figure in the trade would not have signed a book bear-
ing the imprimatur of the Royal Society.

4.5 Anne Maxwell (?-1692): Printer. Anne Maxwell’s printing
house was spared from the Great Fire of 1666. In 1668: two
presses; three compositors; three pressmen

Anne Maxwell is our last and most favored candidate for printer of the Essay.” In
L’Estrange’s survey of printers of 1668 we find that Maxwell owned two printing
presses, employed three compositors, three pressmen and no apprentices; however,
D. F. McKenzie (2002: 117) claims that Maxwell already had at least one apprentice
in her shop in 1668 “which meets the hypothetical need for presswork” that she is
said to have performed; in other words, Anne Maxwell had the capability to do all
the printing that is documented in the record for 1668 (twelve books by McKenzie’s
count). She inherited the printing house when her husband David died in 1665; this
is not an uncommon background for the many women who worked in the book

43 McKenzie draws this point (out of the three points he makes) from his study of six of the 26
printing houses collected in L’Estrange, “Anne Maxwell’s presswork, as evidenced by Margaret
Cavendish’s book, is exceptionally good ... we note that two of her pressmen had long experience”
(2002: 117)
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trade in the middle of the 17" century as booksellers, compositors, printers and the
other means of employment that the trade offered.* L’Estrange in 1668 records four
women operating printing houses: “M™ Symon”; “M* Griffin”; “M" Cote”; and, “M®
Maxwell”.

In 1666, Anne Maxwell printed the first of a series of books and editions in asso-
ciation with the writer and scientist Margaret Cavendish, The description of a new
world called the blazing world, a work, says Cavendish, that joins “a work of Fancy
to my serious Philosophical Contemplations,” (“To the Reader”). Margaret Caven-
dish wrote and published extensively on natural philosophy. In the same year she
published, and Maxwell printed, Observations upon experimental philosophy, which
was bound with her “Philosophical Observations, and joined ... as two Worlds at the
ends of their Poles”: they are, as she says, the world of reason, “a rational search
and enquiry into the causes of natural effects”, and the world of “Fancy a voluntary
creation or production of the Mind.”

Margaret Cavendish began her publishing career by employing John Martyn and
James Allestry as her booksellers. They in turn employed Thomas Roycroft as their
printer. Martyn and Allestry as we know are central figures in the production of
scientific texts.

Later, Cavendish turned to Anne Maxwell to print her publications. That Max-
well’s printing house did not suffer any damage from the fire of 1666 would make
her a most viable choice; this same good fortune would have helped Wilkins more
quickly revive his publication plans for the Essay after the set-backs caused by the
fire. Besides Anne Maxwell’s presswork for Cavendish, which D. F. McKenzie (2002:
122) describes as exceptionally good, he also extolls Cavendish’s books for their
“concern to use typography to mediate knowledge and literary experience...”; he
goes on to say that “Cavendish’s books are interesting for their surface tone—they’re
sumptuous, lavishly spaced, highly decorated folios printed in Great Primer and
Double Pica on good paper”. Although, in his estimation, the overall effect betrays a
misplaced representation of dignity. Undoubtedly, Anne Maxwell had a good, even
excellent, reputation as a printer; for instance, a bibliographic census of extant
literature printed by Maxwell covering the years 1665-1675 shows a total of 122 texts
that bear her imprint.

A factotum similar in design to the one we previously identified in the New-
combe collection appears in Maxwell’s printing of Cavendish 1666a/b (as well as in
the printed text of the Essay): the factotums we find in Maxwell’s work, if not the
same wood-cuts used in the printing of the Essay, are remarkably similar in design,
whereas the Newcombe design is noticeably different in the details of the design
from both the Cavendish and the Wilkins factotums. The design features a reed or
wicker basket holding an elaborately florid potted plant.

44 See McKenzie 2002: 116.
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At the same time that Anne Maxwell was printing for Margaret Cavendish, Sam-
uel Gellibrand, bookseller and long-time associate of John Wilkins, employed Max-
well exclusively as his printer from 1666-1668. It was not the first time Gellibrand
employed the Maxwell printing house: earlier, David Maxwell printed books for
Gellibrand. The decision by Wilkins to ask Gellibrand to join in the production of the
Essay puts Anne Maxwell forward for primary consideration as printer.

Anne Maxwell printed thirteen books by John Wilkins in the years from 1667 to
1680 (five of which were published in his lifetime). Another text “Printed by Anne
Maxwell” that is likely to have been sponsored by Wilkins is a broadsheet that had
two printing runs: “Old Mr. Dod’s Sayings” (1671). John Dod (1549-1645), a genial
and well-known cleric, was John Wilkins’s grandfather and mentor. She printed new
editions of The gift of prayer (originally 1651); Ecclesiastes, or the gift of preaching
(originally 1646); four texts of sermons preached before the King; the Beauty of Prov-
idence (originally 1649); and at least two editions of Natural religion (Wil-
kins/Tillotson 1675; 2nd ed. 1676), based on an unfinished manuscript edited post-
humously by Wilkins’s son-in-law John Tillotson (1630-1694). If we could look at
Wilkins’s copies of the Essay we would certainly know more about his intentions for
revising his work; we might also learn the answers to some of the questions raised
here. Wilkins bequeathed his effects and papers to Tillotson, later Archbishop of
Canterbury from 1691 to 1694.” This should be happy news. As it turns out, Tillot-
son’s personal library, which included books owned by Wilkins, was sold at auction
at “Mrs. Bourn’s Coffee-House adjoining to St. Lawrence Church near Guildhall, on
Tuesday the 23d. of April 1695.” (A collection, no date: Title Page). Of great interest
are three copies of the Essay that are listed in the catalogue: for example, one is
described “in Pastboard with several additions in MSS by the Author”; and a second
copy, “with several Beasts and Birds (engraven in Copper)* mentioned in the book
and MSS. Notes by the Author” (A collection: 13).* If any of Wilkins’s own copies of
the Essay exist, they exist in some archive, museum, or private collection that we
have yet to discover.

45 “He was pleased by his Last Will to commit his Papers to my care”. (Wilkins 1675: “The Preface”,
written by Tillotson).

