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Some books are to be tasted, others to be

swallowed, and some few to be chewed and
digested.

Francis Bacon, ‘Of Studies’, Essaies (1597)

The Works of Francis Bacon,

ed. by Basil Montagu

(London: Pickering, 1852), 1, 167-68

And soe in the Printing Presse, at first view wee
see noe wonder in the Invention; but doe rather
wonder that fore more than 5000 yeares, none of
the greate wits in the World, neither Prophete,
nor Magician, neither good Angell nor badd,
should discover an Art of such holy use for
communication of Knowledge, Learning, & all
sorts of humane accommodations.
John Beale to unknown, n.d.
(HP 67/22/18A)
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Abstract

Nicholas Culpeper and The Book Trade: Print and the Promotion of Vernacular
Medical Knowledge, 1649-65
Jonathan Sanderson, Ph.D., March 1999

This thesis examines print culture and the medical book trade during the middle decades of
the seventeenth century. I examine a range of vernacular medical books which predate the
publication of Nicholas Culpeper’s (1616-54) translation of the London College of
Physicians’ first Pharmacopoeia (1618) in 1649. Culpeper’s English version subjected the
official medical knowledge of the professional to his caustic commentary, and launched his
programme to produce ‘the whol Moddel of Physick’ in the vernacular.

At the same time the involvement of the Fellows of the College with the book trade during
the Interregnum is explored. Examination of the Stationers’ Register reveal that Presidents
of the College were prepared to endorse English translations of scholarly books and new
works by non-Collegiate authors. Through this Register and the ‘Annals’ of the College I
show how two astute London stationers were able to gain control of the rights to the
College’s Pharmacopoeia.

The social relationships between Culpeper and his publishers are analysed, as well as the
network of agents responsible for the production and publication of Culpeper’s books and
their reception. I focus on Culpeper’s four principal works - his two translations of the
College’s Pharmacopoeia (1649 and 1653); his herbal, The English Physitian (1652); and 4
Directory for Midwives (1651). Their presentation (typography and page-layout),
dissemination, and reception are also explored.

Apparent from the early history of Culpeper’s medical books is the commercialism of the
book trade in the 1650s. Medical practitioners and writers exploited print culture to
promote their name in the medical marketplace and create a public persona. 1 discuss
Culpeper’s activities as an editor and writer, and the fluidity of these texts in response to
commercial threats from rival publishers. The development of his work through subsequent
editions counters the assumption that printing preserves and fixes a text’s meaning.

This thesis argues that historical bibliography is essential for an understanding of a book’s
reception and influence, and I show how print culture was significant to the promotion of
vernacular medicine in these years.
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Notes on the Text

To represent the character of the printed volume, I have retained their original punctuation,
capitalisation, and spelling, including the common use of i for j, and v for u. The long s,
however, has been brought into accord with modern usage. Similarly, I follow New Style

dating, with the year beginning January 1. London is the place of publication unless stated

otherwise.



Prologue

Culpepper, new in numbers, cost but thrice
The ancient volume’s unassuming price,
But told what planet o’er each herb had power,
And how to take it in the lucky hour.'
George Crabbe (1754-1832),
‘Tales of the Hall’ (1819), Book Vv, 39-42

That late deceased, and yet living English Apollo,
Mr. Culpeper.

R.T. in Alexander Massarius,

De Morbis Foemineis (1657), A2"

The ability of the printed page to transmit knowledge from a localised site of production to
a wider audience is a complex matter. In this thesis I examine the book trade, primarily in
the late 1640s and in the 1650s, through the example of the printing and publication of
Nicholas Culpeper’s popular medical books, and demonstrate the symbiotic relationship
which existed between Culpeper and his publishers. These collaborative ventures produced
a variety of books which addressed the spectrum of medical providers, including self-
medication, and promoted the Culpeper name in London’s ‘medical marketplace’.2

The processes of printing and publication not only replicate and disseminate
information but also confer authority upon a text. This means that the medium can serve as
a social mechanism through which information and ideas may be popularised.” Adrian
Johns has recently examined the relationship between the book trade and the production of
scientific knowledge during the seventeenth century. His work highlights the cultural
significance of the printed book in the development and communication of discoveries and

scientific knowledge.4 In order to appreciate the material transmission of a text it is

! George Crabbe, The Complete Poetical Works, ed. by Norma Dalrymple-Champreys and Arthur Pollard,
3 vols (Oxford: Clarendon, 1988), 11, 342.

2 On the notion of the ‘medical marketplace’ in seventeenth-century London see Lucinda M. Beier,
Sufferers and Healers: The Experience of lllness in Seventeenth-Century England (London: Routledge
and Kegan Paul, 1987), pp. 8-50; Decline, pp. 28-69.

3 Adrian Johns, ‘History, Science, and the History of the Book: The Making of Natural Philosophy in
Early Modern England’, Publishing History, 30 (1991), 5-30.

* Recently published is Johns, The Nature of the Book: Print and Knowledge in the Making (Chicago:
University of Chicago Press, 1998). Judging by its prepublication blurb this book is derived from Johns’
1992 Cambridge thesis and his published articles since 1991.



necessary to approach the book as a historical and sociological artefact. 1 accordingly
locate Culpeper’s books in terms of the communication circuit described by Robert
Darnton, which constitutes a social network of author, publisher, printer, bookseller, and
reader.’ Darnton’s work emphasises the social significance of the book. Both Elizabeth
Eisenstien and Roger Chartier have shown how the printed book could bring about a
change in the political, economic, and social outlook and expectations of a nation.® D.F.
McKenzie writes of bibliography as the study of a book’s production, dissemination, and
reception, which reveals the human presence in any text, a study which must describe the
text as a social product.” If the printed book is powerful enough, as Eisenstein
demonstrates it clearly is, to bring about social change, then we must unveil the social
mechanism which has empowered the text to bring about such a change. Tessa Watt has
shown how publishers developed strategies in response to the demands of the book buying
market in the sixteenth and early seventeenth centuries.® It is necessary, therefore, to treat
the publisher and printer as active agents in the promotion of a book and, through the
decisions they make over its physical and typographical form, how it was understood and
used. We must therefore approach the publisher as what Chartier has termed a ‘cultural
agent’. Chartier believes that it is the commercial concerns of a publisher that lead to a
book’s publication. He writes:

It is obvious that publishing strategies depend largely on the public
that at a given moment constitutes the printers’ potential clientele.
The decision to print a particular text, the choice of format, and the
production run are determined in the first place by the possible market
(or at least the more or less plausible idea the publisher has of the
market). But the circulation of printed books modifies the cultural
balance. By offering a new instrument of learning and entertainment,
by multiplying the possible uses of the written word, by encouraging
new forms of social change, printing transformed the perception and

> Robert Darnton, ‘What Is the History of Books?’, in Books and Society in History, ed. by Kenneth E.
Carpenter (New York: Bowker, 1983), 3-26. Also see John Feather, ‘Cross-Channel Currents: Historical
Bibliography and [/ histoire du livre’, The Library, 6th ser., 2 (1980), 1-15; Peter L. Shillingsburg, ‘An
Inquiry into the Social Status of Texts and Modes of Textual Criticism’, Studies in Bibliography, 42
(1989), 55-79 (p. 63).

® Elizabeth L. Eisenstein, The Printing Press as an Agent of Change: Communications and Cultural
Transformations in Early-Modern England, 2 vols (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1979);
Roger Chartier, ‘Culture as Appropriation: Popular Culture in Early Modern France’, in Understanding
Popular Culture: Europe from the Middle Ages to the Nineteenth Century, ed. by Steven L. Kaplan
(Berlin: Mouton Publishers, 1984), 229-53; Chartier, ‘Texts, Printings, Readings’, in The New Cultural
History, ed. by Lynn Hunt (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1989), 154-75; Lucien Febrve and
Henri-Jean Martin, The Coming of the Book: The Impact of Printing 1450-1800, trans. by David Gerard
(London: NLB, 1976; repr. Verso, 1990).

" D.F. McKenzie, Bibliography and the Sociology of the Texts (London: British Library, [1986]).

8 Tessa Watt, Cheap Print and Popular Piety, 1550-1640 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1991;

repr. 1994).



cultural practices of those who used its product.’
The printed book, then, is a commercial commodity produced by a system of social
relationships. Jerome McGann has proposed a social theory of editing to reflect this
method of production in which authors are ‘part of a continuing process, a changing and
sometimes even a developing history of human events and purposes’.'® This means that the
act of creativity is no longer seen as a solitary event but is a socialised and institutional
affair.

This thesis is inspired by McKenzie and others’ sociological approach to the history
of the book and the human relationships and commercial arrangements that were and still
are responsible for the publication of any printed text. [ am also interested in the physical
arrangement and appearance of the printed page and its function, because through
typography and layout (mise-en-page) authors, editors, printers, and compositors create
textual apparatuses that facilitated a reader’s understanding. Literary scholars are interested
in mise-en-page, but 1 employ Gérard Genette’s notion of a paratext to explore its
application in medical books of the early modern period. Genette provides a vocabulary
that comes closest to McKenzie’s sociological construction. The paratext is the product of
an epitext and peritext. The epitext operates outside the covers of a book and is difficult to
reconstruct during this period. The peritext, however, is ‘essentially typographical and
bibliographical in nature’ and is the result of decisions made by publishers and often their
authors.'" The question of reprints, reissues, and new editions is difficult to resolve during
the early modern period, but comparison of copies reveals interesting issues and
demonstrates how such bibliographical choices indicate the impact of a text and its
commercial popularity.'

Mary McCarl’s recent article on Culpeper’s bibliography provides an overview of
those books associated with Culpeper’s name which were published during the seventeenth

13

century. ~ McCarl’s work developed that done earlier by F.N.L. Poynter who prepared a

® Chartier, ‘Culture as Appropriation’, p. 237.

1 Jerome McGann, A Critique of Modern Textual Criticism (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1983;
repr. Charlottesville and London: University Press of Virginia, 1992), pp. 118-19. . .

"' Gérard Genette, Paratexts: Thresholds of Interpretation, trans. by Jane E. Lewin (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1997), p. 17. .

> See Thomas R. Adams and Nicolas Barker, ‘A New Model for the Study of the Book’, in A .Poter.zae of
Life, Books in Society: The Clark Lectures 1986-1987, ed. by Nicolas Barker (London: British Library,
1993), 5-43 (pp. 18, 28). .

13 Mary R. McCarl, ‘Publishing the Works of Nicholas Culpeper, Astrological Herbalist and Translator of
Latin Medical Works in Seventeenth-Century London’, Canadian Bulletin of Medical History, 13 (1996),
225-76.



preliminary survey of Culpeper’s books. The majority of new titles published after
Culpeper’s death were attempts by his publishers to exploit the brand name.'* In this study,
I explore the publishing histories of Culpeper’s four principal works to reveal the methods
of their production, presentation (typography), dissemination, and reception. Over a period
of sixteen years, his two translations of the London College of Physicians’ Pharmacopoeia
(1649 and 1653), his herbal (1652), and 4 Directory for Midwives (1651), were published
by Peter Cole in at least twenty editions and all were pirated. Culpeper’s first translation
launched an attack on the College’s medical monopoly, a continuing theme throughout all
his books. Not only did he seek to educate and inform but his political rhetoric also
contributed to the wider debate in the late 1640s and 1650s on notions of individual
freedom and the power of government.

Culpeper’s books were part of a programme to publish ‘the whol Moddel of
Physick’ in the vernacular.” In his introductory essay to The Popularization of Medicine,
1650-1850 (1992), Roy Porter lists the four elements necessary for medical popularisation:
a body of authorised regular medicine, writers willing to spread this medical knowledge, a
medium of diffusion, and a literate audience.'® The development of a medium of diffusion
does not simply depend on the deployment of print but also requires the expansion of
printing and the book trade, and the growth in a literate audience dependent on increased
schooling and standardised education.'” 1 accordingly examine the various forms
vernacular medical literature took during the late sixteenth and early seventeenth centuries,
the authors and their motives, and the uses and audiences for which such books were
intended. Throughout, the term ‘medical’ and ‘physick’ are used to describe books

8 This includes

‘concerned with the restoration, alleviation and prevention of disease’.'
theory and the receipt books of the medical professionals in Latin, and the increasing
amount of vernacular medical literature. The vernacular market consisted of translations
and compilations of professional literature, medical receipt books, herbals and ‘books of

) . . . 19
secrets’ which often included medical advice.

4 FN.L. Poynter, ‘Nicholas Culpeper and his Books’, Journal of the History of Medicine, 17 (1962),

152-167.

15 PD (1650), B2".

16 Roy Porter, ‘Introduction’, in The Popularization of Medicine, 1650-1850, ed. by Roy Porter (London:
Routledge, 1992), 1-16 (p. 3).

7 Ibid., p. 4.

18
OED, IX. _
19 From his examination of Thomas Symcotts’s case-books and notes, F.N.L. Poynter and W.J. Bishop

conclude that the physician did not consult popular medical books but recognised medical authorities.
This could suggest the works by Borde, Elyot, Barrough, and Langham (examined below) were read by a



In his discussion of ‘print culture’ William Eamon notes that the appearance of
printing did not erase the boundaries between learned and popular cultures, rather it
‘permanently altered the distribution of cultural materials in society and facilitated
exchanges of information between groups formerly kept apart by social and cultural
boundaries’.** He suggests that only with the appearance of ‘professional translators, the
growth of printing houses specializing in vernacular literature, and the explosion of
vernacular publication, [did] the old distinction, Latin/lettered versus vernacular/unlettered,
began to break down’.*' In the sphere of medical practice the division between the
university educated physician and medical practitioners, such as midwives and lay-healers,
is representative of this two-tiered model. In this specific field, the development of the
vernacular book market constituted a movement towards the democratisation of learned
medical knowledge. But, with this the tacit knowledge of the practitioners, who had
traditionally learnt their art through observation and practical experience, was subjected to
the technical vocabulary and educated learning of the professional physician.

Following a lull in output of medical books during the 1640s, the 1650s witnessed a
rapid increase in the amount of new vernacular literature published. Historians, including
Christopher Hill, Charles Webster, and Harold Cook, identify the breakdown in censorship
and medical licensing in the 1640s as the cause of this expansion. However, in this study I
argue that their explanation is too simplistic because it fails to appreciate the complexity of
the book trade.”> Also apparent from the early history of Culpeper’s medical books is the
commercialism of the book trade in the 1650s. Peter Cole developed a series of vernacular
medical titles which he published and advertised using Culpeper’s name. In William

London’s Catalogue of the Most Vendible Books in England (1657), for example, ten per

lay audience (4 Seventeenth Century Doctor and His Patients: John Symcotts, 1592?-1662, Publications
of the Bedfordshire Historical Record Society, No. 31 (Streatley, Beds.: By the Society, 1951), pp. xix-
XXi).

20 \%’illiam Eamon, Science and the Secrets of Nature: Books of Secrets in Medieval and Early Modern
Culture (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1994), p. 94.

21 Ibid., p. 95. - .
22 Christopher Hill believes ‘the collapse of the censorship in the forties is ... the most important event in
the history of seventeenth-century English literature’ (Writing and Revolution in 17th Century England
(Brighton: Harvester Press, 1985), p. 75). But as Sheila Lambert and, more recently, Joad ngmond have
argued historians have previously overestimated the impact of a supposedly ‘free’ press during the 1640s
(Lambert, ‘The Printers and the Government, 1604-1637’, in Aspects of Printing From 1600, ed. by
Robin Myers and Michael Harris (Oxford: Oxford Polytechnic Press, 1987), 1-29; Lambert, ‘StaFe
Control of the Press in Theory and Practice: The Role of the Stationers’ Company before 1649’, in
Censorship & the Control of Print in England and France 1600-1910, ed. by Robin Myers ax.ld Michael
Harris (Winchester: St. Paul’s Bibliographies, 1992), 1-32; and Raymond, The Invention of the
Newspaper: English Newspapers 1641-1649 (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1996), pp. 81-86).



cent of the books on physick and surgery are associated with Culpeper’s name. Cole and
others like him were opportunists, and it was this commercialism which drove publishers to
promote and sell vernacular medical books. This study, therefore, challenges the
conventional view of the depressed state of the book trade during the 1650s.” In the
medical book market, at least, the political turmoil was an opportunity for publishers to
promote their authors and books. By placing emphasis on the publishers, their publishing
programmes, and the printing history of the period, I offer an interpretation of this medical
literature as a product of publishers’ marketing strategies and of commercial competition
within the book trade. That is, through a bibliographical approach to the medical
marketplace I reveal the ‘profound issues’ that Porter believes medical popularisation raises
‘about the historical relations of medicine and the medical profession to the wider
society’.?!

In the first chapter I trace the development of the medical vernacular book market
during the sixteenth and first half of the seventeenth centuries. Following a period of
expansion in the 1580s, the first half of the seventeenth century was a period of stagnation
with few new titles published as a result of the monopolies of the College of Physicians and
the Society of Apothecaries over diagnosis, medical prescription, preparation, and
dispensation. In a brief biography of Culpeper, I give an account based upon the only
contemporary account of his life published in 1659, supported by archival evidence form
the Society of Apothecaries’ records, to demonstrate its authenticity. I argue that Culpeper
began to work as a medical translator earlier than Mary McCarl or Olav Thulesius realise,
and suggest that his ideological beliefs align him with London’s political radicals.

Culpeper’s publishing programme in the 1650s formed part of a wider debate over
the ownership of knowledge and the rights to profit from its application. Similarly, the
work of Samuel Hartlib and his circle of correspondents to promote agricultural
improvement during this period is also suggestive of political idealism. In Chapter Two |
discuss the ambiguous relationship between this idealism and the commercialism of the
book trade. The involvement of Fellows of the College of Physicians with London’s
stationers is discussed here for the first time. Their presence at Stationers’ Hall during the
period from 1649 to 1654, when English medical books were registered, was a response to

Culpeper’s English translation of their Pharmacopoeia. As 1 show, two astute London

23 Cf. John Feather, A History of British Publishing (London: Croom Helm, 1988; repr. Routledge, 1991),

p. 49.
% porter, ‘Introduction’, p. 10.



publishers had gained control of the College’s official text, which left Fellows powerless to
prevent Cole and Culpeper profiting from an English version. Rather than attacking
vernacular medicine, it appears that a small group of Fellows were prepared to license
books as a way of making money as well as an attempt to monitor the vernacular trade.

Mary McCarl rightly argues that Culpeper’s ‘public image was exploited by
[London’s] booksellers’.?> But during his lifetime Culpeper was responsible for the
distribution of his texts between his publishers, Peter Cole and Nathaniel Brook. In the
medical marketplace of seventeenth-century London both publisher and author sought to
exploit the medium of print. The symbiotic relationship that existed between Culpeper and
his publishers, Peter Cole and Nathaniel Brook, demonstrates the interdependence of the
vernacular medical printing trade and the authors/translators who prepared the texts they
published.

In Chapter Three, I trace the early history of Culpeper’s two translations and his
herbal, The English Physitian (1652), which demonstrates Culpeper’s activities as an editor
and writer, along with the fluidity of these texts in response to commercial threats from
rival publishers. I show that Culpeper and his publisher developed a market for vernacular
medicine from which both could profit. McCarl’s review traces the publishing history of
Culpeper’s books up to 1700, but the suicide of Cole in 1665 offers an acceptable cut-
off date for the present study. I focus on the alterations made by Culpeper and Cole to
each subsequent edition of these books to demonstrate how such changes, in the words
of Chartier, ‘introduce[d] new meanings and new cases into a work by modification of text

*26 That is, printing does not necessarily standardise a work: examination of

or layout
multiple editions reveal that substantial changes were made from one edition to another and
demonstrate that the notion of typographical fixity did not exist in the early modern period.
Culpeper’s A Directory for Midwives (1651) was written as ‘a guide for women’,
and is a practical guide to pregnancy, childbearing and afterbirth. Significantly, unlike
earlier manuals, Culpeper omitted all descriptions of actual delivery. In Chapter Four, I
examine the publishing history of Culpeper’s manual within the context of the control, or
otherwise, of the midwives’ profession during the Interregnum. In contrast to Culpeper’s

other books, A4 Directory for Midwives respected the monopoly of the midwife in the art of

delivery, and sought to stave off the intrusion of the male practitioner into the traditionally

25
McCarl, p. 253. o
26 Chartier r:Introduction’, in The Culture of Print: Power and the Uses of Print in Early Modern France,

ed. by Chartier, trans. by Lydia G. Cochrane (Cambridge: Polity Press, 1989), 1-10 (p. 4).



exclusively female birthing-room.

The use of typography is fundamental to a book’s reception. In Chapter Five, |
trace the development of typographical innovations in medical receipt books published
during the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries. Using the notion of Genette’s peritext [
examine the use made in these books of typography, page-layout, indices, and marginalia.
Turning to the manuscript tradition, signs of mutual influence between the two media are
apparent. However, the function of layout and presentation differs: whereas in print this
could establish textual authority, in manuscripts it reflects a context of use for the medical
advice recorded.

In this thesis, I demonstrate the importance of historical bibliography to our
understanding of the social history of medicine in early modern England and the
significance of the book trade in the creation of the medical marketplace.”’ Culpeper
wanted to produce the books ‘of learned, advised, methodical, and useful Authors in our
Language’.28 Rather than addressing a limited audience, Culpeper’s books attempted to
inform a wide spectrum of providers of medical care. Culpeper exploited the typographical
layout of his books to offer critical analysis and reinterpretation of the College’s
Pharmacopoeia, and his books offered even the lay reader easily accessible medical
knowledge. At the same time, the frontispiece portraits of Culpeper, the title pages, and his
attacks on the College, established his name as a valuable commodity in the medical

marketplace.