46 There were also some engraved copper plates that at one time were in the possession of the
Royal Society. They were commissioned in 1671 by Wilkins as he continued his work on his philo-
sophical tables between 1668 and his death in 1672. In his role as executor Tillotson gave the en-
gravings back to the engraver, Henry Hunt — upon Hunt’s death in 1714 they were bequeathed to the
Royal Society. (Kusukawa 2011: 274). “There are many things that the Royal Society no longer pos-
sesses, namely most of the objects from its Repository ... as well as all the plates for Philosophical
Transactions, including Hunt’s plates for Wilkins’s Real character.” (Kusukawa 2011: 289)

47 We would like to thank Jessica Hudson of Lambeth Palace Library for her assistance in locating
information about the whereabouts of Tillotson’s books. The information supplied by Ms. Hudson
also supports Shapiro’s claim (1969: 321) that “... there does not appear to be any major collection of
his [Wilkins’s] personal papers ... Neither these nor Tillotson’s own papers have come to light.”
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Our case for Maxwell, then, brings together issues and evidence based on (1)
MAXWELL’S PRODUCTION CAPABILITIES: Maxwell’s printing house was a successful medi-
um sized business with experienced skilled workers (printing at least 122 texts from
1665-1675); furthermore, her printing house was spared during the Great Fire, al-
lowing her to continue printing without interruption; (2) MAXWELL’S REPUTATION FOR
QUALITY WORK: McKenzie praises the quality of Maxwell’s printing of Margaret Cav-
endish, who turned to Maxwell after using the services of Martyn, Allestry and
Roycroft; and (3) MAXWELL’S BUSINESS RELATIONSHIPS WITH SAMUEL GELLIBRAND AND JOHN
WILKINS: both men employed her almost exclusively as a printer during the years in
and around the publication date of the Essay; Samuel Gellibrand’s own long term
business relationship with Wilkins underscores the possibility that Wilkins turned
to Gellibrand because he trusted Gellibrand to bring to the production legitimacy, a
good reputation, and just as importantly, a printer, Maxwell, who could produce a
large, complex, and elaborately designed folio. We think that the preponderance of
evidence points to Anne Maxwell, not least because she was certainly John Wil-
kins’s and Samuel Gellibrand’s Master Printer of choice.
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Encyclopaedic supplements in eighteenth-century English
dictionaries

Abstract: Eighteenth-century general English dictionaries have awakened scholarly
interest in recent decades, but there are not many studies exploring the relevance
and contents of their paratextual constituents. This paper focuses on encyclopaedic
supplements particularly, a type of paratextual constituent usually prefixed or ap-
pended to eighteenth-century dictionaries that has been neglected in historical
lexicographic studies so far.

The paratext of a book comprises all constituents that surround the main text like
title pages, prefaces, appendices or supplements, for instance, which may have
different functions within the overall structure of the work. In the case of eight-
eenth-century general English dictionaries, those functions went from facilitating
the reading and understanding of the text to complementing the information in-
cluded or justifying why yet another dictionary was published in an (over-)saturated
market. The appendices, in particular, were intended to enhance the value of the
volume by incorporating supplementary information and thus make it more exhaus-
tive and self-contained.

By studying the nature and contents of encyclopaedic supplements, we will first
establish a preliminary typology of the data in selected material (i.e. biographical,
linguistic, historical, mythological, etc.). Then, we will discuss the reasons that
moved eighteenth-century dictionary compilers to incorporate this extra material in
the works, also taking into account the information provided in the title pages and
prefaces. The results of this study will likely shed light on which contents were con-
sidered potentially appealing to the readership of such English dictionaries.

Keywords: Eighteenth-century, general English dictionary, paratext, encyclopedic
supplements, typology.
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1 Introduction

If a modern reader wanted to obtain information on, let us say, Edmund Spencer’s
life and works, he would probably consult the Oxford Dictionary of National Biog-
raphy, the Encyclopaedia Britannica or even the Wikipedia, rather than looking the
name up in a general language dictionary. Nowadays, personal or place names are
out of the scope of linguistic dictionaries and this type of biographical or cultural
information is assumed to pertain to the realm of encyclopaedias. The distinction
between dictionaries and encyclopaedias, however, was not so clear-cut in early
and late modern English times (Starnes 1940; Landau 2001 [1984]: 151; McIntosh
1998: 8); it was quite frequent that general-purpose dictionaries contained infor-
mation not expected in similar reference works today. Thus, an eighteenth-century
reader with the same curiosity as our modern one could find this entry in Barclay’s
(1774: n.p.) or Scott’s (1786: 436) dictionaries:

1598 Edmund Spencer, London; Faery Queen and other poems

Despite its sketchy character, this article conveyed basic information such as the
date of Spenser’s death, his birthplace, the literary genre he cultivated, and the
name of his most popular work, enough data for a general reference work of this
kind.

Apart from alphabetical lists of personal and place names, in the front and the
back matter of eighteenth-century general dictionaries, the readers could also con-
sult supplements on a wide variety of topics that ranged from history, geography,
literature, mythology or onomastics (see Table 2) to English grammar, pronuncia-
tion, abbreviations, pedagogical guidance or historical accounts of the language,
not to mention the illustrations inserted in the wordlist that also added informative
value to the works. Eighteenth-century lexicographers, moved by an urge to offer
useful reference material to dictionary users (Rusnack 1997: 590), incorporated sup-
plements into their volumes, although “the ways in which dictionaries might be
‘useful’ were ... open to conflicting interpretations” (Mugglestone 2010: 322). Ac-
cordingly, whereas some lexicographers included lists of the most frequent abbrevi-
ations in English (e.g. Cocker 1704; Jones 1797),! others offered a brief history of the
English language (Anon. 1753; Scott and Bailey 1755) or a description of the constitu-
tion and government of England (Barclay 1774). The lack of consensus on the selec-
tion of supplements “confirm[s] the different configurations of the notion of ‘dic-
tionary’ at this time” (Mugglestone 2010, 322), and explains Trench’s mid-
nineteenth-century complaint about earlier dictionaries:

1 Similar lists of abbreviations were also prefixed, interspersed throughout or appended to eight-
eenth-century school grammars (cf. Dominguez-Rodriguez 2016).

printed on 2/9/2023 11:33 PMvia . Al use subject to https://ww.ebsco.confterms-of-use



EBSCChost -

“As well for the entertainment of the curious, as the information of the ignorant” =—— 59

A Dictionary ought to know its own limits, not merely as to what it should include, but also
what it should exclude ... Our early lexicographers ... from failing to recognize any proper limits
to their work, from the desire to combine in it as many utilities as possible, present often the
strangest medleys in the books which they have produced. These are not Dictionaries of words
only, but of persons, places, things; they are gazetteers, mythologies, scientific encyclopaedi-
as, and a hundred things more. (Trench 1857: 45)

This characteristically inclusive format of eighteenth-century dictionaries accounts
for the label of encyclopaedic dictionaries, an expression that denotes an intermedi-
ate position between dictionaries and encyclopaedias. The concept is defined in
Hartmann and James’ Dictionary of Lexicography (1998: 49):

A type of REFERENCE WORK which shares features of the GENERAL DICTIONARY and the EN-
CYCLOPEDIA. There is a tension between LINGUISTIC INFORMATION (e.g. on the etymology,
spelling, pronunciation, grammar and meaning of the lexical items treated) and ENCYCLOPE-
DIC INFORMATION (e.g. facts and figures on the technical terms and names included, often
with pictorial illustrations), which explains the HYBRID or compromise status of this dictionary

type.