27 A dams and Barker, ‘A New Model for the Study of the Book’. o
28 W R., ‘The Preface’, in Culpeper 's School of Physick (1659), A5"-B2 (A6Y).



1. Scholarly Secrets and Vernacular Medicines:

Culpeper’s Predecessors and his Biography

This newe lewell wyll make the blynde to see,
and the lame to walke. This new Jewell will
make the weake to become strong, and the olde
crooked age appeare yong and lustye. This newe
lewell will make the foule seeme beautifull, and
the withered faces shewe smoothe and fayre, yea,
it will heale all infirmities, and cure all paynes in
the whole bodie of man.
George Baker, in Conrad Gesner,
The Newe Jewell of Health (1576), A2

How longe wold they haue the people ignoraunt:
why grutche [grudge] they phisik to come forth in
Englysshe: woulde they haue no man to knowe
but onely they? Or what make they them selues:
Marchauntes of our lyues and deathes, that we
shulde bye our health only of them, and at theyr

pryces.
Thomas Phayer, in Jean Goeurot,

The Regiment of Life (1544), A3"

At the turn of the seventeenth century, the London medical profession was organised in a
hierarchical system of authority with the Fellows of the College of Physicians standing at its
pinnacle. The College had been incorporated in 1518 and two Acts of Parliament in 1540
and 1553 had granted it the powers through which it controlled the practice of medicine in
England and especially London in the sixteenth and early seventeenth centuries.'
‘Professional’ medicine consisted of the Fellows of the College, the apothecaries and
surgeons licensed by the College. In contrast, midwives, although licensed by the local
ecclesiastical courts, were representative of a wide body of medical practitioners, such as
healers and gentlewomen, who provided local advice and medicines for their immediate

communities.

Charles Webster and Margaret Pelling have shown that by 1600 there was roughly

''32 Henry VIII c. 40-41; 1 Mary, St. 2 c. 9 (The Statutes of thg Realm, ed. by John Raithby, 10 vols
(London: [n.p.], 1810-24), 111, 793-96; 1v, 207-08). On the early history of the.College see Clark, pp. 54-
88. For a contrasting story of the development of professional medicine in Scotlaqd see Helen M
Dingwall, Physicians, Surgeons and Apothecaries: Medicine in Seventeenth-Century Edinburgh, Scottish
Historical Review, Monographs Series No. 1 (East Lothian: Tuckwell Press, 1995).
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one medical professional or practitioner for every four hundred people living in London.?
They reach this figure by counting the fifty physicians who were licensed by the College, or
were members, from 1580 to 1600, the hundred surgeons in the Barber-Surgeons’
Company, and the hundred apothecaries in the Grocers’ Company before the incorporation
of the Society of Apothecaries in 1617.2 They allow for a further two hundred and fifty
practitioners outside the College, Barber-Surgeons’, and Grocers’ Companies, and a further
one hundred and forty miscellaneous practitioners operating in London, mostly unlicensed.
This total of five hundred, serving a population of 200,000 in 1600, does not include
midwives and nurses, and indicates that the population of London was not short of medical
advice.* During the 1630s the number of apothecaries licensed by their Society was about
one hundred and fifty, while the number of Fellows was limited to thirty during the first
half of the seventeenth century.” From 1640 to 1660, Charles Webster suggests that there
were just over forty Fellows, Candidates and Licentiates in the College: approximately one
for every ten thousand of London’s population.® However, the Fellows of the College were
not typical of English physicians. To become a Fellow a physician needed to have passed
the required medical examinations, possess a medical doctorate from either Oxford or
Cambridge, and to have had four years’ experience of medical practice.” To receive a
licence a physician had to be university trained, and they generally restricted their practices
to cities where the wealthy clients who could afford their fees lived. This meant that
alternative practitioners emerged to provide care for the poor and rural communities.
Traditionally charitable medicine had been available in the monasteries, but their
dissolution from 1536 to 1547 in the reigns of Henry VII and Edward VI removed this

source of authoritative medical advice.® This may have been why Parliament passed what

? Margaret Pelling and Charles Webster, ‘Medical Practitioners’, in Health, Medicine and Mortality in.the
Sixteenth Century, ed. by Webster (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1979), 165-236; Pelling,
‘Occupational Diversity: Barbersurgeons and the Trades of Norwich, 1550-1640°, Bulletin of the History
of Medicine, 56 (1982), 484-511; Pelling, ‘Medical Practice in Early Modern England: Trade or
Profession?’, in The Professions in Early Modern England, ed. by Wilfrid Prest (London: Croom Helm,
1987), 90-128.

3 On the Apothecaries’ and Surgeons’ Companies see Jessie Dobson and Robert M. Walker, Earbers and
Barber-Surgeons of London: A History of the Barbers’ and Barber-Surgeons’ Companies (Oxford:
Blackwell Scientific Publications, 1979); Underwood. N '

4 On female surgeons and medical practitioners see Sara Mendelson and Patricia Crawford, Women in
Early Modern England 1520-1720 (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1998), pp- 314-21. ' ’
5 William J. Birken, ‘The Fellows of the Royal College of Physicians, 1603-1643: A Social Study

(doctoral thesis, University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, 1977; abstract in Dissertation Abstracts

International, 38A (1978), 6869-A), p. 3.

$ GI, p. 252.
7 Birken, ‘The Fellows of the Royal College’, pp. 5-7. |
8 Gee J.C. Dickinson, An Ecclesiastical History of England: The Later Middle Ages, from the Norman
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is now known as the ‘Quacks’ Act’ of 1543 which allowed ‘every person being the King’s
subject, having knowledge and experience of the nature of herbs, roots and waters or of the
operation of the same ... to practise, use and minister in and to any outward sore ..., wound,
apostemations, outward swelling or disease, any herb or herbs, ointments, baths, poultices
and plasters, according to their cunning, experience and knowledge’.” As this Act
demonstrates, though the general population, poor and living outside London, had little
means of resort to any licensed and professional physicians, medical practitioners were
allowed to work legally throughout English society.'” In Sufferers and Healers (1987),
Lucinda Beier identifies three groups to whom the general population had recourse when
they were ill or injured. Firstly, there were the licensed professionals and practitioners
made up of the physicians, apothecaries, surgeons and midwives; secondly, the unlicensed
healers consisting of all manner of cunning-folk; and thirdly, the housewives and
gentlewomen who ‘were expected to be able to keep herb gardens, compound remedies,
and treat the illnesses and injuries of their families and neighbours’.!!

With the emergence of a legally recognised group of practitioners there was a rapid
increase in the amount of vernacular medical literature published.'”” Paul Slack identifies
153 medical titles published before 1605 which ran through 392 editions which, with an
estimated edition size of a thousand copies, means that approximately 400,000 copies of
medical vernacular books were printed before 1605."”° The gradual growth in medical
publishing increased from the 1520s to 1605 from ‘an average of one or two editions a year

to an average of four or five’.'* This literature addressed the varieties of medical

Conquest to the Eve of the Reformation (London: Black, 1979), pp. 363-67; A.G. Dickens, The English
Reformation, 2nd edn (London: BT Batsford, 1989), pp. 167-91. On the tradition of medical provision by
monasteries see Nancy G. Siraisi, Medieval & Early Renaissance Medicine: An Introduction to
Knowledge and Practice (Chicago and London: University of Chicago Press, 1990), pp. 38-39, 115-18.

® 34 and 35 Henry VIII c. 8 (Statutes of the Realm, 111, 906).

1 Birken, ‘The Social Problem of the English Physician in the English Civil War’, Medical History, 31
(1987), 201-16.

' 1 ucinda M. Beier, Sufferers and Healers: The Experience of lllness in Seventeenth-Century England
(London: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1987), p. 29. ‘

12 Faye Marie Getz has studied medieval medical manuscripts that reveal an upsurge in the amount of
practical advice available in English from 1375, which was accelerated by the printing-press (‘.Charlty,
Translation, and the Language of Medical Learning in Medieval England’, Bulletir? of the Hztvtory of
Medicine, 64 (1990), 1-17). Also see Audrey Eccles, ‘The Reading Public, The M§d1ca1 P'roffzssmn, and
the use of English for Medical Books in the 16th and 17th Centuries’, Ne.uphilo'logzschg Mitteilungen, 7’5
(1974), 143-56; K.F. Russell, ‘A Check List of Medical Books Published in English before 1600°,
Bulletin of the History of Medicine, 21 (1947), 922-58. .

13 paul Slack, ‘Mirrors of Health and Treasures of Poor Men: the Uses of the Vernacular Medical
Literature of Tudor England’, in Health, Medicine and Mortality in the Sixteenth Century, ed. by

Webster, 237-73 (pp. 238-39).
1% Ibid., p. 240.
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practitioners, but also the lay reader interested in either self-medication or the provision of
care for their immediate community. Harold Cook offers another explanation indicative of
the economy of the book trade and the commercial milieu within which these medical
practitioners worked. For their authors these books often served as a way of gaining
‘increased medical legitimacy in the eye of the populace’."* The employment of the printed
book as a vehicle for self-advertisement is a reoccurring theme throughout this thesis,
although I argue that the publisher, in addition to the author, also benefited commercially
from the publication of popular medical books.

The Latin language was exploited by educated physicians, in Andrew Wear’s
words, ‘to protect their trade’.'® Tt was the language for international communication and
was limited to the classically educated.”” However, the seventeenth century saw a steady
increase in the total number of vernacular titles published in England, with significant
increases during the political crises of the 1640s and 1680s. In contrast, the numbers of
Latin books did not follow this pattern and remained at about fifty editions per year. In
spite of this trend, Latin and continental books were dominant in those libraries kept by
professional males and of which we have extant records.'® Thomas Knyvett’s (1539-1618)
library was largely collected during the sixteenth century when the Latin language
dominated scholarly publishing and amounts to seventy-five per cent of titles.'” In the
library of John Webster (1611-82), Latin accounted for sixty per cent of his books, with
only a quarter of titles in English.*® However, despite being a doctor, the majority of
Webster’s books were on theology with only fifteen per cent on medicine. In John Locke’s
(1632-1704) library the division was fairly even between English (just over forty per cent)
and those in Latin (thirty-seven per cent).”’ In the 1650s, despite an increased productivity

in London’s book trade, Latin and continental books were still dominant for the scholarly

13 Decline, p. 45. . o
16 Andrew Wear, ‘The Popularization of Medicine in Early Modern England’, in The Popularization of

Medicine, 1650-1850, ed. by Roy Porter (London: Routledge, 1992), 17-41 (p. 23). . '

17 Clark, p. 167; Keith Thomas, ‘The Meaning of Literacy in Early Modern England’, in The Written

Word: Literacy in Transition, ed. by Gerd Baumann, (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1986), 97-131 (p.. 1.01).

¥ Eric Sangwine, ‘The Private Libraries of Tudor Doctors’, Journal of the Hi;tory of Medicine, 3’3

(1978), 167-84; Christine Cerdeira, ‘Early Modern English Wills, Book Ownership, and Book Culture’,

Canadian Bulletin of Medical History, 12 (1995), 427-39. .

9 D.J. McKitterick, The Library of Sir Thomas Knyvett of Ashwellthorpe, c¢. 1539-1618 (Cambridge:
i University Library, 1978), p. 26.

Zcoal?;lt)er;dgﬁner, The zyibraryaro}}Dr Jo)hrlz) Webster: The Making of a Sevente(‘en_th—Century Radical, Medical

History Supplement, 6 (London: Wellcome Institute for the History of Medicine, 1986), p. 19

21 John Harrison and Peter Laslett, The Library of John Locke, 2nd edn (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1971).

p. 19.
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reader. The spectrum of vernacular medical literature, however, addressed the surgeon,
midwife and apothecary, as well as a general and female readership.

The notion of ‘popularity’ is difficult to assess during the early modern period. The
description, ‘a popular book’, actually implies several distinct functions,?? Firstly, it may
mean that its subject matter is a simplified version of a professional text.” This watering-
down of detail into a version understandable and applicable to a general reader requires that
we first know the reading audience. While it is true that the composition of the reading
public during this period is not fully understood, the introductory matter to these books
makes it clear for whom the author was writing. In the case of Culpeper’s books and other
translations of Latin theory books, it is apparent that their translators hoped to ‘popularise’
the abridged information. In another sense, "popular’ implies proliferation of ideas through
a lay audience. The clearest measure of this is the number of editions and the physical
format of a book. These two accounts of ‘popular’ — simplification and proliferation —
mean that a book could be an abridged translation that did not sell well: a vernacular text on
its own does not indicate popularity. For example, in the 1630s new vernacular surgical
textbooks were published explicitly marketed towards young surgeons.

Slack measures popularity by number of editions and reveals that books published
in a small format were, not surprisingly, the most popular. While I shall utilise Slack’s
quantitative measure of popularity to gauge the influence of vernacular medicine, this
definition only indicates the commercial success of a book and does not suggest audience
identity.** Information on the possible readers for whom an author was writing can be
found in introductory prefaces, while the physical format and size of a book are
bibliographical indicators to its cost and the apparent wealth of its purchasers. The

bibliographical factors, which imply popularity, are also indicative of a book-buying

? See Roger Chartier, ‘Introduction’, in The Culture of Print: Power and the Uses of Print in Early
Modern France, ed. by Roger Chartier and trans. by Lydia G. Cochrane (Cambridge: Polity Press, 1989),
1-10; Frangoise Loux, ‘Folk Medicine’, in Companion Encyclopedia of the History of Medicine, ed. by
W.F. Bynum and Roy Porter, 2 vols (London: Routledge, 1993), 1, 661-75. . o n
2 Stephen Hilgartner argues that the notion that popularisation is a process of ‘appropnate. sunpllﬁcat{on

is an oversimplification. The border between genuine scientific knowledge' and its popularised
representations is not distinct because such knowledge is presented in' many different contez(ts. 'So
knowledge in one context may be a form of ‘popularised knowledge’ whilst in e_mother may be ‘genuine
knowledge’. For Hilgartner the use of the term ‘popularisation’ is therefore flexible and dependent upon
the context of communication (‘The Dominant View of Popularization: Conceptual Problems, Political
Uses’, Social Studies of Science, 20 (1990), 519-39). ’ .

24 In her study of eighteenth-century medical texts, Mary Fissell argues that the context of a book’s use is
essential to understanding its popularity and therefore she focuses upon the reader and the p{ogess of
reading (‘Readers, Texts, and Contexts: Vernacular Medical Works in Early Modern England’, in The

Popularization of Medicine, ed. by Porter, 72-96).
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audience. David Cressy’s study of signatures suggests that male literacy was about thirty
per cent nationally, rising to between seventy and eighty per cent in London; for women he
estimates a figure of ten per cent nationally, and fifteen to twenty per cent in London.*
These figures surely underestimate the true level of literacy during the early modern period
since reading was taught before writing.**  For example, Margaret Spufford has found
evidence of women in the 1690s who taught reading although unable to write themselves.?’
During the seventeenth century the opportunity of receiving at least some basic schooling
increased with the setting up of schools.?® The increase in the number of books published
that specifically addressed a lay-audience and female readership suggest that levels of
literacy, at least in London, were far higher than the figures calculated by Cressy.” Cressy
also ignores the preliminaries which often introduced books printed during this period, even
though this often included explanations of why a book was written and also suggest its
author’s intended audience. In the following two sections, I exploit this material to reveal
the political contention that surrounded the medical book trade during the first half of the

30
century.

Vernacular Medicine in the Sixteenth Century
The incorporation of the College of Physicians in 1518, the Charter issued to the Company
of Barber-Surgeons by Henry VIII in 1540, and the ‘Quacks’ Act’ of 1543 had a profound

* David Cressy, Literacy and the Social Order: Reading and Writing in Tudor and Stuart England
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1980), p. 2. Lawrence Stone treats ‘literacy’ as the ability to
sign one’s name (‘Literacy and Education in England 1640-1900°, Past and Present, 42 (1969), 69-139).
Also see the series of essays in Literacy and Social Development in the West: A Reader, ed. by Harvey J.
Graff (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1981).

%6 Tessa Watt, ‘Publisher, Pedlar, Pot-poet: The Changing Character of the Broadside Trade, 1550-1640°,
in Spreading the Word: The Distribution Networks of Print 1550-1850, ed. by Robin Myers and Michael
Harris (Winchester: St Paul’s Bibliographies, 1990), 61-81 (p. 63).

*7 Margaret Spufford, ‘First Steps in Literacy: The Reading and Writing Experiences of the Humblest
Seventeenth-Century Spiritual Autobiographers’, Social History, 4 (1979), 407-35.

% See H.S. Bennett, English Books & Readers 1603 to 1640: Being a Study in the History of the Book
Trade in the Reigns of James I and Charles I (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1970), pp. 78-86;
Richard L. Greaves, The Puritan Revolution and Educational Thought: Background for Reform (New
Brunswick, N.J.: Rutgers University Press, 1969); Lawrence Stone, ‘The Educational Revolution in
England, 1560-1640°, Past and Present, 28 (1964), 41-80; Joan Simon, Education and Society in Tydor
England (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1966). David Cressy argues that 'edt.lcatlonal
opportunity may not have been as freely available as Stone suggests (‘Educational Opportunity in Tudor
and Stuart England’, History of Education Quarterly, 16 (1976), 301-20). .
2 Both Spufford and Watt have recently shown that the proliferation of chap books and chegp prmt
indicate high levels of literacy amongst the population (Spufford, Small Books and Pleasant Histories.
Popular Fiction and its Readership in Seventeenth-Century England, (London: Methqen, 19_81; repr.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1989); Watt, Cheap Print and Popular Piety, 1550-1640
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1991; repr. 1994). o

3% This procedure is followed by Bennett in English Books and Readers 1603 to 1640 (see pp. Xiii-xiv).
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effect upon London’s medical marketplace. The competition between professional and
non-professional practitioners for patients promoted the development and subsequent
exploitation of the vernacular medical book trade within this commercial milieu.' Andrew
Borde’s The Breviary of Health was first published in 1547, and was written so that ‘euery
man should esteeme, repute, and regard the excellent facultie’ of the physician.* Despite
having travelled across Europe to learn the physicians’ art, Borde (c. 1490-1549) was never
a member of the London College of Physicians.> Nevertheless, he warned the reader to
‘beware of blind phisitions and chirurgions the which be ignorant and ... of vacabounds ...
for by such persons many sicke men haue beene deceiued’>* Borde intended to regulate
the relationship between the physician and his patient, and criticised the ‘fooles & incipient
persons’ who ‘doth thinke themselues wise ... will enterprise and to meddle to minister
medicines’ having gained insufficient knowledge of the art ‘by a blind booke’.* Despite
being in English, his book strengthened the claims for professionalism made by the College
of Physicians in response to the ‘Quacks’ Act’, because although he promoted self-
diagnosis the patient was always directed to the trained physician for treatment.

In contrast to the physician’s art of diagnosis and prescription, that of the surgeon
was mechanical. Moves to raise professional standards followed the incorporation of their
Company, and a number of surgical textbooks and manuals, translated from continental
sources by members of the Company, were published in increasing numbers.*® From 1556
it was required that a candidate for a surgeon’s licence should be able to read and write
Latin but this was repealed the following year when it must have been seen as an unrealistic
requirement.37 Women also worked as surgeons but were prevented from entering the

medical hierarchy.38 The husband of Elizabeth Walker (1623-90) wrote after her death of

3! Bennett, English Books and Readers 1603 to 1640, pp. 67-77; Antonia McLean, Humanisn? and the
Rise of Science in Tudor England (.ondon: Heinemann, 1972), p. 197. Julia G. Bell finds ev1dencc? of
peak periods of production of translations from the first edition of STC in 1579 and 1590 (‘A Numerical
Survey of Elizabethan Translations’, The Library, 5th ser., 12 (1967), 104-27).

32 Andrew Borde, The Breviary of Health, 1st pub. 1547 (1598), A2".

> DNB.

34 Borde, Breviary of Health, A6".

* Ibid., A2".

36 See F. David Hoeniger, Medicine and Shakespeare in the English Renaissance (London and ToronFo:
Associated University Press, 1992), pp. 35-51; Christopher Hill, Intellectual Origins of the English
Revolution Revisited (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1997), pp. 68-69.

37 Doreen Evenden-Nagy, ‘Gender Differences in the Licensing and Practice of Female and Male
Surgeons in Early Modern England’, Medical History, 42 (1998), 194-216 (pp. 198-99). ' .

38 Ibid., p.201. On female surgeons, see W. Harrison, in Holinshed’s Chronicles (1577), pn.r.lted in Early
English Meals and Manners, ed. by Frederick J. Furnevell (London: Kegan Paul, Trel?ch, Trgbner, .1868),
Early English Text Society, Original Series, 32, p. xc; Thomas Vicary, The Surgzo-n.'s Directorie For
Young Practitioners (1651), A3"; AL. Wyman, ‘The Surgeoness: The Female Practitioner of Surgery
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her ‘competent good measure of knowledge both in Physick and Chyrurgery’. She had
been helped by her brother-in-law, ‘a very able Doctor of the London College’, and had
also studied English books, including Culpeper’s.”