Indeed, encyclopaedic dictionaries constitute one of the main types of dictionaries
developed during the eighteenth century. Even though they were devised to give “a
wider range of information for the leisurely and educated user” (Osselton 1990:
1943), these dictionaries were mainly targeted at the semi-educated readers anxious
to have access to some basic knowledge on a vast array of topics (McIntosh 1998: 8).
Of course, the introduction of supplementary material in general dictionaries was
not a novelty in the history of lexicography, but it unquestionably underwent a
boost during the encyclopaedic movement of the Enlightenment. In this sense, we
agree with McIntosh (1998: 9) that “the tendency of dictionaries to take on the func-
tions of encyclopaedias may have gathered momentum after 1751, when the first
volume of the Encyclopédie was published, and may be related to the growth of
what we now call science”.

All in all, we cannot overlook the pressure the market exerted on eighteenth-
century editors and lexicographers alike. Mitchell (1998) argues that the competence
of other contemporary reference works-such as monolingual, bilingual and poly-
glot grammars, which were already incorporating additional linguistic and encyclo-
paedic contents into their pages—may have also prompted them to compile multi-
purpose dictionaries that could satisfy the needs of an increasingly larger reading
public. As a product, then, encyclopaedic dictionaries served commercial ends and
responded to the audience’s demand for reference works with scholarly information
(Osselton 1983: 13).
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A clear indicator of the editors’ concern for inclusiveness is the frequency of the
word complete® on the title pages as in Anon. (1785), Fenning (1767), or Barclay
(1774). Besides, they often display detailed information on the supplements the
volume includes,? as shown in Barlow’s:

The complete English dictionary: or, general repository of the English language. Containing A
Copious Explanation of all the Words in the English Language; Together with Their different
Significations, viz. I. The Words, and the various Senses in which they are used. II. The True
Pronunciation pointed out by being properly accented. III. Initial Letters placed to devote the
Part of Speech to which each Word belongs. IV. A geographical Description of the four
Quarters of the World. V. A more particular Description of the Counties, Cities, and prin-
cipal Towns in England and Wales, than has ever appeared in any Book of this Kind. VI.
As the Lives of the English Poets, and others, celebrated for their Learning and Genius,
can no where be introduced with more Propriety than in a Dictionary of the English Language,
we have enriched our Performance with the most entertaining and authentic Memoirs of those
ustrious Men who have flourished in these Kingdoms. To which will be prefixed, a complete
English grammar. (Barlow 1772-1773?: title page; our emphasis)

Nevertheless, the apparent disparity in the additional material in eighteenth-
century dictionaries can be organised by applying a general scheme that distin-
guishes language related from encyclopaedic or cultural supplements, that is, lin-
guistic from extralinguistic supplements.* As for the former, Dyche and Pardon’s
(1735) dictionary was the first to include a prefixed grammar of the English language
(Osselton 1990: 1944; Starnes and Noyes 1991: 129; Tyrkko 2013: 182), but “by the
time of Johnson ... it was traditional to include an essay on English grammar and a
history of the English language in a dictionary’s front matter” (Landau 2001: 148).
Apart from these conventional linguistic supplements, dictionary users could also
find lists of homophones, frequent abbreviations, contractions used for personal
and place names, observations on pronunciation, etc. The extra-linguistic supple-
ments comprised data related to myths, geography, trade and navigation, or histori-
cal events, among other encyclopaedic-like information.

Our study will focus on the encyclopaedic, or extra-linguistic, supplements in a
selection of eighteenth-century dictionaries, trying to systematise their apparently
random contents and discussing their potential functionality or practical usage. To
achieve these two general aims, first we will address the editors’ and authors’ moti-
vations to include such supplements in their works, taking into account the infor-
mation in key paratextual constituents like the title pages or the authors’ own prefa-
tory comments. Secondly, we will propose a classification of encyclopaedic supple-

2 For further information on the notion of completeness in eighteenth-century reference works, see
Rudy (2014, especially “Introduction: concepts of completeness”: 1-17).

3 Cf. Subsection 3.1.

4 Stark (1999: 16-17) refers to the debate on the different names used to refer to these supplemen-
tary contents.
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ment types depending on the content and semantic fields (or disciplines) covered.
And, thirdly, we will briefly characterise the encyclopaedic supplements identified
to obtain a general idea of their possible use and function. Through these steps, we
hope to shed light on the practice of incorporating extra-linguistic supplements into
eighteenth-century general English dictionaries, a characteristic feature that has
been mentioned in several scholarly works to date but has not been fully examined
yet.

2 Description of study corpus

2.1 Scope and dictionary constituents

The concept of “paratext” as defined by Genette (1997)° will be the point of depar-
ture to explain the scope of this study. According to him, the paratext of a book
comprises all constituents that surround the main text including title pages, prefac-
es, dedicatory letters or appendices, for instance. These constituents may have dif-
ferent functions within the overall structure of the book, namely, to facilitate the
reading and understanding of the text, to complement the information it contains,
or to justify its publication. Broadly speaking, the title page and the preface of a
book usually introduce the author and his work; the index arranges the book con-
tents; the list of abbreviations helps to understand their meaning and use in the
work; the lists of other works by the author or by the publisher announce future
publications or advertise existing ones; and, most relevant for the purposes of this
chapter, the front and back matter supplements—or appendices—complement the
contents of the main work. Besides, these paratextual constituents may contribute
to introducing specific or practical contents to the potential dictionary user, also
serving as an effective tool to enhance the value and utility of the work in full.
Specifically, the title pages and prefaces of eighteenth-century general English
dictionaries are a rich source of information about any other paratextual element
the work may contain.® In fact, a close reading of their title pages and prefaces has
revealed that most of them have “extra” information beyond the alphabetical en-
tries, especially in the form of linguistic supplements (mainly dealing with the
grammar and history of the English language) and extra-linguistic or encyclopaedic
supplements (variously including historical, geographical, socio-cultural or mytho-
logical content). Since this practice was already present in some of the first mono-
lingual dictionaries published in seventeenth-century England, one cannot assume

5 This date corresponds to the English translation of the French work Seuils, first published in 1987.
6 For an exhaustive analysis of title pages in eighteenth-century normative works, in this case
grammars, see Yafiez-Bouza (2016) and Yafiez-Bouza and Rodriguez-Gil (2016).
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that this is a brand-new feature characterising eighteenth-century general English
dictionaries. Yet the tendency to include appendices in these reference works gains
force in this period.”

For the purposes of our study, encyclopaedic supplements comprise the physi-
cally-independent or separate sections with additional or extra-linguistic infor-
mation on different topics. Eighteenth-century general English dictionary supple-
ments appear inserted either at the very beginning (prefixed) or at the end (suffixed)
of the volume, and respond to generic labels like “appendix” (e.g., Fenning 1767;
Scott 1786), or to more specific designations like “account” (Anon. 1759; Jones 1797),
“dictionary” (Cocker 1704; Fisher 1773), “list” (Barclay 1774; Anon. 1785), “outline”
(Barclay 1774), “explanation” (Rider 1759), or “table” (Bailey 1730; Scott 1786). These
supplements may also include entries alphabetically arranged (proper names of
persons, cities or gods), or longer thematic articles (on ancient history, religious
sects, etc.).

From the supplements located in the study corpus, we have discarded linguistic
ones,® as well as errata sections, lists of words accidentally skipped or forgotten
(according to the lexicographers’ own word), plates and other illustrations since we
are focusing on content-based supplements and not corrections (metalinguistic
awareness) or visual aids. Accordingly, we will focus on extra-linguistic supple-
ments, that is, those concerned with historical, geographical, biographical, mytho-
logical, or, to use an all-embracing term, any encyclopaedic material present in the
dictionaries studied.” However, it is sometimes difficult to draw a clear dividing line
between linguistic and extra-linguistic supplements. This is evident in Cocker’s 1704
“An historico-poetical dictionary”, a miscellaneous collection of personal names,
place names and mythological and poetical characters that intricately combines
linguistic and encyclopaedic-like information in a single supplement.'® While some
entries in Cocker’s supplement contain information that may be considered linguis-
tic, as they explain their etymology or original meaning (as in “Alphonso, a Spanish
name, a helper”, “Catherine, i.e. pure or chast”, “Charles, i.e. all noble. Saxon”,
“Clara, a womans name, i.e. clear, bright. Lat.” or “Clemens, a mans name, i.e. mer-
ciful, mild”), others report more encyclopaedic details, such as “Abington, A Town
in Berkshire” or “St. Andrews in Scotland, a City and University. Funded and richly
endowed by Ungus King of Picts”. Besides, Cocker provides anecdotal accounts on

7 Cf. Subsection 2.3. below.

8 The grammars, the histories of the language, the lists of abbreviations, homophones, and, in
general, all the language-related or linguistic supplements are out of the scope of this article. Read-
ers may refer to Tyrkké’s (2013) and Rodriguez-Alvarez’s (2009) works for discussions on the most
frequent linguistic supplements of eighteenth-century English dictionaries, that is, English gram-
mars and histories of the English language.

9 This choice justifies the alternative denomination encyclopaedic supplements to refer to them.
10 Cf. Section 3 below.
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mythological characters or poets as in these articles: “Achilles, the Son of Peleus
and Thetis, who slew Hector” and “Anacreon, the Lyrick Greecian Poet, who was
choaked with the stone of a Grape”. For this reason, our study has taken into con-
sideration Cocker’s supplement, which can be conceptualised as of having a ‘mixed’
or ‘hybrid’ nature, together with all those that deal with any kind of encyclopaedic
information thematically.™

2.2 Data

In order to compile our study corpus, we first resorted to Alston’s 1966 bibliographic
catalogue, in particular to volume 5, “The English Dictionary”. Initially, we made a
selection of original first editions, i.e. not pirated, of eighteenth-century general
English dictionaries. However, we decided to incorporate as-per-Alston (1966)
spelling and pronouncing dictionaries as well? because a preliminary skimming
revealed that they also contained interesting supplementary material. This way,
Entick’s The New Spelling Dictionary (1765) was part of the pre-final corpus, while
works like A spelling dictionary of the English language, on a new plan (Anon. 1755)
were ruled out since the entries did not provide semantic information. The total
number of dictionaries gathered during this first stage amounted then to 53.

Next, we searched all the dictionaries in our list in Eighteenth Century Collec-
tions Online (ECCO), always choosing first editions if available.” We introduced the
words “dictionary” and “vocabulary” in the ‘Title’ browser, and this search dis-
played two more monolingual English dictionaries providing definitions, not rec-
orded in Alston (1966): Hoops (1774) and Clarendon (1795). Thus, our study corpus
was reduced to 49 primary sources, including general English dictionaries, as well
as spelling and pronouncing dictionaries.

Then, we scanned through all title pages, prefatory and back matter to locate
encyclopaedic-like or cultural (i.e. extra-linguistic) addenda that diversely supple-
mented the A-Z sections of the dictionaries selected. This thorough examination
allowed us to further reduce the initial study corpus to 28 dictionaries.

Fourthly, we studied in detail those encyclopaedic or cultural sections added to
the dictionaries to refine our selection more. As the following case in point will
show, a closer inspection was necessary to identify irrelevant material for this study.
Therefore, we discarded, for instance, A new general English dictionary by Dyche
and Pardon (1735). This work had been selected because, apart from a linguistic

11 Cf. Subsections 3.3.1 and 3.3.2. below.

12 On condition that the word entries had their corresponding definitions.

13 The first edition of Dyche and Pardon (1735) was not digitised in ECCO, but was available on the
Internet [<http://books.google.com>; last access: June 7, 2018].
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appendix called “A Compendious English Grammar” , these authors also mention
on the title page that they incorporate:

A Supplement of the proper Names of the most noted Kingdoms, Provinces, Cities, Towns, Riv-
ers, & c. throughout the World. As also, of the most celebrated Emperors, Kings, Queens,
Priests, Poets, Philosophers, Generals, & c. whether Jewish, Pagan, Mahometan, or Christian;
but more especially such as are mentioned either in the Old or New Testament.

Dyche and Pardon make it clear that the selection of names and places for the sup-
plement is based on criteria such as importance (“most noted”, “most celebrated”),
internationality (“throughout the World”), religious inclusiveness (“whether Jewish,
Pagan, Mahometan, or Christian”), nobility (“Emperors, Kings, Queens”), social
notability (“Priests”, “Generals”) and relevance in the Arts (“Poets, Philosophers™).
Such an announcement on the title page arouses expectations of encyclopaedic-like
entries on the importance, the nobility or the relevance of these characters. Howev-
er, at the close of the “Introduction” to the dictionary, these lexicographers state the
prescriptive purpose of the “Catalogue, or Alphabet of Names”, which is “inserted
purely for the Sake of instructing the less Knowing, in the Spelling and Pronuncia-
tion of such Names or Words, as are not contain’d in the Dictionary”. And, finally,
before the catalogue proper, which is inserted at the very end of their dictionary,
readers are informed that it is just a list of proper names and places, included on the
following grounds:

The Design of the following Catalogue of Names of Persons and Places, is, that such Readers as
are conversant with English Books only, may meet with a large Collection ready made to their
Hands, in order to know how to spell them. In which you will note, that as many of them are
Eastern Names, and principally contained in the Old Testament, or such Histories as the Com-
mentators must necessarily read to understand many Parts thereof ... And as most of the an-
tient Histories are now translated into English, the Names of the principal Actors must of
course become familiar to the Readers; so that it was judg’d proper to insert the following Al-
phabet, wherein Kings, Emperors, Queens, Priests, Philosophers, Rules, Judges, &c. are pro-
miscuously set down and mark’d where the Stress or Tone of the Voice should be, in order to
shew the proper Pronunciation. (Dyche and Pardon 1735: n.p.)