The proliferation of vernacular textbooks in the late sixteenth century confirms that
most surgeons could not read Latin.*® Thomas Vicary (d. 1561) was a leading surgeon
during the reigns of Henry VIII and Edward VI, and his surgical manual, The Englishmans
Treasure, was published in 1586 after several surgeons at Saint Bartholomews’ Hospital
revised his manuscript. In their dedication the editors apologised for lacking the ‘profound
knowledge, and sugred eloquence of the Latine and Greeke tongues’.*! Thomas Gale
(1507-87) succeeded Vicary as Master of the Company, and his Certaine Workes of
Chirurgerie (1563) specifically addressed young surgeons and apprentices.* Likewise, the
surgeons John Banister (1540-1610) and William Clowes (c.1540-1604) produced manuals
“for all godly Chirurgians within this realme’.* George Baker (1540-1600) was elected
Master of the Company in 1597, and in 1576 defended his translation of Conrad Gesner
from ‘some more curious than wyse’ who ‘esteem of nothing but that which is most rare, or
in harde and unknowne languages’.** He continued:

Certainly these kynde of people cannot abyde that good and laudable
Artes shoulde be common to many, fearing that their name and
practise should decay, or at the least should diminishe.*’

That surgery was a trade is reflected by its conjunction with the barbers at this time.
Accordingly, the College had no reason to stem the flow of manuals, especially as the

medical receipts published were in Latin and respected its monopoly of diagnosis and

1400-1800°, Medical History, 28 (1984), 22-41; Mendelson and Crawford, Women in Early Modern
England, p. 318.

3% [ Anthony Walker], The Holy Life of Mrs. Elizabeth Walker (1690), pp. 177-78, quoted by Wyman, ‘The
Surgeoness’, p. 32. '

* For example, see Thomas Gale’s defence of John Hall for his translation of Lanfranco of Milan (4 Most
Excellent and Learned Worke of Chirurgerie (1565), *2'-3"); John Read’s preface to his translation of
Francisco Arceo (4 Most Excellent and Compendious Method of Curing Woundes, 1st pub. 1565 (1588),
A4Y-292Y).

4 Wil?iale Clowes and others, ‘The Epistle Dedicatorie’, in Thomas Vicary, The Englishmans Treasure,
Ist pub. 1586 (1587), A2"-3"(A3").

*2 Thomas Gale, Certaine Workes of Chirurgerie Newily Compiled (1563), *4. ‘
43 John Banister, The Historie of Man Sucked from the Sappe of the Most Approued Anathomistes (1578).
title page. Banister also translated Johann Jacob Wecker’s 4 Compeng’ious Chyrurgerie (1585.) for the
surgeon’s benefit (see “The Translator to the Reader’, *5-7"). William Clowes defended his use of
English for A Profitable and Necessarie Booke of Observations (1596): ‘.many good men haue wrlttgn
sundry kinde of learned works in English, their naturall language, all which as I take it, haue had this
generall purpose, to benefit their countrey and countrimen’ (2E3").

# George Baker, ‘To the Reader’, in Conrad Gesner, 7) he Newe Jewell of Health, trans. by Baker (1576),
*37.4" (*3"); DNB.

“ Ibid.
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prescription.*®

More threatening was the increase in what Borde described as ‘blinde books'.
These popular medical books offered an English reader the perceived wisdom of the
professional in a direct and understandable form. This prompted John Securis (fI. 1566) to
write, ‘[i]f English books could make men cunning physicians, then pouchmakers,
threshers, ploughmen and cobblers might be Physicians as well as the best if they could
read’.’ Securis argued that the practice of the physician was based on the study of ‘logike
and universall philosophie’ obtainable only through a university education.*®

In spite of Securis’s comments, much of the lay population had insufficient
financial means to secure a physician’s advice, and the increasing numbers of popular
receipt books in some part met their needs. One of the earliest was The Treasure of Pore
Men, first published around 1526, and reaching at least thirteen editions by 1575. Sir
Thomas Elyot’s (c. 1490-1546) The Castle of Health (c. 1537) went through at least
seventeen editions by 1610, by which time it was published for the Company of
Stationers.* In later editions Elyot was forced to defend his book against the physicians’
criticisms that he was ‘not learned in Phisicke’ and that his book was guilty of ‘diuers
errours’.” Friar Thomas Moulton’s This is the Myrour or Glasse of Helthe also passed
through at least seventeen editions between 1530 and 1580. Moulton wrote, so that:

Euery man both lerned, & lewde ryche and pore may the better under
stande ... And so euery man woman, and chylde, to be their owne
phisycion in tyme of nede.’’

The translators and authors of the popular medical books were respected and educated
individuals often practising medicine outside the restrictions of the capital, who wrote to

provide appropriate cheap and available medical advice for the general populace.™

* For example, see the ‘Antidotary’ in Lanfranco, 4 Most Excellent and Learned Worke (1565), G4*-L1".
Other vernacular surgical books containing Latin receipts included: Gale, Certaine Workes of Chirurg?rie
Newily Compiled; Peter Lowe, The Whole Course of Chirurgerie (1597); Weckgr, Compendious
Chyrurgerie; Cornelius Shilander, His Chirurgerie, trans. by S. Hobbes (1596). This last books was
written as a dialogue between a doctor and surgeon on the practice and proceduresr follrowegi byr the
surgeon, the few medical receipts which are given are in Latin (B1", B2", C1-2', C3", D1, E4 ) F'l ,F3 )..
47 John Securis, A4 Detection and Querimonie of the Daily Enormities and Abuses Comitted in Physick
(1566), quoted by Beier, Sufferers and Healers, p.35. . '

4 See Harold J. Cook, ‘Good Advice and Little Medicine: The Professional Authority of Early Modern
English Physicians’, Journal of British Studies, 33 (1994), 1-31 (p. 17). .

4 In 1610 William Jaggard printed a revised edition for the Stationers’ Company. Of the known sixteen
previous editions nine were published by Thomas Berthelet and five b)‘/l Thorga:s Marshe.

50 Thomas Elyot, The Castle of Health, 1st pub. 1537 (1572), {3". }:_1‘1(111p Barrough also defended
vernacular publication in The Method of Physick, 1st pub. 1585 (1601), A7v .

5! Thomas Moulton, This is the Myrour or Glasse of Helthe ([c. 1531]), AT7". '

52 In the 1580s, translators and authors still defended their work. For example, in 1582, Peter Levens

attacked the medical profession and their use of Latin (4 Right Profitable Booke for all Diseases (1582),
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With a home-based demand, publishers began to invest in medical translations.
William Ward (1534-1609) was educated at Eton and Cambridge where he received his
M.D. in 1567, and worked as a physician and translator.>> His translations of the three parts
of De Secreti (Venice, c. 1550s), believed to be by Girolamo Ruscelli, were published in
three volumes from 1558 and were still being printed in the early seventeenth century.”
Thomas Hill worked as a compiler and translator of medical and pseudo-scientific books
and provided the English reader with effective medical information endorsed by continental
scholars.”™ His translation of a book by the Italian Leonardo Fioravanti on remedies against
the plague was published in 1579 entitled 4 Joyfull Jewell, and was seen through the press
by John Hester (d. 1593). In its scope the work of Hester can be seen as a precursor to
Nicholas Culpeper’s publishing programme in the 1650s. Hester translated a number of
books and issued broadsheet advertisements for his medical preparations. As a translator,
Hester was prolific: he published at least seven books that he had translated out of
Fioravanti, Paracelsus, and Joseph Quirsitanus amongst others, and he compiled The Pearle
of Practice, which James Fourestier revised for the press in 1594. Fourestier had bought
Hester’s personal medical receipts upon his death; this book though is more a casebook
rather than a receipt book, and the few receipts included appear in Latin. It was intended
more to advertise Forurestier’s practice ‘in the Black Friers, betweene the two tennise
courts’, than to educate the reader.”®

A further two genres of literature contain a degree of vernacular medical
information. Firstly, ‘books of secrets’ appeared with increasing frequency during the last
quarter of the sixteenth century.”” Through the new communication network created by the
book trade, information, previously disseminated orally, reached a wider audience. Among
the most popular, were John Partridge’s The Treasurie of Commodious Conceits and

Hidden Secrets (1573) and The Widdowes Treasure (1582), which contained many medical

n2"). Leonard Mascall’s defended his translation of Nicolaus Prepositus from thos.e whom t‘hougl?t
‘phisicke ought not to bee participated vnto the common sorte’ (see ‘To the Reader’, in Prepositas his
Practise (1588), €2""). See Hill, Intellectual Origins, pp. 28-29.

3 DNB. o N
3% Girolamo Ruscelli, The Secretes of the Reuernd Maister Alexis Piemont, trans. by William Ward, 3 vols

(1558-78). In his preface, Ward stressed the importance of vernacular medical books, ‘considerynge the
straunge and unknown diseases that swarme amonge us’ ((1562), *3"). .
55 Francis R. Johnson, ‘Thomas Hill: An Elizabethan Huxley’, The Huntington Library Quarterly, 7

(1943-44), 329-51. ' o
56 yJohn Hester, The Pearle of Practise, rev. by James Fourestier (1594) A1-2', B1". N
57 Gee William Eamon, ‘Arcana Disclosed: The Advent of Printing, the Books of Secrets Tradition and the

Development of Experimental Science in the Sixteenth Century’, History of Science, 22 (1984), 111-50.
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recipes for the English housewife.”® The latter Partridge prepared “at the earnest request ...
of a Gentlewoman ... for her priuate vse’, but he decided to publish it for the country’s
benefit.” By 1637 at least ten editions had been published, and in 1653 it appeared with
the title The Treasurey of Hidden Secrets. Other ‘books of secrets’, for example, Thomas
Johnson’s Cornucopiae, or Diuers Secrets (1595), contained few medical secrets, whilst
some such as Thomas Lupton’s 4 Thousand Notable Things first published in 1579,
included general medical and pseudo-medical prose receipts, along with more fanciful
advice.®

Secondly, a herbal, which is ‘a book containing the names and descriptions of
herbs, or of plants in general, with their properties and virtues; a treatise on plants’,
attracted a diverse readership and have continue to do s0.°! Jerry Stannard acknowledges
this genre as ‘one of the oldest and most celebrated ... of medical literature’, and herbal
medicine constituted an important facet of early modern medicine.®? Many housewives and
gentlewomen kept herb gardens, while some literate individuals chose to write down simple
herbal receipts in a commonplace-book.* The printed medium developed this genre

through the presentation of detailed information in an ordered and structured fashion.**

> The subtitle to The Treasurie of Commodious Conceits and Hidden Secrets (1573), was ‘The Huswiues
Closet’. The Widdowes Treasure, 1st pub. 1582 (1631), was ‘plentifully furnished with sundrie precious
and approued secrets in Physick, and Chirurgery for the health and pleasure of Man-kinde’ (title page).

> Partridge, The Widdowes Treasure, A2".

% For example, see those receipts in Thomas Lupton, 4 Thousand Notable Things of Sundrie Sortes, 1st
pub. 1579 (1660), B2', B3', C2', G2*, G6", 17"-8", Y4™".

' OED, vi. On the history of botanical literature, see Blanche Henrey, British Botanical and
Horticultural Literature Before 1800. Comprising a History and Bibliography of Botanical and
Horticultural Books Printed in England, Scotland, and Ireland from the Earliest Times until 1800:
Volume 1, The Sixteenth and Seventeenth Centuries (London: Oxford University Press, 1975); Charles E.
Raven, English Naturalists from Neckam to Ray: A Study of the Making of the Modern World
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1947); Agnes Arber, Herbals: Their Origin and Evolution, A
Chapter in the History of Botany, 1470-1670, rev. edn (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1938).
For a review of Western herbal medicine see Barbara Griggs, Green Pharmacy: The History and
Evolution of Western Herbal Medicine (Rochester, Vermont: Healing Arts Press, 1981; repr. 1991).

%2 Jerry Stannard, ‘The Herbal as a Medical Document’, Bulletin of the History of Medicine, 43 (1969),
212-20 (p. 212). Writing in 1632, George Herbert stressed the importance of he.r.t?al .and home-grown
simples to the promotion of public healthcare (4 Priest to the Temple (1652), p. cxxiii, cited by Clark, pp.
248-49).

6 Beiez, Sufferers and Healers, p. 29; Griggs, Green Pharmacy, pp. 89-94; Linda Pollock, With Faith
and Physic: The Life of a Tudor Gentlewoman, Lady Grace Mildmay, 1552-1620 (London.: poll}ns &
Brown, 1993), pp. 127-28. Jennifer Stine has highlighted the importance of herbal medicine _m .the
seventeenth century in her examination of Countess of Arundel’s manuscript_rempe bogk, wherein just
over sixty per cent of the ingredients were herbal or plant based (Jennifer K..Stme, ‘Opemng Clqsets: The
Discovery of Household Medicine in Early Modern England’ (doctoral thesis, Stanford University, 199§;
abstract in Dissertation Abstracts International, STA (1996), 2169), p. 29). Culpeper suggested certain
herbs fit to be nourished in every good Womans Garden’ (EP (Cole, 1652), U1"). N
64 Stannard, ‘Medieval Herbalism and Post-Medieval Folk Medicine’, in Folklore and Folk Medicine
(Madison, Wisconsin: American Institute of the History of Pharmacy, 1987), ed. by John Scarborough,
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Early herbals published in England were translations of continental works, and it
was not until 1551 that an original English herbal, William Turner’s (d. 1568) A New
Herball, appeared in English.> It included wood-block illustrations derived from the
octavo edition of the German botanist Leonard Fuchs’ herbal, De Historia Stirpium (Basel,
1546), and was published in three instalments.®® In his dedication to the Duke of Somerset,
Turner defended writing in English, and argued that it was necessary for those physicians
and surgeons who could not read Latin.*’ 4 New Herball, though, was an expensive series
of folio volumes. Similarly, although Henry Lyte’s (1529-1607) A Niewe Herball or
Historie of Planets (1578) originally translated from the French, was for the benefit ‘of my
Countriemen’, its physical size ensured it was prohibitively expensive.”* The apparent
altruism in these books, echoed by Culpeper nearly a century later, is belied by their
published format. In the case of his herbal, entitled The English Physitian, Peter Cole, its
publisher, successfully marketed Culpeper’s idealism in a format and price affordable to
those readers to whom he appealed.

In 1597, William Langham’s The Garden of Health explicitly linked the increase of
health with the cultivation of the garden. Langham was not concerned with describing
plants and herbs because they ‘are gotten without any great cost or labour, the most of them
being such as grow in most places, and are common amongst vs’.% On 6 June 1596, the
same day that Langham’s Garden of Health was registered, the publisher John Norton also
entered ‘for his Copie ... a booke intituled the herball sett forthe in folio and in all other
volumes with pictures and without commonly called GERARDes herball’”® John Gerard
(1545-1612) had served a seven year apprenticeship with a London barber-surgeon and
practised as such in London. He had his own garden at Holborn, and in 1577 he was

appointed superintendent of William Cecil’s gardens at the Strand, and at Theobalds,

10-20 (p. 12); L.G. Matthews, ‘Herbals and Formularies’, in The Evolution of Pharmacy in Britain, ed. by
F.N.L. Poynter (London: Pitman Medical Publishing Company, 1965), 187-213.

5 On Turner see DNB; Raven, English Naturalists, pp. 48-138; Henrey, p. 18; George T. L. Chapman,
‘William Turner of Morpeth, Northumberland’, in William Turner, A New Herball, 3 p?rts (1551, 1.562,
1568), facsimile edition, ed. by George T. L. Chapman and others, 2 vols (Cambridge: Cambridge

University Press, 1995), 1, 8-15.
% Raven, English Naturalists, p. 106.

67 r-v
Turner, A New Herball (1551), A3™". ‘ |
6 Henry Lyte, ‘To the Friendly and Indifferent Reader’, in Rembert Dodoens, A Niewe Herball or

Historie of Plantes, trans. by Henry Lyte (1578), *3", Lyte’s translation was published in a folio format of

er eight hundred pages. . . .
gngillﬁam Langham, The Garden of Health, 2nd edn (1633), €2'. See Raven, English Naturalists, pp.

45-46.
0 SR 1554-1640, 11, 85.
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Hertfordshire.”' In October 1587, the College of Physicians appointed him curator of their
physic garden.” Gerard must have continued to practice as a barber-surgeon for he went on
to became junior warden of the Barber-Surgeons’ Company and, in 1608, its Master.”?
Originally, Norton had employed Robert Priest to prepare a translation of Dodeon’s Latin
herbal, Stirpium historiepemtades pemtades sex (Antwerp, 1583), but when Priest died,
Gerard finished the work.”* He altered the arrangement from the Latin original and passed
the work off as his own. The final book, though, was once more a large and expensive
folio.”

The herbals of Gerard, Lyte, and Turner were inaccessible to a general reader
because of their expense. Publishers such as Laurence Andrew (f. 1510-37) and Richard
Banckes catered for this market, and published shorter and simpler herbals offering
practical medical advice. In 1525, Banckes published an anonymous translation of Liber de
proprietatibus rerum (Cologne, 1472) by Bartholomaeus Anglicus, entitled Here Begynneth
a Newe Mater, The Whiche Sheweth and Treateth of ye Vertues and Propytes of Herbes, the
Which is Called an Herball. Almost a century later, Gervase Markham’s The English Hus-
wife (1615) included medical receipts taken from Banckes’s herbal (discussed below, p.
160).”° Following Banckes’s herbal, Peter Treveris published The Grete Herball in 1526,
again a translation, this time from the French Le Grant Herbier (1521) originally published
at Paris.”” This included simple woodcut illustrations rather than lengthy descriptions of
the plants and was devoted exclusively to their medicinal uses. Likewise, Andrew’s
translation of Brunschwig’s (c. 1450-1512) The Vertuose Boke of the Distyllacyon of all
Maner of Waters of the Herbes (1527), included a section on herbal medicine.

In this brief section, I have outlined the various types of vernacular medical books
that began to be published during the sixteenth century. The development of the English
medical book trade was based on the existence of a readership that was literate, eager to
learn more concerning the practice of medicine, and willing to purchase books in order to

do so. With the existence of an economically viable home-based trade publishers began to

7! gee Robert H. Jeffers, The Friends of John Gerard (1545-1612) Surgeon and Botanist (Falls Village,

Connecticut;: Herb Grower Press, 1967). .
72 Clark, p. 160. The College had agreed to rent the garden from Lord Sackville on 12 July 1587.

3 See Raven, English Naturalists, pp. 204-17, DSB; DNB.

7 Jeffers, Friends of Gerard, pp. 28-67. .
75 According to the DNB article on Gerard the Barber-Surgeons’ Company paid 25s.6d. for a copy of

Gerard’s Herball in 1639.
76 Michael R. Best, ‘Medical Use of Sixteenth-Century Herbal: Gervase Markham and the Banckes

Herbal’, Bulletin of the History of Medicine, 53 (1979), 449-58.
77 Henrey, British Botanical and Horticultural Literature Before 1800, p. 15.
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register titles with the Stationers’ Company, while an increasing number of authors and

translators emerged to satisfy the demand.

Early Seventeenth-Century Vernacular Medicine:
Competition, Control and Decline
By the turn of the seventeenth century, there was an established market for instructive
medical theory and receipt books.”® And so, accordingly, an infrastructure of writers,
translators, printers, publishers, and booksellers emerged. Some in this fraternity sought
profit, others self-promotion, while a few hoped to raise the standard of practical health
care amongst the population.

Historians, for example Christopher Hill and Charles Webster, have studied the
development of science and medicine both in terms of its personnel and the institutions,
both official and unofficial, which brought about the apparent establishment of Bacon’s
Solomon’s House with the founding of the Royal Society in 1660. Hill and Webster note
the expansion in the output of medical books during the Interregnum but interpret this as
unprecedented for the book trade brought about by lapses in censorship and control of the
press.79 However, the 1650s saw a return to publishing ventures already established during
the last quarter of the preceding century. The 1650s did witness an output greater than the
sixteenth century, but this move to popularise medical knowledge was not unprecedented.
What is intriguing, then, is the lull in the output of new medical books from 1618 and
which was only fully broken by the publication of Culpeper’s translation of the College’s
Pharmacopoeia in 1649.

Around 1601 the statutes of the College were revised and maintained it as an
offence to reveal the name and use of powerful medicines.** The College protected its
monopoly and acted against Fellows who broke the rules governing their profession, along
with the empirics and mountebanks who worked outside of the legal constraints placed on

the medical trade.*' Stephen Bradwell was one licentiate who ran into trouble with the

® On the popularity of vernacular translations see Richard Foster Jones, The Triumph of the English
Language: A Survey of Opinions Concerning the Vernacular from the Introduction of Printing to the
Restoration (London: Oxford University Press, 1953), pp. 32-67.

" Hill, Intellectual Origins, pp. 15-76; Hill, Change and Continuity in Seventeenth Century England, rev.
edn (New Haven and London: Yale University Press, 1991), pp. 157-78; GI, pp. 250-323.

80 Clark, p. 180. On the fortunes of the College during this period, see Frances Dawbarn, ‘Patronage and
Power: the College of Physicians and the Jacobean Court’, British Journal for the History of Science, 31

1-19.

gll %Z?éxample, in early 1612 the College charged the almanac writers, Thomas Br.etnor .and John Keene,
with having practised unlicensed (Annals, 11, f. 10%). Entries in the Annals from this period were usually,
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College. He was the grandson of John Banister and had studied medicine at Oxford, but in
1609 and 1610 he slandered the College in a pamphlet, was found guilty of perjury, and
fined £4.% The ‘libellus’ does not appear to have survived but Clark suggests that it may
have been a broadsheet advertisement.®® Bradwell presumably hoped to promote his own
practice by exploiting the printed medium, and this marks the emergence of a trend that
increased through the century of a symbiotic relationship between the book trade and the
medical marketplace.