In the light of the above, we can say that this is an appendix that a priori announced
encyclopaedic content but, after a closer analysis, it may be considered a spelling
and pronunciation guide for the dictionary end-users, that is, a prescriptive linguis-
tic appendix.

14 This was also observed in Fisher’s 1773 An accurate new spelling dictionary and expositor of the
English language, for example. Here, there is an appended list of Christian names ordered alphabeti-
cally and marked for stress to guide dictionary users in the correct pronunciation of each one. On
this basis, Fisher’s appendix must be considered linguistic in nature. Contrary to Fenning’s The new
and complete spelling dictionary (1767), for instance, it does not offer historical, etymological or
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Applying this same criterion to all other dictionaries for coherence’s sake, our
final study corpus was composed of 16 selected works by 12 known and 4 anony-
mous authors altogether.” They were published in England, Scotland and the Unit-
ed States of America, and the majority saw the light from the 1770s onwards, as
shown in Table 1:

Table 1. Study corpus (authors, titles, place of publication, year of first edition)

Author

Abridged title (city, year of first edition)

Cocker, Edward
Bailey, Nathanliel]
Anonymous?*
Rider, William
Manson, D[avid]
Fenning, D[aniel]
Fisher, A[nn(e)]

Barclay, James

Anonymous"

Scott, William

Bentick, John

Anonymous
Perry, William

Anonymous

Jones, Stephen

Cocker’s English dictionary (London, 1704)

Dictionarium Britannicum (London, 1730)

A new English dictionary (Glasgow, 1759)

A new universal English dictionary (London, 1759)

A new pocket dictionary (Belfast, 1762)

The new and complete spelling dictionary (London, 1767)

An accurate new spelling dictionary and expositor of the
English language (Newcastle, 1773)

A complete and universal English dictionary (London, 1774)

A general and complete dictionary of the English language
(London, 1785)

A new spelling, pronouncing, and explanatory dictionary of
the English language (Edinburgh, 1786)

The spelling and explanatory dictionary of the English lan-
guage (London, 1786)

A dictionary of the English language (London, 1794)
A general dictionary of the English language (London, 1795)*®

A pronouncing dictionary of the English language (London,
1796)

Sheridan Improved [uniform title]: A general pronouncing
and explanatory dictionary (London, 21797 [1st ed. 1796; no
copy located in ECCO, but some appear in ESTC])

cultural information on each proper name. All in all, her dictionary forms part of our study corpus
on account of other encyclopaedic information she attaches to the book.

15 Here, we have assumed that we are dealing with four different anonymous authors. In this
paper, we will use the abbreviation Anon. when used as the unknown name of the author, but not
adjectivally.

16 The preface being signed by “Their affectionate friend, and very humble servant” D. Paterson, in
“Glasgow June 28th, 1759”, Alston (1966: 42) suggests that “he was presumably the printer”.

17 The preface is signed by a quite uncertain initial “J.”

18 The preface is dated “December 1794”.
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Author Abridged title (city, year of first edition)
Alexander, Caleb The Columbian dictionary of the English language (Boston,
1800)

2.3 The introduction of encyclopaedic supplements in
eighteenth-century English dictionaries

Even though the presence of encyclopaedic contents in general English dictionaries
was not an innovation at that time,” the tendency to incorporate more and more
material coincides with the heyday of eighteenth-century encyclopaedism. Howev-
er, the extra-linguistic contents of supplements differed from the branches of
knowledge treated in encyclopaedias; whereas the discoveries and new advances in
scientific and technical fields found room in encyclopaedias (Yeo 1991: 26), articles
on science and technology formed part of the word-lists of dictionaries, but not of
the supplements. This idea is similarly defended by Collison and Preece (1991), who
suggest that the encyclopaedic dictionaries flourishing during the seventeenth and
eighteenth centuries resulted in two different formats: “the encyclopaedia ... that
paid particular attention to the fields of history and biography ... [and] also a new
form of encyclopaedia ... that devoted itself to the arts and sciences”. The former
type, concerned with the past, is more in consonance with the supplement contents
found in our study corpus—as shown in Table 2-while the latter, related to the scien-
tific and technological advances of the period, is much better reflected in the entries
of encyclopaedias or in the A-Z sections of dictionaries, exemplified by the follow-
ing article from Barlow’s The complete English dictionary (1772-1773):%*

19 In her review “Literary features of Renaissance Dictionaries”, Starnes indicates that Elyot (1538)
is the first English precedent in distributing historical, biographical and mythological entries in
alphabetical order throughout the text. In 1559, however, in his revision of Elyot’s work, Thomas
Cooper “shifted all entries concerned with myths, legends, lives, geography, etc. to a separate sec-
tion at the end of the dictionary proper” (Starnes 1940: 27). During the sixteenth century both prac-
tices coexisted in bilingual dictionaries. As for monolingual English dictionaries, as early as 1623,
Cockeram already includes appendices like those found in our corpus, i.e. lists of mythological
characters, and of men and women well-known for their historical relevance or their artistic merits
(Ramsay 1947: 58). Other seventeenth-century lexicographers (Blount 1656; Phillips 1658; or Coles
1676) incorporate entries on mythology, place names, historical characters, or religious sects, not as
separate supplements but in the A-Z section. For a thorough revision on encyclopaedic contents in
dictionaries, see Roe (1978).

20 We find evidence of the deep impact scientism and encyclopaedism had on dictionary-making at
the time in the preface to Glossographia Anglicana nova (1707: A3"), whose author acknowledges the
use of John Harris’s Lexicon technicum (1704) for the compilation of a large number of entries. Like-
wise, Johnson’s Dictionary of the English language (1755) and Bailey’s Dictionarium Britannicum
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ACCE’LERATED MOTION, in Mechanics, is that which is continually increased; this being pro-
duced by a constant impulse, or power, which continues its action upon the body; if it cause an
equal increase in equal times, the motion is said to be uniformly accelerated. Thus the motion
of falling bodies is constantly accelerated, because gravity, every moment, adds a new im-
pulse, which generates a new degree of velocity, and the velocity thus increasing, its motion
must be increased likewise, or in other words it must move faster and faster every moment. Gal-
ileo, the restorer of reason in Italy, was the discoverer of this important truth, which is a natu-
ral consequence from Sir Isaac Newton’s second law of nature or motion, viz. “The change of
motion produced in any body, is always proportionable to the force whereby it is effected, and
in the same direction wherein that force acts.” As the height from which bodies can be let fall,
is so small as not to alter gravity, it must therefore act upon them uniformly, during the whole
time of their descent, and they must, consequently, acquire an equal degree of velocity, which
will constantly increase in proportion to the time the body takes up in falling; and therefore,
the space a body passes over in a uniform motion, is in a ratio compounded of the time and ve-
locity, i.e. the velocity multiplied by the time is equal to the space passed over. Hence we may
observe, that a body falls three times as far in the second portion of time, as it does in the first;
five times as far in the third; seven times as far in the fourth, and so on, in a series of odd num-
bers, as 1, 3, 5,7, 9, 11, 13, 15, 17, &c.

When bodies are thrown perpendicularly upwards, their velocities decrease, as the times
they ascend increase; because their gravity destroys an equal portion of their velocity every in-
stant of their ascent. And the heights bodies rise to, when thrown perpendicularly upwards, are
as the squares of the time spent, from their setting cut, to the moment they cease to rise: i.e. if a
body be thrown upwards, with such a degree of velocity as to continue rising twice as long as
another, it will ascend four times as high; if thrice as long, nine times as high, &c. for the
heights which bodies thrown up with different velocities arrive to, are to each other as the
squares of those velocities.

Yeo (1991: 26) sums up such an intellectual movement thus: “Most of the encyclo-
paedias published from this time [the eighteenth century] gave an important place
to science and technology - they were often called dictionaries of arts and sciences;
subjects such as biography, history, geography, and literature were usually later
additions”. For him, the idea of eighteenth-century encyclopaedias as “agents of
popularization” of science was not accurate since these books used to incorporate
the latest scientific discoveries, which rendered these articles more difficult for an
average audience.

Eighteenth-century lexicographers, however, were aware of the instructive
character of dictionaries: “as well for the Entertainment of the Curious, as the In-
formation of the Ignorant” (Bailey 1721: title page).” In this line, far from lengthy
technical and scientific explanations, encyclopaedic supplements, albeit occasion-

(1730) are also indebted to Harris’s dictionary and Chambers’ Cyclopaedia (1728), as McIntosh (1998:
9) and Starnes and Noyes (1991: 119) respectively argue.

21 Starnes and Noyes (1991: 191) mention the influence of the “reference book tradition” on seven-
teenth-century dictionary-making. As uneducated readers were exposed to numerous references to
classical history, literature and mythology in literary productions of the time, these lists of names of
persons and places may have acted as useful facilitators of learning.

printed on 2/9/2023 11:33 PMvia . Al use subject to https://ww.ebsco.confterms-of-use



EBSCChost -

68 —— M. Victoria Dominguez-Rodriguez and Alicia Rodriguez-Alvarez

ally sketchy,? served as an easy reference aid to all kinds of readers in search of
elementary information on history, geography or mythology. It is in fact undeniable,
as Fisher (1773: iii) explains, that ignorance of mythology, for instance, can prevent
a reader from fully understanding a literary piece or a newspaper article in the same
way that an unknown word can conceal the meaning of a text. Therefore, cultural
appendices were added to general dictionaries for practical purposes: to facilitate
access to information to both the learned and the unlearned, and to provide facts
that could be of interest to the reader:

And to gratify general curiosity, as well as particular enquiry, a list is also subjoined of all the
Cities, Towns, Boroughs, and remarkable Villages in England and Wales, with their respective
distances from the metropolis, and the days on which their several markets are held. (Anon.
1785: iii).

This is what Osselton calls “the notion of the dictionary as an instructive and reada-
ble work” (1990: 1950). Interestingly enough, Samuel Johnson Jr. does not assume
these two qualities for his own dictionary—“It is not calculated or intended to afford
either entertainment or instruction” (1798?: 3 )—a work, by the way, lacking in ency-
clopaedic supplements. But it is precisely these qualities that contemporary readers
might have missed in the first edition of Benjamin Martin’s Lingua Britannica refor-
mata (1749). After having dismissed “historical Accounts of persons and things” in
the first edition because “The Matters are all foreign to an English Dictionary”, he
changed his mind in the second one (1754)* to highlight among the improvements
“the following Additions ... The Description of each Kingdom in Europe .... the capi-
tal Cities of each Kingdom ... a Description of each City and Town in Great Britain
and Ireland .... the Days of their Fairs and Markets .... the Description of each County
in England and Wales" and more (Marcon 1990: 82). That is, although interspersed
in the wordlist, the decision to incorporate all these articles still attests to the im-
portance attached to the cultural component in eighteenth-century dictionary-
making policy.*

22 About the length of entries, see Subsection 3.3.2. below.

23 On the chequered history of geographical and personal names in the English dictionary, see Roe
(1978) and Osselton (1990: 1946).

24 Another case of lexicographers adding cultural contents in subsequent editions of their diction-
aries is John Entick, who also decided to incorporate a new appendix to the 1776 edition of his The
new spelling dictionary: “A succinct Account of the Heathen Gods and Goddesses, Heroes and Hero-
ines, &c. deduced from the best authorities” (Rodriguez-Alvarez and Rodriguez-Gil 2006: 314).
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3 A study of supplementary encyclopaedic and
cultural information

Our exposition unfolds in three stages, taking into account the information con-
tained on the title pages, the prefatory matter (prefaces, introductions and dedica-
tions), and prefixed or appended supplements to the A-Z entry section proper.

3.1 Title pages

Title pages are descriptive and serve the purpose of itemizing the contents diction-
ary users are going to find inside (McConchie 2013; Yafez-Bouza 2017; Yafiez-Bouza
and Rodriguez-Gil 2016). But not all title pages in our study corpus anticipate the
additional encyclopaedic material attached to the dictionary, and the other way
round. Perry (1795), for instance, does not mention any supplement in the title—nor
in the preface-but actually there are three of them inside.” That is, some lexicogra-
phers are coherent and include just the appendices they advertise on the title pages,
whereas others—a minor group—obviate this information.? In the following para-
graphs, we will describe how our authors announce encyclopaedic or cultural sup-
plements on their title pages,” which are often complemented by details as to the
target audience and end-purpose of the work.

According to Cocker (1704), a dictionary is a reference book that is “necessary
for all Persons who desire to understand their own Language, and would attain to
Eloquence in Speaking, and Elegancy in Writing”. For this reason, apart from the
“most refined and difficult words” in the sciences (including Philosophy, Law, Med-
icine or Mathematics), Cocker’s dictionary incorporates hard words from classical
(Greek, Latin) and vernacular languages (Dutch, Italian, Spanish or French). This
fundamentally lexicographic information is supplemented by encyclopaedic mate-
rial that he organises in various appendices, namely: 1) “An Historico-Poetical Dic-
tionary”, or a miscellanea containing “Proper Names of Men, Women, Rivers, Coun-

25 See Section 3.

26 This is the case of Rider’s (1759) and Jones’s (1797) English dictionaries. Exceptionally, Anon.
(1794) and Perry (1794) each advertise a prefixed English grammar to their general English diction-
aries. While Anon. (1794) attaches a “Prosodial Grammar”, Perry (1794) presents a “Comprehensive
Grammar”, which suggests that the objective and focus of these two linguistic supplements proba-
bly differ. However, Anon.’s (1794) prefatory advertisement introduces supplements not announced
on the title page. And Perry’s (1794) dictionary has appended supplements at the end of the volume,
not mentioned on the title page or in the preface. Therefore, their dictionaries are part of our study
corpus. Cf. Subsection 3.2.