Fellows of the College did, infrequently, prepare English translations of medical
theory books for London’s book-sellers, but they usually defended the College’s monopoly
and attacked unlicensed empirics. In 1602, for example, Johann Oberndorfs The
Anatomyes of the True Physitian and Counterfeit Mountebank was translated by Francis
Herring (d. 1628), a fellow of the College, who dedicated his preface to Sir John Popham,
Lord Chief Justice.* Herring attacked ‘our Empericks and Impostors’ who were ‘too
ignorant either to Teach or Practice Physicke ... and too insolent, and arrogant to learne of
the Maisters of that Facultie’.** Such empirics exploited the ‘Poore Patients Purses’ and
were therefore ‘most dangerous and pernitious vnto the Weale publike’.*® In 1605 it was
reissued with a new title page that made clear the financial exploits of the empirics entitled
Beware of Pick-Purses: Or, a Caveat for Sick Folkes to Take Heede of Unlearned
Phisitions.

Like Herring’s translation, John Cotta’s (c. 1575-1650) 4 Short Discoverie of the
Unobserved dangers of Seuerall Sorts of Ignorant and Unconsiderate Practisers of Physic
in England (1612), dedicated to his friends and patients in Northamptonshire, also attacked
alternative medical practitioners. Other books written and published for a professional or
gentry reader included Petrus Valentinus’s Enchiridion Medicum in 1608, written ‘for the
benefit of young Students in Physicke, Chirurgions, and apothecaries’*’  Valentinus

included an antidotary in his book, although the receipts are printed in Latin. Likewise,

Timothy Bright’s (c. 1551-1615) 4 Treatise Wherein is Declared the Sufficience of English

although not exclusively, made in Latin. English as well as Latin typescripts exist for the first five
volumes, and I am grateful to the College for permission to quote from the English typescripts.

82 Annals, 1n, ff. 5'-6".

8 Clark, p. 201.

84
DNB.
8 F. Herring, ‘Dedication’, in Johann Obemdorf, The Anatomyes of the True Physitian and Counterfeit

Mountebanke, trans. by F. Herring] (1602), A2™-4" (A2").
% Ibid., title page, A2". |
87 petrus Valentinus, Enchiridion Medicum: Containing an Epitome of the Whole Course of Physicke

(1608), title page.
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Medicines (1615), first published in 1580, and Stephen Hobbs’ translation of a surgical
textbook entitled Margarita Chyrurgeria (1610) contained Latin receipts. In the following
decades other surgical and professional books continued to respect the monopoly of the
College over the prescription of receipts.

Alongside surgical textbooks and professional medical books, popular receipt books
continued to appear. A Closet for Ladies and Gentlewomen was a collection of household
and medical receipts first published in 1608 but still in print in 1656. The cookery,
household and medical receipts of Patrick Ruthven, Earl of Forth and Brentford (c. 1573-
1651), were printed in 1639 in The Ladies Cabinet Opened, and reprinted in 1654 and
1655. In contrast, books on regimen were popular, but presumably with an audience who
could afford the leisure and money to order their diet, exercise and rest. Regimen Sanitatis
Salerni was first published in 1528 by Thomas Berthelet and translated by Thomas Paynell.
In 1617 Philemon Holland (1552-1637) revised the text and Bernard Alsop published the
new edition.”® Likewise, Sir John Harrington’s translation of Joannes de Mediolano
Regimen Sanitatis Salerni (Paris, 1513) was published in 1607, entitled The Englishmans
Docter: Or, the Schoole of Salerne. Harrington translated the Latin verse and gave the
programme to follow in order to ensure a healthy life and avoid the many diseases that
threatened the body’s well-being.

William Lawson’s 4 New Orchard and Garden published in 1618 included the
virtues of the herbs and the procedures to grow and store them. This marked a movement
towards husbandry books aimed at the lay person, which was to flourish in the 1650s
among the associates of Samuel Hartlib.** Lawson’s book included ‘The Covntrie
Hovswifes Garden, Containing Rules for Hearbes’, in ten chapters covering the soil, site,
form, and order of gardens to successfully culture herbs.” In the ‘Husbandrie Hearbes’

Lawson only described fifty herbs because, he wrote,

I teach my Country Housewife, not skilfull Artists, and it should be an
endless labour, and would make the matter tedious to pecken up ... a
thousand ... Physicke hearbes. Let her first grow cunning in this, and
their she may in large her Garden, as her skill and ability increaseth.”’

From the early fifteenth century, ‘Kitchen Garden’ cultivation was an important source of

88 philemon Holland studied at Cambridge and Oxford, although a Scottish of foreign university may have
conferred his M.D. He appears to have settled in Coventry where he practised medicine and translated

classic texts (DNB). )
8 Qee those essays in Culture and Cultivation in Early Modern England: Writing and the Land, ed. by

Michael Leslie and Timothy Raylor (Leicester: Leicester University Press, 1992).
%0 william Lawson, A New Orchard and Garden (1618), J3'-M4".

oV 1bid., L4
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medical ingredients and herbs for a rural community, especially following the dissolution of
the monasteries.”® In the 1650s Culpeper explicitly addressed the ‘Country Housewife’, but
he also argued that the preparation of medical receipts in the kitchen could replace the need
for the expensive services of the professional physician and apothecary.”

The economies of trade ensured that competition amongst London’s medical
practitioners increased during the first two decades of the seventeenth century, and
developed the printed books as a medium for self-promotion. For example, London
Tryacle, Being the Enemie to All Infectious Diseases published in 1612 advertised the
treacle and the retail address of the apothecary William Besse. This short pamphlet also
reflects the growing discontentment between the apothecaries and physicians highlighted by
the argument between Besse and the College over his right to make and sell the treacle.*
The establishment of the Society of Apothecaries in 1617 meant that a monopoly existed
over medicinal preparations. To exercise their control over this new Society the College, as
[ show below (pp. 75-78), resurrected plans for a pharmacopoeia from thirty years earlier.
This book of simple and compound medicines marked the extent of the apothecaries’
monopoly as they could only prepare medicines listed in this pharmacopoeia. The
College’s intention was to restrict the apothecaries’ practice and to prevent them from
encroaching any further into the physicians’ art of diagnosis and prescription. In return for
their own monopoly the apothecaries promised to abide by the College’s pharmacopoeia, to
only make up prescriptions by members of the College, not to use substitute ingredients,
and not to administer medicines without the physicians’ advice.” For the apothecaries, in
return, the pharmacopoeia offered a means by which they could defend their own
monopoly; only apothecaries of the Society could prepare the medicines therein.

The College of Physicians had encouraged new proposals for the organisation of the
apothecaries because its Fellows thought that any new society would be subordinate to
them. These hopes failed. It was not possible to prevent the apothecaries from dispensing

medical advice as well as medicines and ingredients. The Society of Apothecaries received

%2 See Lynette Hunter, ‘Sisters of the Royal Society: The Circle of Katherine Jones, Lady Ranelagh’, in
Women, Science and Medicine 1500-1700: Mothers and Sisters of the Royal Society, ed. by Lynette
Hunter and Sarah Hutton (Stroud: Sutton, 1997), 178-97; Mendelsohn and Crawford, Women in Early
Modern England, p. 224. | |

% For example, on one-berry (Paris quadrifolia) Culpeper wrote, ‘[t]he Herb is not to berdescrlbed for the
premises, but is fit to be nourished in every good Womans Garden’ (EP (Cole, 1652), U1).

% I ondon Tryacle, Being the Enemie to All Infectious Diseases (16 12),' A4"-B1 V.. .

% Gee Raymond S. Roberts, ‘The London Apothecaries and Medical Practice in Tudor and Stuart

England’ (doctoral thesis, University of London, Queen Mary College, 1964), pp. 197-218.
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its charter on 6 December 1617, but it was not until 1620 that the King issued a
Proclamation announcing the separation of the apothecaries from the grocers.”® In
anticipation of the apothecaries’ independence, the College of Physicians’ new charter of
1617 gave it the power to search apothecary shops and destroy unfit medicines. Fines of £3
could be levied, followed by a prison sentence if the guilty apothecary did not pay.”” A new
oath for the freemen of the Society of Apothecaries stressed the importance of the College’s
Pharmacopoeia and their subjection to the authority of the College.”® This marked a
momentous change to the way medicine had been practised for centuries and brought legal
control based on a hierarchical ordering of power.

With the establishment of the Society of Apothecaries, the practice of herbal
medicine came under their jurisdiction and in 1629, in Paradisi in Sole, Paradisus
Terrestris, the apothecary John Parkinson (1567-1650) announced that he was preparing a
new herbal.” Parkinson was a member of the Society of Apothecaries and served as
Warden in 1620-21." This book was published by Humphry Lownes and Robert Young,

and in 1635 was reissued by Thomas Cotes.'!

Fellows of the College approved of
Parkinson’s work because Theodore de Mayerne (1573-1655) and Othowell Meverall
(1573-1655) wrote dedications.'® Following John Norton’s death in 1612 the rights to
Gerard’s Herball were assigned to his cousin Bonham Norton, and his partners, Adam Islip,
Joice Norton, and Richard Whitaker.'” The news of Parkinson’s forthcoming herbal
prompted the partners to commission Thomas Johnson (1604-44), an apothecary at Snow

Hill, to prepare a new edition of Gerard’s Herball, and on 28 November 1633 a copy of his

work was presented to the Society of Apothecaries.m4 Johnson knew the work of John

% Robert Steele, A Bibliography of Royal Proclamations of the Tudor and Stuart Sovereigns, 2 vols
(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1910), I, no. 1289. See Clark, pp. 225-26.

*7 For examples of searches and fines imposed by the College during the 1620s see Underwood, pp. 32-
35.

8 Underwood, p. 14.

% John Parkinson, Paradisi in Sole, Paradisus Terrestris (1629), 2*4". See Raven, English Naturalists,
pp. 248-73; DNB.

1% Underwood, pp. 283-84. | |
101 The editors of the STC have found some evidence that Cotes had also been involved with the early

edition. Copies of the first edition at Rothamsted Experimental Station, Harpenden, Hertfordshire, and
Harvard University Library have quire A reset and printed by Cotes. It is possible that this quire was
intended for the 1635 reissue.

102 gee dedications by Mayerne (2*5%), and Meverell (2*5Y).

153 The partnership asserted their right to the title by obtaining a letter from the King that was read before
the Court on 1 March 1634 (Court, p. 255).

104 nderwood, p. 163; Raven, English Naturalists, p. 273-97; Arber, Herbals, p. 134; Jeffers, Friends of
Gerard, p. 90. In his address ‘To the Reader’, dated ‘From my house on Snow-hill, Octob. 22. 1'633’,
Johnson outlined a history of herbals, which stressed that Gerard’s Herball was principally a tre.m.slatlon of
Dodoens’ Pemptades, with some use made of de I’Obel’s work. He went on to emphasis the original work
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Parkinson, and referred to his planned herbal, announced in Paradisi in Sole, as ‘fit for the
Presse’.'® This was certainly the case and on 3 March 1635 the publisher Richard Cotes
entered a book ‘called Theatrum Botanicum or an herball of a Large extent’ at Stationers’
Hall.'” What is unusual is the presence of Theodore de Mayerne and Matthew Lister
(1571-1656) at Stationers’ Hall. Both were Fellows of the London College and served as

physicians to the royal court.'”’

Although their presence was not required when a medical
book was registered, the fact that they attended indicates the importance of Parkinson's
book. Their attendance is an early precursor to a trend that emerged in the late 1640s
following the Printing Act of 1643, examined in the following chapter, which saw the
President and Censors of the College endorsing English medical translations. Mayerne’s
sanction suggests that Thomas and Richard Cotes were working with, if not the approval of

the College, at least the support of some of its Fellows.'®®

With the publication of a further
edition of Johnson’s revised text in 1636, the potential market for another large folio herbal
was limited and the publication of Parkinson’s work was placed on hold until 1640. The
production of a new edition of Gerard’s Herball must have placed Johnson in a difficult
position. Both Johnson and Parkinson were apothecaries. Johnson was a prominent
member of the Society of Apothecaries, whilst Parkinson had been an Assistant at the
incorporation of the Society in 1617 and served as Warden in 1620. He was apothecary to
James I, while Charles I gave him the title of ‘Botanicus Regius Primarius’. It is very likely

that Parkinson was an acquaintance of Johnson’s. As well as their association through the

Society, Johnson had worked with Thomas Cotes, Parkinson’s publisher, and produced a

by Priest, and concluded: ‘I cannot commend my Author [Gerard] for endeauouring to hide this thing from
vs’ (‘To the Reader’, in John Gerard, The Herball or Generall Historie of Plantes, rev. by Thomas
Johnson (1633), 292"-392" (3]1).

19 johnson, in Gerard, Herball, 31". Four years previously Johnson had written a dedication to
Parkinson’s Paradisi in Sole (2*6").

1% SR 1554-1640, 1v, 333.

197 1 ister was elected a Fellow on 5 June 1607 and served as a censor in 1608. He was physician to Anne,
wife of James I, and to Charles I. Mayerne was elect to the College on 25 June 1616 and served as
physician for Queen Henrietta (DNB).

108 The Cotes were the sons of a tailor from Brotherton in Yorkshire. Thomas, the eldest brother, was
apprenticed to William Jaggard on 5 December 1597 and was freed by the Corppany on 21 January 160§
(SR 1554-1640, 11, 222; m, 683). Richard was freed on 5 February 1621, and in Junf: }627 the brothers

names appear in the Stationers Register for the first time (SR /554-1640, 1, 320). William Jaggard’s son,
Isaac, succeeded his father and in 1623 printed the first folio edition of Shakespeare’s works (Dict. 1557-
1640, pp. 153-54). On or around 19 June 1627 Dorothy Jaggard, widow of Isaac, ‘[a]ssigned over ... All
the estate right title & interest which ....her late husband had’ to the Cotes for 11s5.6d. (Court, p. 194; SR
1554-1640, 1v, 182). Twenty-four titles were entered in the Register including ‘CROOKES Anatomye’ aqd
‘her parte in SHACKSPHEERE playes’. Thomas was established in his printing-house at Aldersgate Street in
the Barbican from 1620 until his death, and Richard joined his brother in 1635 at. th§ same a}ddress.
Richard was appointed official printer to the City in 1642 and continued to work until his death in 1652
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translation of the medical works of Ambroise Paré, which he published in 1634.'%

Thomas Cotes finally published Parkinson’s Theatrum Botanicum in 1640, ‘by the
Kings Majestyes especiall priviledge’.''® The rights to the title had originally been
registered by Richard Cotes, although it is the name of his brother and partner which
appeared in the imprint. Following Thomas’ death in 1642, Richard took over their
printing house at Aldersgate Street. Although he never published a further edition of
Parkinson’s Theatrum Botanicum he was aware of the profitable nature of the title, and in
his will bequeathed his son a sum of money and the rights to Parkinson’s book.'!!

At the same time that the College was facing increasing infringements by the
apothecaries upon its monopoly, it was also in dispute with the Company of Barber-
Surgeons over the borders between medicine and surgery. In 1617, the College’s new
charter allowed it to take legal action against anyone administering internal medicines who
was not licensed by the College. In 1629, it attempted to get an Order through Council that
would prevent any surgeon performing major surgery unless a member of the College was
present. The barber-surgeons objected and in 1635 the King expunged the Order. This
episode demonstrates the competition that existed between professional physicians and
surgeons, regardless of the multitude of unlicensed healers, bone-setters, and herbalists.''2

This period saw the publication of works outside the College’s control. In the
1630s new surgical textbooks were published to raise practical standards and promote the
Company in its wrangle with the College, although they also raised the public’s perception
of the surgeons’ skill. In 1630, Thomas Bonham’s The Chyrurgians Closet was
posthumously published: dedicated to Francis, Countess of Exeter, it was printed from
papers Bonham had left to his servant Edward Poeton upon his death in 1629. Bonham was
another medical author and practitioner attacked in the College’s ‘Annals’. In 1605 the
censors of the College examined him but failed to grant a licence. Unperturbed Bonham
began to practice medicine in London. The College imposed a fine and he was ordered to

stop practising. However, Bonham took no notice of the College’s summons and was

(SR 1554-1640, 111, 700, 704; Dict. 1641-1667, p. 53).
199 Raven, English Naturalists, p. 273; Ambroise Paré, The Workes of that Famous Chirurgion A. Parey,

trans. by Thomas Johnson (1634). . ,
110 yohn Parkinson, Theatrum Botanicum (1640), title page. On 2 March 1634, the Statloper s 'Court had
received a letter from the King ‘concerning one M" Parkinson an Apothecary about printing his workes’

(Court, p. 265).
I pjet 1641-1667, p. 53. Cotes’ will was proved 26 January 1652 (PRO, prob 11/220 (P.C.C. 4

Bowyer)).
112 gee Dobson and Walker, Barbers and Barber-Surgeons, pp. 54-56.
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committed to prison as a result. Once released by the King’s Bench he again took up
practice, and in the winter of 1609 the College took more action. This time Bonham was
defended by Sir Edward Coke who managed to win damages of £40 from the College.'"

John Banister was another surgeon whose work continued to be published fifty
years after its first appearance in print. In 1633, Banister’s complete works were published
in a volume comprised of all his previously published writings. Another volume of
collected works published during the 1630s was that of the French surgeon Ambrose Parg.
His Workes (1634) were translated by Thomas Johnson and originally entered in the
Stationers’ Register as early as 28 September 1629 by Robert Young and Richard Cotes
when it was published, though, it was Thomas Cotes’s name that Joined Young’s in the
imprint.""*  The book included illustrations from Helkiah Crooke’s (1576-1635)
Microcosmographia, mentioned below, which the College had tried to censor in 1614.
Johnson later defended ‘Englishing this worke’ against the complaint that it revealed ‘the
mysteries of a worthy Art, to the unworthy view of the vulgar’.'?

Although it was not until 1643 that the College gained legal control over the
licensing of medical books, its opinions were sought by the ecclesiastical censors and,
according to Webster, ‘a mutual confidence subsisted between the physicians and the
church over this procedure’, whereby the College had some power over the publication of

"o For example, its Fellows were involved in the pre-publication

medical books.
controversy that surrounded the inclusion of vernacular descriptions and illustrations of the
sexual organs in Crooke’s Microcosmographia, or a Description of the Body of Man.
Printed in a folio format in 1615 by William Jaggard, this book was a compilation of
anatomical knowledge drawn from the works of André du Laurens and Caspar Bauhin.'"”’

Crooke was anatomist and physician to James I, but despite this royal patronage could not

'3 On this episode see Clark, pp. 208-15; Hill, Intellectual Origins, pp. 210-11; Cook, ‘Against Common
Right and Reason: The College of Physicians Versus Dr. Thomas Bonham’, American Journal of Legal

History, 29 (1985), 301-22.

114 SR 1554-1640, 1v, p. 219. ‘ o
15 Johnson, ‘To the Reader’, in Paré, Workes, €2"" (€2°). The work was published again in 1649 by

Richard Cotes and William Dugard, and sold by John Clarke. Another textbook published and re-i'ssuefd
in the 1630s is Edward Edwards, The Analysis of Chyrurgery (1636). Thorr}as Harper en_tr;red t}_1e title in
the Stationers’ Register on 5 March 1634 (SR 1554-1640, .IV, 334), and. re-1§sued the ec.imon with a new
title page in which William Sheares’ name joined Harper’s in the bogk’s imprint as a retall‘outlet.

"6 GI, p. 266. On the control of the press during the early Stuart reign see Frederick S. Siebert, Freedom
of the Press in England, 1476-1776 (Urbana, lllinois: University of Illinois Press, 1952; repr. 1965), pp.
111(7)78}6)::;:iﬁcally, André du Laurens, Historia Anatomica Humani Corporis et Singul’arum Eju; Partium
(Paris, 1600); and Caspar Bauhin, Theatrum Anatomicum (Frankfurt, 1605). Crooke’s book did not sell

well and was reissued in 1616 and 1618 with a new title page.
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avoid the condemnation of the Church and College. Before publication Crooke’s book had
been submitted to the College by the Bishop of London, who, since a Star Chamber
Ordinance in 1614, was the licenser of medical books. At a meeting of the College on 11
November 1614, the majority of the Fellows resolved that at the very least the section on
the sexual organs should be removed.''? Following its publication with the inclusion of the
offending section, the President ordered, in April 1615, that ‘he would burn it wherever he
might find it".""® Crooke’s book was an expensive folio, and aware of the limited number
of prospective purchases, Jaggard had Alexander Read (c. 1586-1641), a fellow of the
College and a prolific writer, produce an abridged version entitled A4 Description of the
Body of Man (1616), which he published as an octavo in 1616, with the same illustrative
plates.'*°

The College also endorsed a few other vernacular books during the 1630s. Thus, in
March 1630, faced with the risk of a plague epidemic in London, the College organised a
commission to investigate preventative procedures and possible cures.””’  When Dr.
Clement presented a ‘small book ... regarding the precautions and treatment against the
plague’ before the College on 9 April 1630, it was given to Dr. Atkins to present to the
King, who ordered it to be licensed by the Bishop of London.'”? Three years later, James
Hart’s professional book of Latin medical receipts entitled The Diet of the Diseased (1633)

' Hart had been a physician at Northampton for

received the imprimatur of the College.
over twenty years, and The Diet of the Diseased reflected growing concern over the
infringement by mountebanks and empirics upon the physician’s trade. In it he attacked the
intrusion of ignorant persons on the physicians’ trade and stressed the importance of a

physician’s classical education which singled him out from all other medical

‘e 124
practitioners.