27 For a thoughtful account of Cocker’s (1704) and Bailey’s (1730) dictionaries, see Starnes and
Noyes (1991).
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tries, Cities, Castles, Towns, Mountains & c. in England, Scotland and Ireland & c.
And the feigned stories of Heathen Gods, and other Poetical Inventions”;® 2) “The
Interpretation of the most usual Terms in Military Discipline”; 3) “The Terms which
Merchants and others make use of in Trade and Commerce”; and 4) ... the Coins of
most Countries in Europe, and several Parts of the World, with other useful Particu-
lars”. All this linguistic and encyclopaedic information is appended to the diction-
ary, so that Cocker is honest and sells what he advertises from the very beginning of
the work.”

For his part, Bailey highlights on the title page of his Dictionarium Britannicum
(1730) that the word entries have been carefully “Illustrated with near Five Hundred
Cuts, for Giving a clearer idea of those Figures, not so well apprehended by verbal
description”. This announcement is almost identical to that in the preface to Bai-
ley’s previous lexicographic contribution—-The universal etymological English dic-
tionary (1727)-° albeit the number of illustrations has almost doubled in the 1730
dictionary. Apart from this kind of visual support, Bailey also promises an appendix
that presents “A Collection of Proper Names of Persons and Places in Great-Britain,
with their Etymologies and Explications”.** As a concluding remark, his efforts are
“not only for the Information of the Ignorant, but the Entertainment of the Curious;
and also the Benefit of Artificers, Tradesmen, Young Students and Foreigners”.

28 According to Alston (1966: 14), “Cocker’s dictionary has sections devoted to proper names [that
is] based, like other similar lists, on Charles Estienne’s Dictionarium historicum, Paris, 1553”.

29 We have discarded Cocker’s appended supplements on “Military Terms” and “Terms that Deal-
ers use” from our study corpus because they are clearly linguistic. In the preface to Cocker’s dic-
tionary, it is explained that the appendix on military terms was compiled to understand the mean-
ing of “newly invented” terms appearing in “our Gazzets and other publick News ... and usually met
with in the relations of Martial Affairs”. Similarly, the second one was intended to clarify key con-
cepts used in trading exchanges, which had recently been ... extraordinarily improved and en-
larged with Foreign Nations”. Cf. Subsection 3.2.

30 Bailey’s The universal etymological English dictionary (1727) has been also excluded from our
study corpus because it only contains linguistic supplements and illustrations. As he indicates on
the title page, the dictionary is divided into two parts: “I. An Additional Collection of Words not in
the former Volume ... [and] II. An Orthographical Dictionary, showing the Orthography and Ortho-
epia of the English Tongue”. In relation to the “considerable Number of Terms of Art in Anatomy,
Botany, Heraldry, Logick, Mathematicks, Philosophy, Physick, and all other Arts and Sciences”,
Bailey says that he has enriched the lexical entries by new “Explications, Etymologies and engraven
Schemes, where necessary, for the more easy and clear apprehending them”. That is, he has illus-
trated the dictionary with images and figures that help the dictionary user to conceptualise or visu-
alise better the meaning of the word defined. This is seen, for example, in the entries belonging to
the semantic field of Heraldry (see ‘Barry’ or ‘Carbuncle’) or Geometry (in concepts like ‘Altitude’,
‘Chord’, ‘Dodecagon’ or ‘Rhombus’). For further details on the use of illustrations in linguistic dic-
tionaries, see Stein (1991), Mitchell (1998: 619-621) and Swanepoel (2003: 50).

31 This differs from Bailey’s 1727 etymological dictionary, which included all anthroponyms and
toponyms in the A-Z entry section.
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Bailey’s 1730 dictionary was devised, therefore, to reach a broad target audience
that could have differing interests and reasons for perusing the book.

In Anon. (1759), the title page publicises two prefixed supplements: “An exact
Explication of most Contractions to be met with in English Books and Writings. And
an Interpretation of the proper Names of Men and Women”. While the first one is
linguistic (to improve reading and writing skills, basically), the second, through the
word ‘interpretation’, reveals that it is not merely a list of personal names; there is
extra information telling the (etymological) meaning of the words included in it.
Finally, this anonymous lexicographer also specifies that he has “subjoined, A brief
Hint concerning the several Sects that have appeared, and the Errors vented by
them since the Commencement of Christianity”, an account that may touch histori-
cal, religious and sociocultural aspects.®

On Manson’s (1762) title page, he mentions a supplement that should be used
“for occasional inspection”, as it contains advanced material or “All the uncommon
Words in Johnson’s Abridgement, which were omitted in the first Alphabet”. It is
inserted after the A-Z entry section and, like Cocker’s 1704 supplementary “An His-
torico-Poetical Dictionary”, it consists of a dictionary within a dictionary.” Further-
more, Manson includes two other prefixed supplements, which revolve around cur-
rent issues about the teaching-learning process in Ireland, namely: 1) “A Plan for
the Improvement of Children in Virtue and Learning, without the Use of the Rod”;
and 2) “The present State and Practice of the Play-School in Belfast”. These supple-
ments are unique in our study corpus® and by far the least connected to the con-
tents the lexicographers typically introduce in the English dictionaries.

The new and complete spelling dictionary’s title page (Fenning 1767) claims to be
complemented by “Two Very Useful Tables”, prefixed to the English dictionary it-
self. These tables contain, firstly, “the Names of the most principal Men mentioned
in the Old and New Testament, with their significant Meaning, and Places referred
to” and, secondly, the “Names of such Places as are more difficult to read and pro-
nounce, having both their proper Accent and Rules for Pronunciation, for such as
would read the Sacred Writings with Propriety”. However, a close examination of

32 Later in the century, Barclay (1774) also deals with sects, but not in a supplement attached to the
dictionary. The preface contains the explanation of the characteristics of the “short, but clear ac-
counts of the several Religious Sects, both in the Jewish and Christian Church.” Barclay underlines
that his proposal is “more copious and numerous than are given in the very few Publications of this
kind which have adopted them”, and that it serves a utilitarian purpose since it is addressed to a
general public “who desire information on this particular, but have neither time nor inclination to
search for it in other Books”.

33 Contrary to Cocker’s, this is a supplement of purely linguistic nature that, in Manson’s view,
contains difficult or hard words for young learners (the end users of his dictionary, as pointed out
on the title page). It is not, therefore, part of our study corpus.

34 See Subsection 3.3.2.6.
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the volume reveals that both tables are appended to the English dictionary, not
prefixed to it. The noun phrase ‘their significant Meaning’ made us think that the
tables included some kind of etymological glossing, as the supplement later
showed.