18 Annals, 11, £. 19".
"9 Annals, m, f. 21". See Clark, pp. 204-05; Jonathan Sawday, The Body Emblazoned: Dissection and the

Human Body in Renaissance Culture (London: Routledge, 1995; repr. 1996), pp. 225-26.

120 K F. Russell, British Anatomy, 1525-1800: A Bibliography (Melbourne: Melbourne University Press,
1963), pp. 87-89, 183-86. On Read’s medical books see Walter Menzies, ‘Alexander Read, Physician and
Surgeon, 1580-1641: His Life, Works and Library’, The Library, 4th ser., 12 (1932), 46-74.

12! Annals, 1, f. 97"

122 Annals, mm, f. 98". In April 1636, the College again ordered the preparation of a vernacular pamphlet on

the plague, which resulted in the publication of Certain Necessary Directions for the Cure of the Plague
m, f. 164Y).

g‘;mgselS,Fra’nklin B). Williams Jr., ‘The Laudian Imprimatur’, The Library, 5th ser., 1§ (1960), 96-1‘04.

According to the imprimatur, the College, ‘[ha]ving read some part of tl}iS Booke, and in a geperall view

looked over more, we think it learnedly contrived, and worthy the reading’ (James Hart, Klinikh, or The

Diet of the Diseased (1633), 14"). . .
124 Hart, Diet of the Diseased, al*. Intended ‘to teach the simple, ignorant sort of people, whose credulous
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When Thomas Harper entered the copy of Edward Jorden’s 4 Discourse of Naturall
Bathes and Minerall Waters (1631) with the Stationers’ Company on 1 July 1631 the
College was not mentioned.'® However, when he published the book later that year, it
included the College’s Latin imprimatur despite being a vernacular book.'2 In the text,
though, Jorden went to lengths to exonerate the College:

I doe purposely omit many things about the vertues and vses of our
Bathes, which belong properly to the Physitians, and cannot well be
intimated to the patient without dangerous mistaking.'?’

Another work on mineral waters endorsed by the College was Lodowick Rowzee’s The
Queenes Welles: That is a Treatise of the Nature and Vertue of Tunbridge Water. When
John Dawson entered the title with the Stationers’ Company on 5 June 1632 he had already
received the imprimatur of the College two days earlier, although there is no mention of it
in the Register.'?®

In the mid-1630s the College attempted to prevent the publication of Thomas
Brian’s The Pisse-Prophet, or Certaine Pisse-Pot Lectures (1637). Its actions, though,
were thwart by the intervention of one of its own Fellows, Alexander Read. At a meeting
of the College on 23 March 1635 Brian presented his book on uroscopy, which was
dismissed as ‘distaste[ful]’.'* Presumably aware of Read’s involvement in its proposed
publication the College quickly ‘ordered ... that no fellowe Candidate or Licientiate shall
presume to sett his hand to the approbatione of anye phisicke or surgerye booke ... vnless
the said booke bee first approved by the President and Censors’.”*® However, when the
publisher Richard Thrale finally went to register his copy of Brian’s book in April 1637, his
entry was made ‘vnder the hands of Master Doctor READ’.">' Read’s involvement clearly
breached the College’s guidelines from March 1635 and which it had reiterated in June
1635.°2 Another episode from 1635 shows again how the College could not always control

the publication of pseudo-medical books. On 12 June 1635, it received reports that a Mr

Evans was selling antimony cups without permission and had written a book, entitled The

simplicity is too often exposed as a prey to every cheating and ignorant asse’, The Diet of the Diseased
enabled the ‘ignorant sort’ to assess the quality of health care on offer in the medical marketplace and
identify the dangerous ‘empiric’ (A3").

125 SR 1554-1640, 1V, 256. r
126 gee Edward Jorden, A Discourse of Naturall Bathes and Minerall Waters, 2nd edn (1632), A4".

127 yorden, A Discourse of Naturall Bathes, T3"™".
128 SR 1554-1640,1v, 279.

129 Annals, 111, f. 152"

130 Annals, 1, ff. 152"-53".

131 SR 1554-1640, 1V, 383.

132 Annals, 111, . 156"



32

Universall Medicine: or The Vertues of the Antimoniall Cup (1634). It was ordered that
copies of ‘the bookes that could be found were taken awaye’, and the College's beadle
‘must help to find out more that they maye bee destroyed’.'*®

The publishing partnership of the Cotes brothers was responsible for the publication
of a series of new editions of medical, surgical, and herbal books in the 1630s. They
printed a second edition of Crooke’s Microcosmographia (1631), which was followed, by a
new edition of Alexander Read’s Description of the Body of Man (1634), and Thomas
Johnson’s translation of Paré’s Workes (1634). In 1637, Thomas printed Somatogaphia
Anthropine that consisted of woodcuts and descriptions lifted from Microcosmographia,
and was edited by Read. The same year also saw Thomas print another edition of The
Secrets of Albertus Magnus, which was originally registered by William Jaggard on 4
March 1595.°* In 1635, Richard Cotes’ entry of Parkinson’s Theatrum Botanicum was
witnessed by the physicians Mayerne and Lister, which would suggest that their programme
of printing new editions or compilations of old medical titles was acceptable to the College.

In the 1630s some new medical books were printed, but these did not directly
undermine the College’s monopoly, but promoted health care in areas physically and
economically remote from the physician’s control.'”> Richard Hawes’ The Poore-Mans
Plaster Box (1634) was published ‘to give direction to the poore and plaine people, such as
cannot (for their remote living) get a chirurgion’.136 Stephen Bradwell’s Helps for Suddain
Accidents Endangering Life was published in 1633 for ‘[t]hose that liue farre from
Physitions or Chirurgions [so they] may happily preserue the life of a poore Friend or
Neighbour, till such a Man may be had to perfect the Cure’."”” Marketed to rich and poor
alike, it was written ‘in a plaine stile, [so] that every one also may understand it’."”* But
many of the ingredients in Bradwell’s receipts were to be acquired at a ‘well furnished
Apothecaries Shop’, and could be expensive, varying in price from a few pence to several
shillings.139 In 1639, Walter Edmonds published Owen Wood’s An Alphabetical Book of

Physicall Secrets:
For the benefit, most especailly of House-holders in the Country, who

133 Annals, I, f. 156",

134 SR 1554-1640, 11, 672. | |
135 poreen Evenden-Nagy, Popular Medicine in Seventeenth-Century England (Bowling Green: Bowling
Green State University Popular Press, 1988), pp. 4-19.

136 Richard Hawes, The Poore-Mans Plaster Box (1634), A2".

137 Stephen Bradwell, Helps for Suddain Accidents Endangering Life (1633), title page.

138 . r
Ibid., AS'. ‘ N .
139 77 B1". On the price of medicines see Philibert Guibert, The Charitable Physitian (1639), trans. by

I. W. (1639), G3'-H2".
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are either farre remote, or else not albe to entertaine a learned

Physician: as likewise for the help of such Ladies and Gentle-women,
who of charity labour to doe good."*

It was not meant to replace the professional but was to be used when ‘neither Physician nor
Apothecarie can be had’.'"*!'  Also published in the same year, Philibert Guibert’s The
Charitable Physitian was a translation by LW.. Although this translation emphasised self-
help in medical matters, this was subordinate to the apothecaries’ monopoly. All the
simple and compounded medicines could be had only from an apothecary. Printed in the
margins are the prices of each medicine along with cheaper alternative ingredients.'*
Sections specifically for the wealthy included advice on what instruments and medicines
‘the rich ought to have in their houses’.'* These books did not claim to replace either the
physician or the apothecary. But the 1630s were a sensitive time for new medical books to
appear, and care had to be taken to ensure that those published had a trouble-free passage.
These books did not deny the physician his wealthy London clients but were for the poor
and remote people who by consulting such books could learn some medical procedures.'**
Preventive care, though, was the reserve of the wealthy, and though books on regimen were
popular they could only have appealed to readers who could afford the luxury of a balanced

diet and life.'*’

1640s: Momentum for Change
During the 1640s, the amount of vernacular books, pamphlets, and broadsheets published

® In contrast the number of medical and surgical editions

increased dramatically.14
published during the same period dropped. In the 1650s these trends were reversed and the
proportion of medical and surgical editions increased (see Figure 1.1 below). The key year
here is 1649, when Culpeper’s translation of the College’s Pharmacopoeia appeared in
print. By the end of the 1640s London’s medical marketplace consisted of an array of

healers, practitioners, medical professionals and charlatans. The trade had been

transformed into a competitive environment. Following its publication, there was a re-

140 ywen Wood, An Alphabetical Book of Physicall Secrets (1639), title page.
141 . r
Ibid., A2 . .
142 price lists of simples ‘as they are sold at the Drugists’ are also included, as are the costs of
compounded medicines (Guibert, Charitable Physitian, G3™-13").
3 Ibid., G1-2".
144 . i
Nagy, Popular Medicine, pp. 7-8, 24, ' . .
145 On{iypoplﬁar book of regimen was Thomas Cogan’s The Haven of Health, first published in 1584, with

further editions in 1588, 1596, 1605, and 1636. . . , o
146 Goe Maureen Bell and John Barnard, ‘Provisional Count of Wing Titles 1641-1700°, Publishing

History, 44 (1998), 89-97.
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emergence of a vernacular medical book trade. Culpeper’s assault on London’s medical
hierarchy and the College’s inability to silence him, ensured that the marketplace of the

1650s was effectively open and free from interference.

Figure 1.1: Logarithmic Graph of Total Vernacular ESTC Titles and Medical and Surgical
Editions, 1630-60"
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On 14 June 1643 Parliament transferred censorship of medical and surgical books to the
College’s jurisdiction, and in the following chapter | examine the entries of medical books
in the Stationers’ Register, which reveal that Fellows in fact only began licensing after
1649."*®  Although the College had attempted to suppress a pamphlet on circulation by
Roger Drake in 1641, the ‘Annals’ record little activity against any medical books.'* This
represents the College’s submission from 1642 to the new and changing ethos of
Parliamentarian London, necessary if the College as an institution were to survive.””’ The
College was rewarded, and as William Birken’s work shows, during the 1640s there was a

close association between the College and Parliament.””' Not only was the College granted

7 Figures from ESTC database as at 10 October 1998. Languages other than English were excluded
from the database searches but the arrangement of the ESTC means that languages other than English may
also be included in the total figures. Medical and surgical books were identified through a subject word
search. The incompleteness of the database mean that only general trends can be established.

8 4&£0, 1, 184-87.

149 On 19 April 1641 Roger Drake presented a pamphlet on the circulation of the blood for which he
wanted the College’s approval. The President refused, and ‘held that it should be neither recommended
nor condemned and ... that it ought to be left to the author’ (Annals, 11, f. 201").

150 Decline, p. 104.
151 girken, ‘The Royal College of Physicians of London and its Support of the Parliamentary Cause in the



35

the right to license medical literature, but also in 1644 it was appointed to administer the
Parliamentary Oath and Covenant to apothecaries, surgeons, and other medical personnel
within the City of London.'*?

On the eve of Civil War, Thomas Brugis’ The Marrow of Physicke: Or, a Learned
Discourse of the Parts of Mans Body (1640) was published. Brugis went on to work as a
surgeon for seven years during the civil war, and wrote a further medical book, Vade
Mecum: Or A Companion for a Chyrurgion, published in 1652.'> First printed and
published by Richard Hearne and Thomas Harper, The Marrow of Phisicke specifically
addressed the laity. The professional practitioners were criticised “for a great number of
people perish for want of meanes to procure the advice of a Physitian; when perhaps with a

little instructions, they might have cured themselves’.!> Brugis claimed he ‘strive[d] not to

set forth an eloquent and lofty stile ... but a plaine way to helpe the poorer sort’.'>
Although Brugis surreptitiously attacked the College for its control of medical practice in
London his book did not contain anything new and looked towards a new ordering of
medical practice in London.'*®

Following Brugis’s book, few medical books were published during the 1640s, not
because of any moves on the College’s part to suppress them, but because of the political
and social turmoil of war. Robert Wittie had finished his translation of James Primrose’s
De Vulgi in Medicina Erroribus (1638) in around 1640, but publication was delayed by
eleven years due to the ‘Distractions of the times having hindered the printing’."””’ New
surgery books did appear but they dealt specifically with treating the wounds of war. For
example, John Steer’s translation of Guillaume Fabrice His Experiments in Chyrurgerie
was published in 1642 and again in 1643, ‘[c]loncerning Combustions or Burnings, made

. . , 158
with Gun powder, Iron shot, Hot-water, Lightning, or any other fiery matter whatsoever B

English Civil War’, Journal of British Studies, 23 (1983), 47-62; Lindsay Sharp, ‘The Royal College of
Physicians and Interregnum Politics’, Medical History, 19 (1975), 107-28.

132 Birken, ‘The Royal College’, p. 56.

> DNB.

13 Thomas Brugis, The Marrow of Phisicke (1640), A4". o

155 Ibid., A4". The Marrow of Phisicke was meant to: ‘make every man cunning in his owne constitution,
and to know so much as will cure many ordinary and common diseases, which often fasten upon the
ignorant, and to chase away a malady that hath caught hold on their bodies’ (b1").

156 11e described the four elements and temperaments of the body, the humours, and the structure of the
body (B1-G4"). Sections on the non-naturals and on the causes of disease and their symptoms are
included, along with ‘A Catalogue of such Instruments as are reqrgisite in private houses for these that are
desirous to compound medicine themselves’ (I11'-K3", L2"-3", M3™).

157 Robert Wittie, ‘The Translator to the Reader’, in James Primrose, Popular Errours: Or the Errours of
the People in Physick, trans. by Wittie (1651), B5'-6" (B5"). .

158 Guillaume Fabrice, His Experiments in Chyrurgerie, trans. by John Steer (1642), title page.
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In 1648, James Cooke’s Mellificium Chirurgiae was published as a duodecimo, which
suggests it was intended as a surgical hand-book. The receipts included by Cooke were
published in Latin and it may have been for this reason that the book received the
imprimatur of the President and Censors of the College of Physicians.'*

A more significant threat to the College’s monopoly and a precursor to the events of
1649 initiated by Culpeper was the attempted prosecution of William Trigge by the College
and the outcry it prompted in London’s medical marketplace. During the 1620s, Trigge had

160

offered medicines for the rickets, dysentery, plague and gout.'® But following complaints

he was fined £10 in June 1631.'°" The College continued to gather evidence against Trigge

162

and in 1632 he was placed in the Fleet and was released upon payment of £20.' In the

late 1630s Trigge turned to surgery and in January 1638 he was ‘charged with opening the

163" As a result he was fined £20

belly of an hydropsical woman wherevpon death followed’.
and committed to Newgate. This fine was paid by his wife, who ‘affirmed that he made
pills and electuaries himself, and particularly, that he makes mithridate and London
Treacle’.'® Even in October 1640 he was again ordered to stop his illegal practice, which
he rejected.'®® The College took action and hauled him in front of the King’s Bench. He
was fined £155 but when the College made moves to collect the fine in 1647 Trigge
petitioned Parliament.'®®

In 1640 John Cooke (c. 1608-60) had defended Trigge. Eight years later he did so
again, only this time in print whilst taking the opportunity to attack the College and its
monopoly. Cook was an influential Parliamentarian barrister and exponent of law reform.
In 1648, in Unum Necessarium, Cooke called for a liberal approach to the issue of medical
licensing. He argued that the physicians of the College should practice free medicine for
the poor, and that they should write their prescriptions in English so that patients would

167

know the cost of the ingredients. Cooke attacked their prosecution of Trigge for

providing medicines and advice to the poor, and argued that if the College ‘cannot be at

159 yames Cooke, Mellificum Chirurgiae: Or The Marrow of Many Good Authors (1648), the imprimatur
is printed opposite the title page.

160 Annals, 11, f. 106",

11 Annals, mm, ff. 110™.

162 Annals, 1, ff. 1137, 1147, 1157, 124",

163 Annals, 111, ff. 173", 188"

164 Annals, 11, f. 189",

165 Annals, 0L, f. 208". The various proceedings against Trigge are recorded in Charles Goodall, The Royal
College of Physicians of London Founded and Established by Law (1684), pp. 420-22; Christopher
Merrett, A Collection of Acts of Parliament, Charters, Trials at Law, and Judges Opinions (1660), p. 124.

166 See Decline, pp. 129-30.
167 John Cooke, Unum Necessarium Necessarium: Or the Poore Mans Case (1648), I1".
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leisure to prescribe to the poore Gratis® then the Fellows should ‘not ... molest or interrupt
Doctor Trigg ... in his practice any longer’.'®® Since 1624 Trigge had, according to Cooke,
treated thirty thousand patients:

He hath cured every yeare many people of all sorts of Feavers,
Plague, Palsies, Agues, Gout, Consumptions, Dropsies, Collicks, and
all sorts of Diseases, and his manner of practise is, to take little or
nothing from the poore, and from the rich, 2s. or 2s.6d. at the most for
his advice and Phisick, for he compounds all his Phisick himself
which no ignorant man can do, and buyes the best Drugges he can get,
as the Drugster a man of credit, testified.'®’

Cooke’s account highlights the mercantile attitude of London’s apothecaries. Whereas
Trigge had given ‘away as much Phisick weekly to the poor people, as cost him 30. or
40.s.”, the ‘Apothycaries would sell it, may be for five times as much’.!” Trigge petitioned
Parliament himself in 1648 for exclusion from the College’s jurisdiction.'”' As Cooke
wrote, ‘should he [Trigge] be suppressed ... thousands of poore people must perish for want
of meanes to recover them, for where is there a man that will give his advise and Physicke

for nothing as this man constantly doth’.'”

Even after his death, Trigge’s name was
synonymous with popular medicine. As Culpeper’s name was exploited by print culture, so
likewise was Trigge’s, and in 1665 Dixy Page published Dr. Trigg’s Secrets, Arcana’s &
Panacea’s Approved by his Long Admired Experience and Practice.'”

In the 1630s, then, Trigge’s medical practice was an affront to the College’s
monopoly. From 1649, until his death in 1654, Nicholas Culpeper launched a similar
attack through the printed medium. Whereas Trigge had suffered prosecution, in the 1650s
Culpeper’s call for free medicine and anti-monopolistic rhetoric was in-keeping with the
political mood of the capital. For example, in 1649 William Rondeletius’s The Countrey-
Man’s Apothecary was published ‘for the good of the KINGDOME’, and included lists of
substitute ingredients which could be used to compound medicines if the originals could

not be had.!” Tt also stressed the importance of cheap indigenous herbs for the general

population.'”

%% Ibid., H4".

1% 1bid., HA".

7 Ibid., 11",

71 William Trigge, To the Honourable House of Commons ([1648]), broadsheet. Trigge sought exception
from the College’s control so he could ‘quietly, and without any disturbance, or penalty, practice and
administer Physick, in and about this City, notwithstanding any Charter, or law to the contrary’.

172 cooke, Unum Necessarium, 11°.

173 This book, its title page claimed, was left as a legacy to his patients by one ‘Eugenius Philanthropos’.
174 Wwilliam Rondelet, The Countrey-Man’s Apothecary (1649), title page.
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A number of new medical books appeared in 1649 which reflect the increased
competition in the medical marketplace and the advertising potential of the printed page. A
couple of short books published for Salvator Winter exploited this medium. A New
Dispensatory of Fourty Physicall Receipts and A Pretious Treasury: Or A New

Dispensatory advertised Winter’s medicines rather than offering the reader advice and

176

medical remedies.””” 4 New Dispensatory is the first medical book collected by George

Thomason on or around 11 September 1649, the same month as Culpeper’s translation of
the Pharmacopoeia appeared. A Pretious Treasury appeared less than a month later, at the
beginning of October. On the woodcut title page, Winter was joined by Francisco
Dickinson on a market stage: Winter is standing upright claiming ‘Me cure all Disease’,
while Dickinson is knelt handing a written medical receipt over to a member of the
audience and asking, ‘Your Money Gent’. In c. 1664, Winter was advertising his elixir,

which from his claims, would cure every disease of the body.'”

The mutually beneficial
relationship between publishers and booksellers, and medicine peddlers began to develop
during the 1650s. Other examples of this association include a broadsheet printed in 1650
advertising the virtues of balsams and cordials to be had at ‘the Signe of the Black Grey-
Hound, in Black Fryers’.'”® The Cure of Ruptures in Mans Bodie (1651) likewise
advertised the practice of Lewis Millwater in Peterbourgh, and his medicines that could be
had in London ‘by the Lincoln Carriers’.!” Richard Carew’s Excellent Helps Really Found
Out ... by a Warming-Stone (1652), advertised its benefits. This pamphlet gave the names
and address of all the individuals whom Carew’s stone had supposedly cured, and it was
sold from the shop of its publisher, John Bartlet, in St Paul’s Churchyard. Within this
competition for patients and book-buyers, Culpeper’s books were significant. His
translation of the official Pharmacopoeia of the College of Physicians offered authoritative

advice and established the ‘Culpeper’ brand-name.

Nicholas Culpeper: A Biographical Sketch

Our grave, wise, and learned Colledg of
Physitians as their Pupils and Flatterers are

176 \Winter included his address and also advertised his dental practice in 4 New Dispensatory of Fourty
Physicall Receipts (1649), B4'. .

177 \Winter, Directions for the Use of My Elixir My Philosophical Petza or Plaister (c. 1664). Winter
included the names and addresses of the individuals he claimed his medicines had cured.

8 | 1 A Most Excellent and Rare Drink ([1650]). Also see Peter Franesse’s broadsheet All Gentlemen
and Other (1656), which promoted his practice in Lawrence Lane, White Alley in Moorefields and ‘at the
corner of the Black and White House’.

179 | ewis Millwater, The Cure of Ruptures in Mans Bodie (1651), A2".
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pleased to call them, they must have also the
Rules of Physick hid from you, lest ... you should
do your selves a mischief by them, when indeed
the truth is their own gain and credit lies at the
stake, people would not adore them, and employ
them, and spend their whol estates upon them, as
now (poor hearts) they are too often forced to do.
Culpeper,

Galen’s Art of Physick (1652), A8"

Mr. Culpepers writings, are only either other
mens writings which he hath translated into
English, or collections out of other mens works,
which he hath deformed with malicious,
scurrilous, detracting and railing expressions, and
studied to beautife with some ridiculous, and ...
impertinent jests.
Matthew Mackaile,
Moffet-Well (Edinburgh, 1664), M4"-5"

For Nicholas Culpeper, his medical practice at Spitalfields was both an egalitarian pursuit
and an economic venture. In conjunction with his publishers Peter Cole and Nathaniel
Brook, Culpeper developed his public persona through the printed medium and exploited
its advertising potential to promote his name in London’s medical marketplace. According
to one contemporary, he sought ‘to make himself famous in Taverns and Alehouses’, and an
anonymous pamphlet attacked Culpeper for selling his medical receipts and books at the

fairs and markets of Spitalﬁelds.180

Culpeper’s association with print-culture is his
enduring legacy. By translating the College’s Pharmacopoeia in 1649, his name was allied
with the political radicals in the revolutionary decades of the mid-seventeenth century.
However, it was with the publication of his popular herbal, The English Physitian in 1652,
which established his continued popularity to this day. The revision of this book during the
eighteenth and nineteenth centuries saw the excision of Culpeper’s politicised voice along
with his medical astrology, creating a work far removed from its author’s original
intentions. Culpeper’s legacy, nevertheless, is testimony to the successful management of
print culture by the author and his publishers.

Culpeper’s life is known from contemporary accounts, the evidence in his books,

and the archival evidence held by the Society of Apothecaries. Recent full-length studies of

Culpeper and his work by Olav Thulesius and Graeme Tobyn reveal the richness of

180 yohn Heydon, 4 New Method of Rosie Crucian Physick (1658), H1'; A Faire in Spittle Fields, where
all the Knick Knacks of Astrology are Exposed to Open Sale (1652), A3"-4".
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material in Culpeper’s own books, but they do not critically assess this information.'®!

Thulesius traces the early years of Culpeper’s life, but interjects his account with conjecture

182

and fictional events. ™ The focus of Tobyn’s study is Culpeper’s medical beliefs, and he

expertly details his astrological and herbal theories which he relates to the tradition of
medical practice. However, Tobyn is himself a herbalist and astrologer, and his is a
partisan account that seeks to promote holistic medicine in the twentieth century, including
the influence of planetary orbits upon our lives.

The evidence from which the events of Culpeper’s life can be reconstructed is
fragmented. However, the most detailed account is printed in Culpeper’s School of Physick
published in 1659, five years after his death, by Nathaniel Brook. This book was
introduced with ‘The Nativity of Nicholas Culpeper’ by the astrologer John Gadbury
(1628-1704), followed by the anonymous ‘The Life of the Admired Physician and
Astrologer of our Times, Mr. Nicholas Culpeper’. This contemporary ‘Life’ of Culpeper is
accepted as reliable by modern commentators, including Poynter, and, more recently, by
Tobyn, Thulesius and McCarl.

However, no scholar has ever critically analysed its contents, and the context of its
production, in order to establish its authority, and at first sight there are a number of reasons
to doubt its accuracy. Firstly, it was written anonymously and printed five years after
Culpeper’s death. Secondly, and as I shall later argue (pp. 107-13), publishers exploited
Culpeper’s name after his death to promote sales: this ‘Life’ may therefore have been
produced by Brook to advance his book sales. A final reason to doubt the accuracy of the
‘Life’ is that some episodes appear to be fictionalised, not least Culpeper’s elopement from
Cambridge to marry his sweetheart.

There is reason, though, to believe that Culpeper’s contemporary biographer can be
trusted. Firstly, John Gadbury, author of the ‘Nativity’, knew Culpeper and defended him
in his Philastrogus Knavery Epitomized (1652). Secondly, it was published during an on-
going dispute between Brook and Cole, over the rights to Culpeper’s books. The inclusion
of a biographical account by an individual associated with Culpeper helped Brook establish,
in the public’s eyes, his relationship with Culpeper. Because the facts of Culpeper’s life

could have been contested in 1659, Brook was bound to publish an accurate account in

181 y]av Thulesius, Nicholas Culpeper: English Physician and Astrologer (London: St. Martin’s Press,
1992); Graeme Tobyn, Culpeper’s Medicine: A Practice of Western Holistic Medicine (Shaftesbury,

Dorset: Element, 1997). ' _ . )
182 por example, although it is likely that Culpeper knew the astrologer William Lilly, Thulesius gives a

fictitious anecdote of a meeting between the two (Thulesius, Nicholas Culpeper, pp. 35-42).
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order to establish his authority over the contested titles. Thirdly, although the ‘Life’
aggrandises Culpeper’s father by describing him as the son of Sir Thomas Culpeper, it is
correct in all other matters relating to his family. The accuracy of the ‘Life’ is further
supported by the brief account of Culpeper’s early life published in the Mercurius
Pragmaticus of September 1649. This account, written to criticise and ridicule Culpeper,
agrees with the details given in the ‘Life’ concerning his failed apprenticeship, and
subsequent practice as an unlicensed practitioner. The strongest evidence for the accuracy
of the ‘Life’ is that where archival evidence exists relating to Culpeper’s life it confers with
the account given by his contemporary biographer’s. Both the ‘Life’ and the account in the
Mercurius Pragmaticus suggest that Culpeper served a failed apprenticeship as an
apothecary, and, crucially, the Society of Apothecaries’ archives at the Guildhall confirm
this episode.

Culpeper was born on 18 October 1616 to Mary Culpeper, thirteen days after his
father, also Nicholas and Rector of Ockley in Surrey, had been buried."® Nicholas’s
parents had married the previous year on 25 October 1615 at the parish of Isfield in Sussex

and less than a month after his father had been instated rector at Ockley.'®*

One, perhaps
deliberate, error in the 1659 biography was the social elevation of Culpeper by making his
father the ‘son to Sir Thomas Culpeper Knight and Baronet’.'® Sir Thomas Culpeper of
Wakehurst (1525-71) and Nicholas’s father, Nicholas (1580-1616), had the same paternal
great-grandfather, Nicholas (d. 1510), who married Elizabeth Wakehurst, the daughter and

'8 Nicholas’s mother Mary was the daughter of

coheiress of Richard and Agnes Wakehurst.
the Reverend William Attersol, who was the minister at Isfield. Attersol was educated at
Cambridge and received an M.A. at Peterhouse in 1586. He was ordained in 1588 and
succeeded William Bishoppe to the living at Isfield in 1600."®  Although Culpeper did
belong to the Wakehurst branch of the Culpepers, he was more distantly related to Sir
Thomas than the 1659 biographer and, possibly, Culpeper during his life claimed.

Certainly, on the title pages to his books, he was styled as a ‘Gent.” and a coat of arms was

often included in his frontispiece portraits.

183 {1e was christened 6 days later, on 24 October at Ockley (/GI, microfiche ref. A2043, p. 5,736).
184 £ W.T. Attree, and J.H.L. Booker, ‘The Sussex Colepepers, Part 1I’, Sussex Archaeological
Collections, 48 (1905), 65-98 (p. 71).

185 1 r
Life, C1'.
186 qae G.W.E. Loder, Wakehurst Place, Sussex: An Account of The Manor and Its Owners (London:

Spottiswoode, 1907), the family tree of the Culpeper family of Wakehurst is given opposite p. 24.
187 DNB; John Venn and J.A. Venn, Alumni Cantabrigienses ... From the Earliest Times to 1751, 4 vols
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1922-27), 1, 55.
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Culpeper spent his childhood in Sussex with his mother and many of the original
locations of the herbs described in The English Physitian grew there.'®® He was educated at
a free-school in the county ‘at the cost and charges of his Mother’.'* From here, Culpeper
left for Cambridge, where his mother spent four hundred pounds to continue his
education.”” In his ‘Nativity’ of Culpeper, John Gadbury reckons that he went to
Cambridge in 1634 when he was eighteen years old. However, he is more likely to have
gone to Cambridge in 1632 and to have spent two years there before he registered as an
apothecary’s apprentice in 1634.””! There is no record of his attendance at University but
the ‘Life’ reports that while at Cambridge he suffered the tragic loss of his love, ‘a
Beautiful Lady ... [from] one of the noblest and wealthiest [families] in Sussex’.'”® The
two had planned to elope, but as she travelled to meet him was ‘surrounded with flames of

Fire and flashes of Lightening ... [and] immediately fell down dead’.'”

If Culpeper did go
to Cambridge he never graduated which might explain why there is no evidence of his
attendance. Culpeper did, however, claim to have received an education when he wrote in
1651 that he ‘was born a Gentleman, and brought up a Scholler’, and to ‘have been an
Academick’.!®* His skill as a translator of Latin medical texts means that he had a classical
education of some sort, which makes it entirely possible that he began a degree at
Cambridge.

Following his withdrawal from Cambridge, Attersol tried to persuade him to join
the ministry. Culpeper though wanted to learn physick and astrology, a wish that grieved
his grandfather who, on his death in May 1640, left Culpeper only forty shillings while
leaving four hundred pounds to his remaining ,cg,randchildren.195 From an early age,
Culpeper had developed an interest in medicine. Writing, in 1649, he could remember the
physician and medical writer, Alexander Read, who treated his mother for cancer of the

breast, and in 1653, he recalled the medicine Pulvis T huraloes, which as a child he applied

to chilblains.'”® Tt was Read whose involvement in the publication of Brian’s The Pisse-

188 By EP (Cole, 1652), D2', G2, 11".
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191 John Gadbury, ‘The Nativity of Nicholas Culpeper, Student in Physick and Astrology’, in Culpepers
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Medicine, p. 5.
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Prophet (1637) caused the College to rule against Fellows’ endorsement of medical books
unless they received the College’s approval (see above, p. 31). Read was also a medical
translator and may have inspired the young Culpeper when he arrived to treat his mother.
Clearly, the fact he could remember the episode as a grown man is suggestive of its
importance.

On 14 November 1634, Culpeper’s name was entered in the Court Book of the
Society of Apothecaries in London, and he was thereby bound to Simon White for eight
years.'”  Attersol, according to the ‘Life’, had paid White, an apothecary based near the
Temple Bar, fifty pounds to take Culpeper on.'”® After two and a half years White’s
business failed, and Culpeper was turned over to Francis Drake on 1 March 1637.'”
Culpeper lived with Drake at his shop in Threadneedle Street, along with Samuel
Leadbetter, who had been an apprentice since August 1631.2°° Culpeper was apparently
already ‘excellent in the Latine’ at this time for ‘he taught Mr. Drake that Tongue in less
than a year and a half.*"! Again, though, Culpeper could not settle, and with the death of
Drake in February 1639, both he and Leadbetter were ‘turned out to Mr Higgins our Master
[of the Society of the Apothecaries] for the residence of his tyme’.2% Stephen Higgins was
one of the first Wardens of the Society of Apothecaries and in 1639 became Master.””® This
may suggest that Culpeper, at least at this point in his career, was looked upon by the
Society with favour.

On 11 February 1640, Leadbetter was freed by the Society and he set up in business

204

as an apothecary.” The Society charged Freemen 7s.2d., and it was traditional to present a

silver spoon upon taking the Oath as Freeman at the end of their apprenticeships, although
it was agreed that the value of a spoon was 13s.4d. which could be given in lieu.*”
Culpeper, though, was never freed or examined by the Society. Attersol spent at least fifty

pounds on this apprenticeship, and Culpeper himself devoted seven years to his training:

7 Society of Apothecaries, ‘Minutes of the Court of Assistants and of the Private Court’, Guildhall MS
8200, 1, f. 344" (hereafter cited as Minutes). Although Thulesius gives the entries in the Court Book of the
Society he does not give any adequate references to the manuscripts (Nicholas Culpeper, p. 28).

%8 Life, C3".

" Life, C3".

2% Minutes, f. 275".

2T Life, C3".

202 \inutes, f. 375". The Warden of the Society, Richard Clover, received payment of 9s.4d. for turning
over Leadbetter and Culpeper to Higgins (Society of Apothecaries, ‘Wardens Accounts’, Guildhall MS
8202, 1, 147).

203 nderwood, pp. 25, 44.

204 Minutes, f. 381".

205 Underwood, p. 73.
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why then did he not seek freedom? As we have seen, in May 1640 Attersol left Culpeper
only forty shillings. Culpeper had probably expected to receive more and may have spent
money on his apprenticeship in anticipation: writing in 1650, Culpeper claimed, ‘I had once
an estate in this world, now I have none’.*® In 1641, when Culpeper should have been
freed, it is possible that he could not afford the fee. This hypothesis is further supported by
evidence, which I discuss below, suggesting that Culpeper married around this time, and
coincidentally, or, more likely, out of necessity, began to work as a translator. Another
reason for this failure may have been his marriage itself. The by-laws of the Society
ordered that no apprentice should marry, and if he did so, would lose the benefit of time
served, and must be bound anew for seven years.?”’

According to Gadbury’s account, Culpeper began to practice medicine in 1640

when he was twenty-four.”®

If so, then Culpeper, as he was coming to the end of his
apprenticeship, decided to take his studies further on his own. On 17 December 1642, the
Middlesex County Records register the following case:

True Bill that, at the parish of St. Leonard’s Shoreditch, co Midd.
Nicholas Culpepper late of the said parish gentleman practised
witchcraftes upon and against Sarah Lynge widow, so that she was
wasted away from the said 17 Dec., 18 Charles 1., till 12 Jan. next
following, and still remains so wasted. Putting himself ‘Not Guilty’,
Nicholas Culpepper was acquitted by a jury.?”

Although Culpeper was living in Spitalfields at this time, Shoreditch was the adjacent
parish and there is no reason to doubt that this was our Nicholas Culpeper. The most likely
explanation of this episode is that Culpeper began to act as an unlicensed apothecary
shortly after he would have been freed. He appears to have gone to work for his colleague,
Samuel Leadbetter, for on 3 June 1643 the Society of Apothecaries ‘ordered and warned
[Leadbetter] to put away Nicholas Culpeper who he now imployes, and to imploy him no
longer in his shop’.210 Yet by September Culpeper was still in Leadbetter’s employment,
and the Society again warned Leadbetter ‘not to imploy Culpeper in the makeing or
administering of aine Medicine, who promiseth to observe the same’.”'" By May of the

following year, the records of the Society show that Leadbetter produced an indenture to

26 pp (1650), B2".

207 Underwood, pp. 44, 81.

208 Gadbury, ‘Nativity’, B8".

209 p riddlesex County Records, 3 (1888), p. 85. First noted by Keith Thomas, Religion and the Decline of
Magic: Studies in Popular Beliefs in Sixteenth and Seventeenth-Century England (London: Weidenfeld &
Nicolson, 1971; repr. Harmondsworth: Penguin, 1991), p. 413.
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demonstrate that Culpeper was no longer in his employment.*'? Following this
Leadbetter’s career appears to have continued within the Society of Apothecaries.”"
Around 1640, Culpeper married Alice Field, the fifteen-year-old daughter of John
and Alice Field, and a relative of Simon Barckstead, who was described by Culpeper’s
contemporary biographer as ‘an eminent gentleman’.*'* The couple moved to Spitalfields,
just outside the City wall, and into a house on Red Lion Street, next door to the Red Lion
Inn. It is from this address that Culpeper wrote almost all his books.*"* Spitalfields at this
time was a hamlet of Stepney in the north-east of London. From here Culpeper must have
travelled to Leadbetter’s shop in Bishopsgate and, as we have seen above, into the
neighbouring parish of Shoreditch, to administer medicines. The Culpepers had seven
children during their fourteen-year marriage. In the aphorisms compiled from Culpeper’s
notes and published posthumously in 1655 as Composita: Or, A Synopsis of the Chiefest
Compositions in Use, he referred to one of his children who suffered from teething

problems.216

Another child suffered from the King’s Evil (scrofula), which Culpeper
cured.?!” By 1659 all but one of the children had died; their fourth child, Mary, was then
living with her mother in Spitalfields, and was described as ‘the true picture of her
Father’ *'®

Historians have accepted 1649 as the year when Culpeper turned to authorship to
supplement his income. However, in 1640 a medical translation was published which at
least one library catalogue has linked with Culpeper. Ethel Parkinson’s Catalogue of
Medical Books in Manchester University Library 1480-1700 (1972) attributes a translation
of a work, originally in Dutch, by Wilhelm Fabry (1560-1634) entitled Lithotomia Vesicae
(1640), to Nicholas Culpeper.219 Although the fly-leaf has a manuscript note, ‘Translated
by N. Culpeper’, this addition is not contemporary with the book. The conjecture that
Culpeper was the translator is based on the information given on the title page, and is

supported by further circumstantial evidence. The title page reads:

212 Minutes, f. 426".
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21 Life, C5". o o

215 Cylpeper does not appear to have written all works from his house in Spitalfields. The dedication to
his An Ephemeris for 1653 (1653), was written ‘From my house in Chisham in Buckinghamshire, August
20, 1652’ (A4). - r
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Written first in High Dutch by Gulielmus Fabritius Hildanus, ...
[and] Afterward augmented by the Author, and first translated into
Latin by his Scholler and Communer Henricus Schobingerus
Sangalthensis; And now done into English by N.C. for the general

good of this Nation, and particular use of the Societie of
CHIRURGIANS.

The work is introduced with a preface by John Norton, the book’s publisher, addressed to
the Company of Barber-Surgeons. Norton described how a copy of the Latin book "came
into my hands’ and that he then ‘went to those who ... are best acquainted with this
practice, and entreated them to peruse the Booke, and ... to tell me, whether it was like to
benefit the Operation of this Realme, if it were translated into our Language’.*® Being
persuaded of its worth, Norton then ‘committed this businesse [of translating] to the care of
one, who was sufficiently able to expresse the Authors meaning in good termes’.**'
Although there is no firm evidence that N.C. is Culpeper, circumstantial evidence supports
this hypothesis. Firstly, neither the revised STC or Wing catalogue record another author
with the initials ‘N.C.” involved in the production of medical books during the 1630s and
1640s. Secondly, the book shares Culpeper’s ideal that medical information should be ‘for
the generall good of this Nation’.?? Thirdly, his failure to be freed by the Society of
Apothecaries, suggests that Culpeper was short of money in the 1640s, and his work as a
translator would have supplemented his income as an unlicensed apothecary. But, the
strongest evidence for this conjecture comes from the attacks made upon Culpeper
immediately after the publication of his translation of the College’s Pharmacopoeia in
1649. The author of the royalist serial Mercurius Pragmaticus attacked Culpeper’s recently
published translation of the College of Physicians’ Pharmacopoeia, and claimed that after
his failed apprenticeship, ‘hee turnes Compositor, [and] afterwards a figure-flinger’.”?
McCarl suggests that the description of Culpeper as ‘compositor’ might mean that he
worked for a printer before translating the Pharmacopoeia.** Culpeper was never an

apprentice to a printer so he ought not to have been able to work as a type-setter. These

were unsettled times though, and McCarl’s hypothesis is a possible one. However, | would

220 yohn Norton, ‘To the Worshipfull Companie of the Barber-Chirurgians’ in Wilhelm Fabry, Lithotomia
Vesicae: that is, an Accurate Description of the Stone in the Bladder, trans. by N.C. (1640), *2-*4" (*3").
22! Ibid., *3".

222 Fabry, Lithotomia Vesicae, title page. o

253 Mercurius Pragmaticus, no. 21 (4-11 September 1649), X4". The author has generally‘be?en 1d§nt1ﬁed
as Marchamont Nedham but Charles Webster disagrees with this. Nedham’s a'ssoc1at19n_ with the
publication had ended by June 1649, and he subsequently attacked the College and its restrictive use of
Latin. See GI, p. 269; Nigel Smith, Literature and Revolution in England 1640-1660 (New Haven and

London: Yale University Press, 1994), p. 33.
224 McCarl, p. 232.
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suggest that ‘compositor’ is being used to describe ‘one who composes or compiles a
literary work’, a rare usage following its first occurrence in 1532.2%° This application of the
word would suggest that Culpeper had experience of putting texts together before 1647,
when Cole commissioned him to translate the Pharmacopoeia. We know Culpeper had a
good knowledge of Latin by the time he was apprenticed to Francis Drake. If Culpeper
began to work as a translator in the early 1640s this would explain why Cole felt able to
entrusted him with such an important project.