Regarding Fisher’s An accurate new spelling dictionary (1773), the title page
points out that “An Entire New Dictionary of all the Heathen Gods and Goddesses:
and also of the most illustrious Heroes treated of by Homer, Virgil, Ovid, and other
antient Poets: With a summary Account of their Origin, Descent, Exploits, etc.” has
been added to the spelling dictionary. That is, Fisher is in the wake of Cocker’s
(1704) and Manson’s (1762) practice of including a dictionary within a dictionary, in
her case devoted to classical mythology.

Barclay’s 1774 title page is the most comprehensive and detailed so far, as it in-
cludes comparatively longish information in relation to the dictionary contents. It
lists up to six linguistic and extra-linguistic (i.e. encyclopaedic or cultural) supple-
ments that take the form of a prefixed or appended “free enquiry”, essay, sketch,
outline or list.®® Barclay boasts of having his dictionary tested and recommended by
coeval eminent figures in the field of education, as read in the foreword printed
immediately before the title page:

The following Dictionary having been submitted to the perusal and examination of the Gentle-
men whose names are hereunto subscribed, they have been pleased to favour the Author and
Proprietors with their approbation both of the Plan and Execution of the Work; and to recom-
mend it to all Masters of Schools, Academies, &c. as the most useful Dictionary of the kind
hitherto published ... (Barclay 1774: n.p.)

Just as Fisher did in her 1773 spelling dictionary, Barclay also claims originality on
the title page of his ‘complete and universal’ dictionary, which he says comprises
“several thousand Articles not to be found in any other Dictionary”. Apart from the
increased number of entries compared to previous dictionaries, Barclay also stands
out for being our first lexicographer to mention a prefixed “Sketch of the Constitu-
tion, Government and Trade of England”, on the one hand, and introduce timelines
to arrange historical events and figures by chronological order, on the other (in full,
“An Outline of Antient and Modern History; Including a Chronological Series of
Remarkable Events, Discoveries and Inventions, from the Creation to the Present
Time: together with a Complete List of the Grecian, Roman and English Classicks”).
In this case, Barclay’s title is illustrative enough to advance and explicate what
information the dictionary user will find.

35 More than any of the previous dictionaries, Barclay’s seems an all-in-one reference book for the
(young) learner. Simpson (1990: 56) highlights “the degree of its encyclopaedic content”. Cf. Sub-
section 3.3.
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By contrast, the next author, Anon. (1785), is indeed concise on the title page.
He just signals that A general and complete dictionary of the English language is
complemented by “An Alphabetical Account of the Heathen Deities”-a type of en-
cyclopaedic supplement first introduced by Fisher (1773) in our study corpus—and a
final chorographical “List of the Cities, Towns Boroughs, and remarkable Villages,
in England and Wales” , which is present in Cocker (1704) and Bailey (1730) as well.
A repetitive pattern, or derivative tradition, seems to be emerging during this period
of English lexicography, probably because the authors drew on previous dictionar-
ies to compose theirs. This tendency to reproduce the same kind of supplementary
contents will be commented on in the succeeding paragraphs and further studied in
Subsections 3.2. and 3.3. below.

On Scott’s 1786 title page, he states that his dictionary is aimed at a young audi-
ence (“the youth of both sexes”) and is “particularly calculated for the Improvement
of Natives and Foreigners in the proper Speaking and Writing of the English Lan-
guage”. To that end, the lexicographer incorporates three encyclopaedic appendices
that may contribute to increase the reading skills of young language learners, to wit:
“an Account of the Heathen Gods and Goddesses, Ancient Heroes, &c.; a Table of
Remarkable Occurrences from the Creation; and a List of Celebrated Writers”. That
is, Scott’s dictionary offers a mythological, a historical and a literary appendix; all
three types have already been presented by some author in our study corpus, which
suggests that the recurrence of topics in supplements starts to gain force in the last
two decades of the century.

In fact, Bentick (1786) also appends “A Mythological and Biographical Diction-
ary of all the Heathen Gods and Goddesses, Heroes and Philosophers, mentioned in
the Writings of the Ancients”. This supplement closely follows the tradition of Fish-
er (1773) and is also presented as a dictionary within a dictionary. But there is an
apparent difference as to content: Bentick deals with ‘biographical’ details of all the
fictitious characters and historical figures covered, which could respond to a boost
in the genre of biographical dictionaries (“an important, influential and increasing-
ly popular genre in eighteenth-century England”, claims Rivers [2001: 137]).

Moreover, Bentick includes “A complete List of all the Cities, Towns, and re-
markable Villages in England and Wales; Their Distances from London in measured
Miles, and the Days on which their Markets are held” ; that is, chorography and
nundinography. This type of list may go back to Barclay (1774), although he inserted
the information in the A-Z entry section of the work.*® Therefore, we may say that

36 Barclay’s title page reads that his “Complete and Universal English Dictionary” has been com-
piled “on a new plan” and, to make the volume more comprehensive, he has included “An Authen-
tic Account of the Counties, Cities, and Market Towns of England, Wales, and Scotland; as also the
Villages with Fairs; the Days they are kept according to the New-Stile; as well as the Cattle, Goods,
and Merchandize sold thereat; and the exact Distance from London, carefully corrected from the
latest Measurements”.
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Bentick’s supplement is the first of its kind in our study corpus, and it seems to de-
fine the way ahead for successive authors.

Finally, Anon. (1796) and Alexander (1800)-the last two authors in our study
corpus—each just mention an encyclopaedic appendix on the same topic: mytholo-
gy. On the title page of A pronouncing dictionary of the English language, the anony-
mous author speaks of a “Select Mythological Dictionary, Containing the names of
the Fabulous Deities, &c.”, whereas Alexander, the only American-native author in
our selection, reintroduces the dictionary-within-a-dictionary approach through a
mythological supplement called “Heathen Mythology: Or, a Classical Pronouncing
Dictionary”. Even though Alexander singles out the inclusion of pronouncing guide-
lines in the supplement (by means of prosodic accents), this is not a novelty at all,
as we will explain later in Subsection 3.3.2.1.

3.2 Prefatory matter: prefaces, dedications and advertisements®”

The prefatory matter of a book constitutes an essentially metadiscursive genre with
more or less conventionalised divisions and formulaic expressions (Taavitsainen
2008; Rodriguez-Alvarez and Rodriguez-Gil 2013). For the purposes here, ‘genre’ is
understood as a “category of communication act whose rules are roughly pre-agreed
within a ‘discourse community’*® of users” (Baker and Saldanha 2009: 152). In our
study corpus, nine out of the 16 selected lexicographers exploit the potential of the
prefatory material to comment on, and advocate for, the supplements of their dic-
tionaries.”

37 In our study corpus, there are nine ‘Preface [to the Public/Rea