In 1649, Culpeper described himself as being ‘in the prime of my age’, and there is
further evidence in his writings which support the hypothesis that Culpeper began
translating well before 1649.2° For example, in his book of astrological predictions
entitled Catastrophe Magnatum (1652), Culpeper wrote that ‘in the years 1641, and 1642
the notions included in this book took up a great part of my study, for indeed in those years
I was totally studious’.”®” In 1653, he claimed to have spent the past twenty-one years
writing, presumably commencing whilst at Cambridge from 1632 to 1634.*® After
Culpeper’s death a volume of his astrological aphorisms was published by Richard Moore
and Stephen Chatfield, entitled Opus Astrologicum, &c., Or An Astrological Work Left to
Posterity (1654). Moore and Chatfield, both of whom had never worked with Culpeper

9

before, were probably responsible for writing Culpeper’s introduction.””” However,

#% In a similar book, published

Culpeper supposedly wrote its contents in 1647 and 1648.
by Brook in 1655, entitled Culpeper’s Last Legacy, there is further evidence that Culpeper
was writing and practising medicine in 1645. As we shall see below (pp. 110-11), Peter
Cole and Alice Culpeper contested the authority of this book, but although Brook may have
forged the introductory prefaces, the material appears to have been compiled from

' In the case of tertiary fever, Culpeper claimed to have ‘cured
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Culpeper’s case-notes.”
above twenty of this Disease’ by February 1646.

The dramatic events of the Civil War brought chaos to London and the country.

2 OED, 1L

26 pD (1649), A2". o o
227 Culpeper, Catastrophe Magnatum. or the F all of Monarchie (1652), L2". This may be the publication

of Culpeper’s which is mentioned but not named when it was referred to the Committee for Examinations

on 2 November 1652 (CSPD 1651-1652, p. 466 (SP 25/35/16)). N )
28 Culpeper, ‘To the Reader’, in Simon Partlitz, 4 New Method of Physick, trans. (1654), A2™ (A2").

229 «The Author to the Reader’, in Culpeper, Opus Astrologicum (1654), A3"-5". In their address Chatfield
and Moore claimed ‘this Tract is certainly his’ (A7"). o

230 gee Culpeper, Opus Astrologicum (1654), C8", D7", E8", FI', F8', G1', G8"

21 Gee Culpeper, Culpeper’s Last Legacy (1655), ET', G2'.

22 Ibid., G2'.
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John Gadbury reported that Culpeper enlisted with the Parliamentarian troops, and in 1643
‘was wounded by a small shot over the forepart of the body, which he never recovered
[from] till his dying day’.**? According to the ‘Life’, Culpeper was involved in a duel while
in the army. Private duelling had been prohibited in 1614 by James I, and to avoid

imprisonment Culpeper fled to France where, his biographer claims, he stayed for three

234

months. If this account is true, it little affected Culpeper’s medical practice. He

continued his work in Spitalfields, where he saw up to forty patients a day, prescribing
‘cheap, but wholesome Medicines’.?*?

Culpeper’s astrological beliefs strongly influenced the types of medicines and
advice he dispensed, believing it necessary ‘for every Physitian to be an Astrologer®
The author of the Mercurius Pragmaticus, as we have seen, described Culpeper as a
“figure-flinger’, indicating that Culpeper was also a practising astrologer. Culpeper’s
predictions of events following a solar eclipse on 29 March 1652, made in Catastrophe
Magnatum, were mocked in a series of pamphlets singling out Culpeper and his fellow
astrologer, William Lilly (1602-81), for attack.”’ According to The Laughing Mercury
(20-27 October 1652):

Old Nick is turn’d Ass-stronomer,
Will Summers grown so wise,

They both Prognosticate of stirr,
making the Starrs Lies.”*®

He was in turn defended by Lilly in Philastrogus Knavery Epitomized (1652), and by
Raphael Desmus, who described Culpeper as ‘the PTOLOMEY of our English Nation®.**

3 Gadbury, ‘Nativity’, B8".

P4 Life, C6". Samuel R. Gardiner, History of England from the Accession of James I to the Qutbreak of
the Civil War, 1603-1642, 10 vols (London: Longmans, 1883-84), 11, 212.

2 Life, C4".

56 EP (Cole, 1652), B2". On seventeenth-century astrology see Bernard S. Capp, Astrology and the
Popular Press: English Almanacs 1500-1800 (London: Faber and Faber, 1979); Alan Chapman,
‘Astrological Medicine’, in Health, Medicine and Mortality in the Sixteenth Century, ed. by Webster,
275-300; Patrick Curry, ‘Saving Astrology in Restoration England: ‘Whig’ and ‘Tory’ Reforms’; in
Astrology, Science and Society: Historical Essays, ed. by Patrick Curry (Woodbridge, Suffolk: Boydell
Press, 1987), 245-59; Curry, Prophecy and Power: Astrology in Early Modern England (Cambridge:
Polity Press, 1989); Ann Geneva, Astrology and the Seventeenth-century Mind: William Lilly and the
Language of the Stars (Manchester: Manchester University Press, 1995); Thomas, Religion and the
Decline of Magic.

7 See Black Monday Turn’d White (1652); William Brommerton, Confidence Discounted: or the
Astronomers Knavery Anatomized (1652); Mercurius Democritus (8-16 December 1652), 2N4'; Laurence
Price, The Astrologers Bugg-Beare ([1652]). In Lillies Ape Whipt (1652), Culpeper is ridiculed as ‘Lillies
Ape’ (A2Y), his writings are criticised and his claims to be a gentleman are undermined.

28 The Laughing Mercury, no. 29 (20-27 October 1652), 2F1". .

29 Gadbury attempted to vindicate Culpeper and William Lilly, ‘from all the false aspersions ... cast upon
them, about the great Eclipse of the SUNNE’ (Philastrogus Knavery Epitomized (1652), title page).
Raphaell Desmus, Merlinus Anontmus: An Almanack (1653), A2"". Desmus was a pseudonym for
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London’s Society of Astrologers was a bipartisan group totalling about forty, which meet
for annual dinners and lectures from 1649 to 1658.24° Culpeper himself lectured before the
Society, possibly in 1650, because in the following year Nathaniel Brook published
Semeiotica Uranica, or an Astrological Judgment of Diseases, derived from the lectures 2
This enabled him to promote his name through the oral medium to a specialist audience,
whilst the publication of his lectures reached a wider public sphere.**? Culpeper also
attended lectures at the Society, for example, those delivered by Robert Gell (1595-1665).
and it was probably through his membership that Culpeper met John Booker (1603-67).
Booker was an astrologer and writer of almanacs who in 1643 had been appointed
Parliamentary Licenser of mathematical books and almanacs by the June Printing Act, and
on 15 April 1651 he licensed Culpeper’s Semeiotica Uranica’*® Booker’s relationship
with Culpeper is especially significant for the only extant manuscript written by Culpeper is
an undated letter to Booker (see Illustration 1). Now in the Ashmolean Collection at the
Bodleian Library, this letter consists of only eleven lines, in which Culpeper ‘entreat[s
Booker] ... to do this man ... the curtesy as to let him take out the planets places for his

own Genesis out of an Ephemerides’.*** The man was Thomas Loseby from Melton

> Along with experiences as an apprentice, Culpeper’s years of

Mowbray in Leicester.*
medical practice at Spitalfields, and his association with London’s astrologers, he also
claimed a degree of surgical knowledge from having witnessed dissections, possibly at the

®  Within the spectrum of London’s medical market,

Company of Barber-Surgeons.24
Culpeper must have cut a prominent figure.

The breadth of his experience could account for why, according to the ‘Life’,
Culpeper was ‘put upon’ to translate the College of Physicians’ Pharmacopoeia.**’ 1 have

already suggested that Culpeper worked as a translator for at least one publisher as early as

Samuel Sheppard (f]. 1606-55), see Capp, Astrology and the Popular Press, p. 331.

0 Thomas, Religion and the Decline of Magic, p. 361; Curry, Prophecy and Power, pp. 40-44.

241 Culpeper wrote for ‘especially [those] that heard these Lectures (Semeiotica Uranica, or an
Astrological Judgment of Diseases (1651), A3"). The Society of Astrologers held annual dinners from
1649 to about 1658.

22 See Culpeper, Catastrophe Magnatum, C2'; An Ephemeris for 1653, A3". Gell’s lectures of 1649 a_nd
1650 were also published entitled Stella Nova (1649), and Aggelokratia Theon, Or a Sermon Touching

Gods Government (1650).
M 4&O0, 1, 184-87.

244 Bodleian Library, MS Ashmole 339, f. 173. o |
245 This may have been the son of a Thomas Loseby who went down from Welham in Leicestershire to

matriculate at Christ’s College, Cambridge, in November 1570 (Venn and Venn, Alumni Cantabrigienses,
11, 106). .

246 DM (1651), B3', E4™.

247 Life, C6'".
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1640, and in 1647 Cole then commissioned him to translate the College’s Pharmacopoeia.
Cole must have paid Culpeper in one way or another (a matter discussed below. pp. 118-
19). Culpeper, then, gained both notoriety and financial payment through his writings.

His books are also an important source of information on his religious and political
beliefs, and the author of an issue of the Mercurius Pragmaticus from September 1649
claimed that Culpeper went through various religious sects:

Hee commenced the severall degres of Independency, Brownisme,
Anabaptisme; Admitted himselfe of John Goodwins Schoole (of all
ungodlinesse) in Coleman street. After that he turned Seeker,

Manifestarian and now he is arrived at the Battlement of an absolute
Atheist >

This account is supported by his contemporary biographer, who wrote, ‘[o]f religion he had
a greater share than most Physicians use to have; he had so much Zeal as to hate
Superstitions, and was no friend to Episcopal Innovations’. %% Culpeper was certainly
critical of the Catholic church and associated licensed physicians with papism: ‘[o]ne holds
the Word of God, the other Physick to be a mystery, and the vulgar must be ignorant in
both’. % In 1649, he wrote:

I am confident there be those in this Nation that have wit enough to
know that the Papists and the Colledg of Physitians will not suffer
Divinity and Physick to be printed in our mother tongue, both upon

one and the same grounds, and both colour it over with the same

excuses.zﬂ

Culpeper was most likely a non-conformist who, Elmer suggests, ‘seems to have adhered to
a simplified form of worship based on liberal lines’.*** John Goodwin (c. 1594-1665) was
ejected from his living at St. Stephen’s Church in Coleman Street in May 1645 for refusing
to administer baptisms indiscriminately in his parish.”>> Following this Goodwin set up an
Independent congregation at his own home in Coleman Street, south of Spitalfields and just
inside the City wall. Although Culpeper described ‘that MONSTER called RELIGION,

which he blamed for the wars and civil disputes which had divided Europe, he was

28 Mercurius Pragmaticus, (4-11 September 1649), X4'. N
24 Anon., “The Epitaph’, in Culpeper’s School of Physick, C8'-c2" (c1"). On London’s religious sects, see
Murray Tolmie, The Triumph of the Saints: The Separate Churches of London 1616-1649 (Cambridge:

Cambridge University Press, 1977). )
250 DM (1651), C3". Also see Culpeper, Galen’s Art of Physick (1652), A8".

251 v
PD (1649), A2". _ _ _ .
252 Petcgr Elmer, ‘Medicine, Religion and the Puritan Revolution’, in The Medical Revolution of the

Seventeenth Century, ed. by Roger K. French and Andrew Wear (Cambridge: Cambridge University

Press, 1989), 10-45 (pp. 21, 39); McCarl, p. 235. ‘ . . N
251;eﬁNB; D)BR, i, 15-17; Ellen S. Moore, ‘Congregationalism and the Social Order: John Goodwin's

Gathered Church, 1640-60°, Journal of Ecclesiastical History, 38 (1987), 210-35.
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sympathetic to the Independent movement.?>* For example, in the 1650 edition of his
translation of the College’s Pharmacopoeia, Culpeper attacked the Presbyterian Church:
“[i]f it were my scope at present [ could fill a dozen sheets of paper full of their Pulpit Lyves
and Railings’, although he, tellingly, excluded the works of Jeremiah Burroughes and
William Bridge, two of Cole’s authors, from his attack.>> He also praised the sermons
delivered by the Protestant, Hugh Latimer (c. 1485-1555), which not only suggests that he
was sympathetic to the movement, but that he had read Latimer’s sermon, possibly in the
recent edition entitled Fruitfull Sermons (1636).”° In 1651, Culpeper commended the
“excellent speech’ of Peter Sterry (1613-72), who was appointed preacher to the Council of

State in February of the previous year.?’

It is possible that this praise reflected his
publisher’s interests, because in the same year Cole published a pamphlet of Sterry’s
sermon, England’s Deliverance from the Northern Presbytery delivered on 5 November
1651, and later published two further books, The Way of God (1657) and The True Way of
Uniting (1660). More probably, though, the two men had shared religious opinions.
Culpeper has been described by both McCarl and Elmer as a sympathiser to the
Leveller movement.”®  Political sects during this period were often short-lived
undisciplined movements, and it is therefore difficult to associate Culpeper with any one

2% Certainly, though, his attacks on the monopolies exercised by the Church, the

party.
College, and the legal profession, and their restrictive use of Latin appears to align him with
the Levellers. In 1651, Culpeper wrote that he ‘delights in equality’ and hoped that the
solar eclipse in March 1652 would ‘bring a change of Government in London’**® He
predicted that at, or before, the beginning of 1655, ‘the Government will come into the
hands of the People, and everlasting peace shall we enjoy’.**" His continual criticism of the
College and its adherence to Latin constituted part of a wider political controversy in 1649

over the abhorrence of the Norman Yoke, which, its critics claimed, had enslaved the

nation, since William’s conquest. I examine this debate in the following chapter, which

2% Culpeper, Catastrophe Magnatum, D2".
25 pD (1650), B1*-2".
256 pp (1649), M3"; DNB.

»7 DNB; DBR, 111, 206-07. ' .
258 McCarl, p. 235; Elmer, ‘Medicine, Religion and the Puritan Revolution’, p. 20.

259 Qee Hill, The World Turned Upside Down: Radical Ideas During the English Revolution (London:
Maurice Temple Smith, 1972; repr. Harmondsworth: Penguin Books, 199'1 ), pp. 107-50; John Sanderson,
‘But the people’s creatures’: The Philosophical Basis of the English Civil War" (Mar}chest(?r: Manchester
University Press, 1989), pp. 102-27; Keith Lindley, Popular Politics and Religion in Civil War London

(Aldershot: Scolar Press, 1997), pp. 392-4‘1103. ]
260 Culpeper, Catastrophe Magnatum, Cl1', H1.
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places Culpeper’s translation in the monumental year of 1649, but in terms of Culpeper’s
beliefs, his programme to prepare the English reader with ‘the whol Moddel of Physick’.
singled out the ‘grave, wise and learned Colledge of Physitians as their Pupils and Flatterers
are pleased to call them’ who hide the ‘Rules of Physick’ from the population:

Lest as they and the Papists say, you should do you selves a mischief
by them, when indeed the truth is their own gain, and credit lies at
stake, people would not adore them, and employ them, and spend
their whol estates upon them, as now (poor hearts) they are too often
forced to do.®

In 1651, Culpeper gave a number of reasons for publishing in English. The fact that he
included such a defence suggests that he had come under attack for his translation of the
Pharmacopoeia. He argued that the works of God were common for all to view and benefit
from, indeed it would be a sin to impropriate what God intended for all. Exploiting an
analogy with the four Aristotelian elements, Culpeper argued that society also must be in
harmony; but how can this be, he asked, if the art of Physick and its benefits are hidden?
Because the College was a ‘slave’ to the ‘father of errors’, their arguments and physick
were ‘drawn neither from Reason nor Experience, but old rusty Authors, or at best such as
lived in different Climates’.”® Culpeper was not alone. In 1652, the pseudonymous
Delapater Menedemus launched a similar attack on the three monopolies in Lex Exlex: or
the Downfall of the Law and the Gospell. Culpeper’s political ideals obviously influenced
the reception of his medical writings and, as I show below, the College was neither willing
nor able to counter this popular movement. However, even after twenty years, Culpeper
was denounced as a ‘foul-mouth’d scribler’ by Jonathan Goddard for his attack on the
medical hierarchy.264

From the end of 1652, Culpeper suffered from declining health. In November 1652,
he wrote of his sickly body, and a year later, he was ‘so sickly that I am not fit for any
Study, having not strength of Body to Write’ 2 His Ephemeris for 1653 was prepared
from his house in Chesham, where he may have been convalescing. Culpeper died on 10
January 1654 at the age of thirty-eight and was buried in the churchyard of New

Bethlem.”®® In the space of fourteen years, he had established his authority within

262 Culpeper, Galen’s Art of Physick (1 652), A8".

25 Ibid., A8"-B1". )

264 Jonathan Goddard, A Discourse Setting Forth the Unhappy Condition (1670), p. 26, quoted by Elmer,
‘Medicine, Religion and the Puritan Revolution’, p. 33. ' o

265 £p (Cole, 1652), A2"; Culpeper, ‘To the Reader’, in 4 New Method of Physick, A2 (A2"). .

266 This should not be confused with the Old Bethlehem Hospital (Bedlam), on the east side of
Bishopsgate Street in Bishopsgate Ward Without. Culpeper was likely buried in the yard of the new
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London’s medical marketplace and that of print-culture. His death presumably created a
void, which medical practitioners, authors, and publishers were quick to fill. Many echoed
Culpeper’s apparent ideology, but also exploited the commercial nature of print, not least
through the appropriation of Culpeper’s name.

Through the printed medium, Culpeper’s name became a valuable commercial
commodity that appealed to buyers of medical literature in the second half of the
seventeenth century onwards. This literature met a new need. In terms of medical
treatment, the Civil War fractured families and individual communities, traditionally the
primary source of medical care for an individual. No longer could neighbours and family
members be relied upon for advice; consulting a physician was costly and so increasing
recourse was made to vernacular medical books for self-diagnosis and treatment. The
expansion in this market during the 1650s had as much to do with the political and social
milieu of the revolutionary period as it did with developments in medical practice or

intermittent lapses in censorship.

i i d others, The History of Bethlem

i £ St. Mary without Bishopsgate (see Jonathan Andrc?ws and , ' /
?Locs)lrjlgiil'oRoutledgg 1997), pp. 21-36). The records for this parish are mcomorated in The Register of St.
Botolph .without Bishopsgate, ed. by A.W.C. Haller, 3 vols (Edinburgh: privately printed, 1889-95), but

there is no entry for Culpeper.



2. Ownership of Knowledge:
Publishing and the Book Trade

Till about the year 1649 ... *twas held a strange

presumption for a Man to attempt an Innovation
in Learning.!
John Aubrey (1671)

Printing puts Books into every mans hand.
Anon.,
A Brief Discourse Concerning Printing and
Printers (1663), p. 22

During the early years of the Civil War, a group of stationers led by Michael Sparke
launched an attack on the patents controlled by the Stationers’ Company.” Sparke’s
pamphlet, Scintilla, or a Light Broken into Darke Warehouses (1641) distributed
throughout the trade during August 1641, united those printers who were not share holders
in the English Stock in their hatred of the stationers’ monopolistic administration of the
trade and their control over profitable titles. This attack was in tune with the country’s
general aversion to the royalist monopolies granted during the previous hundred years.
Along with this assault, the 1640s also brought calls for a press free from Parliamentary
control, and during the Civil War control did lapse, but only briefly.> Although Parliament
subsequently moved to curtail this freedom, the trade was unwilling to revert to the strict

measures brought in by the Star Chamber Decree of 1637.* Following the Civil War the

' Quoted by Juanita G.L. Burnby in 4 Study of The English Apothecary From 1660 to 1760, Medical
History Supplement, 3 (London: Wellcome Institute for the History of Medicine, 1983), p. 62. See Oliver
Lawson Dick, ‘The Life and Times of John Aubrey’, in Aubrey’s Brief Lives, ed. by Oliver Lawson Dick,
3rd edn (London: Secker & Warburg, 1949; repr. 1975), pp. xvii-cx (p. xxxviii), quotation from original
manuscript.

2 See John Feather, A History of British Publishing (London: Croom Helm, 1988; repr. Routledge, 1991),
pp. 43-44; Cyprian Blagden, ‘The Stationers’ Company in the Civil War Period’, The Library, 5th ser., 13
(1958), 1-17 (p. 8); Blagden, The Stationers’ Company: A History, 1403-1959 (London: Allen and

Unwin, 1960), pp. 131-34. '
3 Christopher Hill, Writing and Revolution in 17th Century England (Brighton: Harvester Press, 1985),

pp. 32-71; Feather, British Publishing, p. 47. '

4 Blagden, ‘The “Company” of Printers’, Studies in Bibliography, 13 (1960), 3-17 (p. 5); A.B. Wgrden,
“Literature and Political Censorship in Early Modern England’, in Too Mighty to be Free: Censorship and
the Press in Britain and the Netherlands, ed. by A.C. Duke and C.A. Tamse (Zutphen: De Walburg Pers,

1987), 45-62.
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Company lost its position of dominance over the book trade to Parliament. The impact
upon the trade of varying degrees of control during the 1650s has led John Feather to
conclude, that the ‘bookselling trade was ... at a low ebb in the 1650s, with little to sell and
few customers’.’ Despite Feather’s pessimistic view of the trade, the genre of vernacular
medicine developed into a profitable market during this very decade, as the ability of a few
publishers to establish the Culpeper name as a commercial commodity shows.

The year 1649 was significant: Charles I was tried and executed, and Parliament
declared England a Commonwealth. At the end of August, Culpeper’s translation of the
Pharmacopoeia was published and by the end of September, Parliament had introduced
another new Printing Act. Culpeper’s attack on the monopoly of the College was unique
because the Pharmacopoeia was its official receipt book and the main source of
professional remedies. Originally intended to standardise, control, and regulate the craft of
the apothecaries, as a vernacular text Culpeper’s Pharmacopoeia became, in the words of
Charles Webster, ‘a medium for the liberalisation of medicine’.’ Culpeper’s translation
revealed the secrets of the medical profession who had an economic interest in maintaining
their secrecy.’

Culpeper’s work was a joint response to both the political uncertainty and medical
inadequacy in the aftermath of war. Nigel Smith argues ‘that the literature of [the] mid-
seventeenth century underwent a series of revolutions in genre and form, and that this
transformation was a response to the crises of the 1640s’.® Although Smith does not
examine the medical literature of the period, the example of Culpeper’s translation fits
directly Smith’s contention that the literature of the revolutionary decades ‘was part of the
crisis’. Authors of medical translations and popular medical handbooks argued for the free
dissemination of the information they contained; as such this genre of literature is an
excellent example of what Smith has termed “an information revolution’.”

In this chapter, I begin by briefly examining the circle of correspondents that

formed around Samuel Hartlib before turning to Culpeper. The Hartlib circle was

5 Feather, British Publishing, p. 49.

6
Gl, p. 253.
7 Thepcost of seeing a physician in London will have usually been between 6s.6d. to 10s., but the average

craftsman was paid approximately 12d. a day and a labourer received just 84. which meant profe'ss'iongl
medical care was beyond the reach of all but the wealthy (Doreen Even.den-Nagy, Popular Medicine in
Seventeenth-Century England (Bowling Green: Bowling Green State University Popular Press, 1988), p.
21). '

8 I)\Iigel Smith, Literature and Revolution in England 1640-1660 (New Haven and London: Yale
University Press, 1994), p. 1.

? Ibid.
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motivated by the ideal of freely available knowledge and its successful dissemination to
unlearned, but skilled, artisans. During the 1650s, Hartlib financed the publication of a
series of books promoting agricultural improvement and, to a lesser degree, freely available
medical knowledge. Although Culpeper was never an associate of Hartlib’s, their
programmes to promote social improvement are comparable. Following this, I explore the
activities of the College of Physicians with book trade personnel during the Interregnum.
Examination of the Stationers’ Register reveals that the Presidents of the College were
prepared officially to endorse English translations of scholarly books and new works by
non-Collegiate authors, by which, it appears, the College was able to generate revenue.

Previous scholars have neglected the Stationers’ Register and the documentary
evidence contained in it relating to the publication of the College’s Pharmacopoeia along
with the ‘Annals’ of the College, which makes it possible to trace the exchange of rights to
the copy of the College’s Latin Pharmacopoeia and the English version. In the third
section, this evidence reveals how a series of astute London publishers, including Peter
Cole, exploited the Company’s monopoly to gain control over this profitable title.

The publisher Peter Cole is an important example of what Roger Chartier has
termed a ‘cultural agent’, whose publishing strategies transformed the perception of
Culpeper’s translations. Whereas Cole developed Culpeper’s medical bibliography,
Nathaniel Brook was the publisher of his astrological books. In the final section of this
chapter, the careers of Cole and Brook are contrasted and their attempts to profit from the

Culpeper name after the author’s death are explored.

Popular Politics, the College of Physicians and the Medical Marketplace
In the 1640s Samuel Hartlib (c. 1600-62) conceived of a state supported ‘Office of
Address’, designed to promote international correspondence and to encourage inventors
whose work would uncover and utilise the country’s resources.'® In the following decade,
this circle was increasingly motivated by the ideal of freely available knowledge and its

successful dissemination to unlearned, but skilled, artisans.!! Hartlib acted in a variety of

° For details of the ‘Office of Address’ see GI, pp. 67-77; G.H. Turnbull, Hartlib, Dury and Comenius:
Gleanings from Hartlib’s Papers (Liverpool: University Press of Liverpool, 1947), pp. 77-87; William
Eamon, Science and the Secrets of Nature: Books of Secrets in Medieval and Early Mode_rn Cylture
(Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1994), pp. 327-28. The programme was advertised in Fhe
following publications: Considerations Tending to the Happy Accomplzshmgnt of Englands Reformat{on
in Church and State (1647); A Brief Discourse Concerning the Accomplishment of our Reformation

1647); A Further Discourse of the Office of Publicke Addresse (1648). ‘ . o
$1 Mal?k Greengrass and others, ‘Introduction’, in Samuel Hartlib and Universal Reformation: Studies in



57

roles in his dealings with his correspondents: he sought and received information, opinions,
and details of individuals’ activities and writings. He recorded this in his ‘Ephemerides’
and disseminated it to others through the media of print and manuscript.'?

With the establishment of the Long Parliament in 1641, Hartlib felt the time was
ripe to make use of the wider realm of influence and propagation afforded by print
culture.”” He now sought to influence and educate unknown beneficiaries using the
opportunities offered by the printing press over manuscript dissemination.'* The ability of
print to disseminate information widely and simultaneously was vital to his designs for
educational renovation and Protestant reunion. Like the Parisian Bureau d’Adresse of
Théophraste Renaudot, Hartlib’s ‘Office’ called for the establishment of a printing press
devoted to the propagation of knowledge into the public realm.'* The importance of the
press to the Hartlib group is clear in Gabriel Plattes’s Macaria of 1641:

For the Art of printing will so spread knowledge, that the common
people, knowing their own rights and liberties, will not be governed
by way of oppression.'®

This call is echoed in Hartlib and John Dury’s plans for the establishment of ‘An Agency
for the Advancement of Universal Learning’, published in 1649:

A peculiar Presse for Printing of things to be destributed and
communicated to the Schools and Universities, or universally to the
chiefe learned men of the Land, to possesse them with those things
which may season their spirits with thoughts of a Public
concernment.'’

In the 1640s Hartlib’s publications typically addressed the political needs to achieve the
utopia described by Plattes in his Macaria.'® By the end of the decade his attempts to

Intellectual Communication, ed. by Mark Greengrass and others (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1994), 1-25; Barbara Beigun Kaplan, “Divuiging of Useful Truths in Physick”: The Medical
Agenda of Robert Boyle (Baltimore: John Hopkins University Press, 1993), pp. 16-24.

'2 Turnbull, ‘Samuel Hartlib’s Influence on the Royal Society’, Notes and Records of the Royal Society,
10 (1953), 101-30 (pp. 111-24). .

13 Although Hartlib was active in the circulation of manuscripts during the 1630s it was only towards the
end of the decade that he published in print. His first publication was John Comenius’ Conatuum
Comenianorum Praeludia (1637), which was published from a rough draft and, it would seem, without
the author’s permission (Turnbull, Hartlib, p. 35). '
4 Keyin Dunn, ‘Milton Among the Monopolists: Areopagitica, Intellectual Property and the Hartlib
Circle’, in Samuel Hartlib and Universal Reformation, ed. by Greengrass and others, 177-92.

15 Eamon, Science and the Secrets of Nature, pp. 323-41. According to a printed broadshget, T fze Oﬁic'e
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Print’ (HP 57/3/2A-B). .

16 Gabriel Plattes, A Description of the Famous Kingdome of Macaria (1641), C1"".

17 Seasonable Discourse (1649), D4".
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It offered a comprehensive state sponsored program of economic planing and lmpr?vement., and was
novel in its call for the free dissemination of scientific information. See Webster, ‘Macaria: Samuel
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achieve Parliamentary patronage had all but failed, and this led to a shift of focus for his
publishing ventures. Both London’s Charitie (1649) and Londons Charity Inlarged (1650)
offered programmes for poor relief and marked the involvement of the circle in
philanthropic activities. Hartlib’s proposals from this period stressed the importance of
science and technology and argued against secrecy that kept the population in ignorance.
Charles Webster writes of the Puritan ideal that motivated Hartlib and his group ‘to exploit
the natural environment for the health and wealth of mankind’, which was ‘sustained by an
enduring expectation of intellectual and social progress’."” As Kevin Dunn says, Hartlib's
circle ‘espoused free trade, an uncensored flow of ideas and the disinterested performance
of public works’ through his Office of Address.”’ Dunn further remarks:

By refusing the conflation of public and private in the monopolizing
corporation and by positing instead a system of private acts that
benefit the larger public, the Hartlibians grant[ed] information a value
as a commodity, publicly open yet privately owned.”!

Concerns with education and religious reform were to be supplanted by social concerns for
technological and agricultural policies which would improve the conditions of the majority
of the population.”” In the 1650s, following the confusions of war, there was an increase in
the number of scientific treatises, poetry and drama published, and a move away from the
controversial aspects of political and religious life. As Thomas Corns has shown, over
seventy per cent of this literature collected by George Thomason was published in the
1650s.” In this context, Hartlib’s attempts to relieve the population through the promotion
of husbandry knowledge and self-improvement resulted in the publication of a series of
agricultural manuals.”* Samuel Hartlib his Legacie (1651) was his largest venture into print
culture.”” It passed through three editions in the first five years of the 1650s, and was

reissued at the end of the decade. Hartlib followed a similar procedure to that of Peter
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Cole, who, as 1 show below, made explicit use of the preliminaries and the text of his
Culpeper titles to advertise his books. In his ‘Address to the Reader’ printed in the first
edition of the Legacie, Hartlib announced the forthcoming second edition of Richard
Weston’s Discours of Husbandrie, first published in 1650 Following this, the
introduction to ‘Weston’s Discours is printed to again advertise the new edition.” Hartlib
was attempting to use his books on husbandry to create an open forum for communication
through which the reader could enter a privileged and on-going debate concerning
husbandry improvement. These publications attempted to create a social identity with
which readers could sympathise and relate. Cole and Culpeper attempted to create a similar
ethos by publishing a series of complementary medical texts targeted at the political and
social sympathies of their audience and catering for their medical needs.

Hartlib’s Legacie consisted of ‘A Large Letter Concerning the Defects and
Remedies of English Husbandry’, written by Robert Child (c. 1613-54), which introduced
the methods of husbandry and procedures for its improvement.?® It served as a basis for
Hartlib’s project and prompted others to experiment and develop new ideas that were
included in later editions. As we shall see, Culpeper’s translations of the College of
Physicians’ Pharmacopoeia and The English Physitian passed through a number of editions
in relatively few years. Each edition included material additional to the previous one. In
contrast to the development of Hartlib’s Legacie, which was driven by ideals, in Culpeper’s
books this expansion was primarily commercially motivated.

Although Hartlib and Culpeper do not appear to have been associates, their
ideological programmes in the 1650s to promote public welfare were complementary, and a
response to the unique and uncertain political situation. Events during the twelve months
before the publication of Culpeper’s translation were unprecedented.”” The execution of
Charles I at the end of January 1649 was followed in March by the abolition of the
monarchy in an Act intended to free the population from regal control, and in May England

was declared a Commonwealth.®® That year England also suffered a bad harvest and

26 Samuel Hartlib, ‘To the Reader’, in Robert Child and others, Samuel Hartlib his Legacie (1651), A2™
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consequently the population was enduring high food prices, unemployment, famine and
dearth.’  One solution to the poverty problem was the promotion of agricultural
improvement spearheaded by Hartlib and described above.’? In the second edition of his
Legacie (1652), he attacked the feudal sysiem of tenure that restricted agricultural
development, and hoped that the new Commonwealth would remove these ‘badges of our
Norman slavery’. The belief was that William the Conqueror had seized the wastelands
of England from its people, and this formed part of what was known as the Norman Yoke.
A brief outline of the Yoke, given by Hill, runs as follows:

Before 1066 the Anglo-Saxon inhabitants of this country lived as free
and equal citizens, governing themselves through representative
institutions. The Norman Conquest deprived them of this liberty, and
established the tyranny of an alien King and landlords. But the
people did not forget the rights they had lost. They fought
continuously to recover them, with varying success.*

This was the myth.”® The fact that Common Law was tied up in the French and Latin
languages itself became a symbol of Norman oppression for seventeenth-century political
radicals.’® The Bible had already been translated into English, and in the 1640s politically
radical groups fought to liberate the laws governing ‘the meanest English Commoner’.*” In
April 1649 the Leveller Gerrard Winstanley wrote that the ‘Norman bastard William
himself, his colonels, captains, inferior officers and common soldiers ... still are from that
time to this day in pursuit of that victory, imprisoning, robbing and killing the poor
enslaved English Israelites’.®® In Tyranipocrit Discovered (1649), its anonymous author

told how the ‘Norman Bastard did subject England to tyranny, and now Englishmen have

freed themselves again’.39 Hopes for change were due to the Act of March 1649, which
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Winstanley believed, ‘breaks in pieces the kingly yoke and the laws of the Conqueror, and
gives a common freedom to every Englishman to have a comfortable livelihood in their
own hand, or else it cannot be a commonwealth’.*° In August 1649, Culpeper criticised the
College of Physicians, along with the Roman Church, and the legal profession for their
restrictive use of Latin in his translation of the College’s Pharmacopoeia. He argued that
the Norman Conquest had tied medical practice to the language of the elite, which the
College had endorsed as the appropriate language of medical discourses. In his preface to
Galen’s Art of Physick (1652), he wrote:

Time was when all Physitians wrote in their Mother Tongues, time
was when they thought it their Glory to construct others in matters
belonging to their own health, time was when Physitians knew they
were not born for themselves alone, time was when he would have
been accounted a Monster ... and unfit to live in a Commonwealth,
that should but have attempted such a thing to hide the Rules of
Physick from the vulgar in an unknown Tongue.*!

In the 1650s reformers followed Culpeper’s initiative and argued for open medical practice
and the introduction of the new chemical remedies. Webster has identified two groups
which during the revolutionary period in particular attacked the rights of the College.
Firstly there were social reformers, such as Richard Overton, Samuel Hartlib, William
Petty, Henry Robinson, John Cook, Peter Chamberlen;42 secondly, rival medical
organisations, such as members of the Surgeons and Apothecaries’ Companies.” These
socio-medical reformers formed part of a larger concern to reform the welfare of the
population. The College and its Fellows were often the target of attack because of their
monopoly over the practice of medicine in London.* During the 1650s, unlicensed
practitioners made moves to establish a society to protect their interest. This movement
emerged from a circle of physicians associated with Hartlib and especially William Rand
(1617-63), who established his medical practice at White Cross Street, Cripplegate, in
London.”” The growth in the number of medical practitioners in London, particularly of
educated physicians, restricted from entering the College due to the limits placed on the

number of Fellows, led to dissatisfaction with the organisation of medical practice in
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London. Unlicensed but academic physicians sought a legal right to work in the capital and
produced a plan for a College of Graduate Physicians, designed to protect physicians unable
to secure membership of the London College.*

In the 1650s the College of Physicians’ response to this intimidation was minimal,
because, as I show below, it had little power and the general momentum was towards
change. In 1655, Hartlib published a collection of medical and chemical writings entitled
Chymical, Medicinal, and Chyrurgical Addresses, which is of interest to historians of
science because it includes the first published essay by Robert Boyle (1627-91). ‘An
[nvitation to a free and generous Communication of Secrets and Receits in Physick’ was
signed ‘Philaretus’, the name Boyle used in public to describe himself in his autobiography
of his early life.*® In it Boyle attacked the concealment of medical receipts from the public
and argued that physicians ought to place their patients’ health over financial gain.*”

Michael Hunter has examined this early essay in terms of the religious imperative
that Boyle placed on the free communication of scientific knowledge, in this case medical
secrets, and in his later medical writings of the 1670s and 1680s.>° Although published in
1655, Boyle had worked on this essay from May 1647 and it was certainly complete by
1649, the same year that Culpeper revealed the College’s medical secrets.”’ Both Culpeper
and Boyle argued for the free dissemination of medical knowledge for the benefit of the

* GI, p. 300.
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populace. Boyle’s reasoning was based on a religious morality. As Hunter writes:

The dissemination of useful medical recipes was ... presented as an
act of charity, the special significance of which as a religious virtue
was often stressed in the context of the increasing emphasis on
practical morality which typified religious attitudes of the day.”

Boyle was motivated by a philanthropic ideal informed by his religious beliefs, and
‘implicit in his decision to publish a collection of recipes was a sense that medicine should
be more accessible than was currently the case, and that the poor, in particular, would be
the beneficiaries of this’.> Of course, as we have already seen, there was an established
.tradition of vernacular medical literature. However, Boyle’s essay title made explicit that
this information could only be beneficial if it could be communicated to the population who
required it most. Boyle’s use of the word ‘communication’ appears to acknowledge the
importance of the printing press in the transmission of information. The OED describes
‘communication’ as ‘the imparting, conveying, or exchange of ideas, knowledge,
information, etc. (whether by speech, writing, or signs)’, but Boyle’s usage predates the
first example cited from John Locke in 1695.>
Hunter has examined both Boyle’s published and manuscript writings and
acknowledges the similarity between Boyle and Culpeper’s motives for arguing for the free
communication of medical secrets.” Boyle was motivated by a sense of “charity to the
poor & sick’.”® According to Shapin:

Boyle condemned ‘the avarice’ of those ‘secretists’ who secured
profit through the practice of intellectual privacy. Both Christian
charity and civic virtue demanded that useful knowledge circulate in
the public domain, for the public benefit.”’

Similar philanthropic motivations can be seen in the work of Culpeper and that of the
Hartlib circle in promoting agricultural and husbandry improvement during the 1650s.>® In

this decade, the popular movement from ‘secrets of nature’ towards public knowledge had
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religious, political and institutional dimensions.” But this motive was not as dominant as
William Eamon suggests in his Science and the Secrets of Nature (1994). Associates of
Hartlib, such as George Starkey, attempted to restrict the availability of their ‘secrets’ to a
limited forum that they could control.*® Other projects, such as that of the Invisible College
established by Boyle and Benjamin Worsley, were attempts to ensure that such ‘secrets’
were only available to a group of like-minded individuals.®® 1In his own alchemical
writings, Boyle attempted to shield his ‘secrets’ behind a veil of codes and ciphers.
Principe has shown how Boyle ‘employed many techniques of concealment ... in his
private and public writings throughout his mature career’.%? Although Boyle argued for the
free dissemination of knowledge, alchemy was an exception. Firstly, such knowledge was
believed to have been divinely revealed, and secondly, procedures misunderstood by an
ignorant practitioner could have detrimental consequences. That is, ‘Boyle’s commitment
towards communication of knowledge was not uniform>.** John Harwood has examined
the writing strategies employed by Boyle to create his own ‘literary identity’, and suggest
that ‘as early as the 1660s Boyle understood that he could use print culture to shape his
career’: that is, ‘print rapidly made him a public figure’.** However, Boyle was following
the example of earlier writers, most notably Culpeper, who established the printed medium
as a vehicle for self-promotion, whilst at the same time making altruistic claims for the free
availability of pragmatic knowledge. In contrast to this appeal for the democracy of
knowledge is the very medium of its dissemination. The printed book was a commercial
product, produced and sold through a trade overseen by the Company of Stationers.
Personnel worked within a monopoly which attempted to control all aspects of publication

both through legislative measures and the Company’s Register.
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The College of Physicians and The Stationers’ Register

During the seventeenth century, ownership of a text was the right of its publisher, rather
than of its author. The Charter of the Stationers’ Company in 1557 required each new
book, or ‘copy’, to be registered at Stationers’ Hall in the Company’s Register.®’ Although
its official purpose was as an instrument to control seditious publication, members soon
realised that the value of the system lay in establishing ownership of a literary property and
the right to profit from its publication. According to John Feather, by the 1640s the concept
of ‘copy’ ‘was one of the cornerstones of the trade’.®® Alexandra Halasz suggests that
‘copy’ worked as a legal fiction that established ownership. It was, then, ‘an abstract form
of a text, consisting in the right to reproduce the text (or to sell it to someone else for
reproduction)’, and, as such, was ‘a form of capital’.®’ A publisher therefore had to register
a title in order to protect his rights to the copy and publish legally.

In this section, I examine the involvement of the College as a licensing body during
the Commonwealth. The President and Censors of the College travelled to Stationers’ Hall
on a number of occasions to witness the entry of a variety of medical theory books, both
Latin and English titles. Despite never receiving official endorsement or being mentioned
in the College’s ‘Annals’, a number of stationers emerged as ‘semi-official’ publishers to
the College. Historians view the College as a lofty institution which avoided interaction
with the commercial marketplace of the City during the middle decades of the seventeenth
century. For example, Margaret Pelling writes, that ‘the College appears in the early
seventeenth century as a homosocial, gerontocratic institution, trying hard to distance itself

. . 68
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66

recorded in the Stationers’ Register suggest that certain Fellows worked with the book
trade, and may have raised capital for the College by licensing medical books to a select
few publishers.

The possession of a licence for publication was a theoretical prerequisite for entry
in the Register. Before the 1643 Printing Act, medical books had to be licensed by the
Bishop of London, but after the June Act the College’s President and Censors were granted
authority to license.” A stationer now required the permission of the College to register
and publish such books. Historians have assumed the Fellows’ attachment to the Latin
language for both printed and oral medical discourses during the 1650s. However,
examination of the Stationers’ Register shows that it was not this simple. The College was
empowered to license medical books from June 1643 and, from the evidence of the
College’s activity recorded in the Stationers’ Register, it did so from 1646 to 1659. It is
most active from 1649 to 1654 when nineteen out of twenty-two entries were made, and it
is this level of involvement that modifies the generally assumed feebleness of the College
during this period.”

An apparent example of its feebleness is provided by the works of William Harvey
and Francis Glisson, both College Fellows, which were published in Latin with the
College’s licence, but were shortly followed by English translations. Historians have
assumed that the College was unwilling and powerless to prevent the appearance of English
translations of its Fellows’ books and of other vernacular medical books. Normally
stationers, booksellers, or printers went to Stationers’ Hall to enter or assign copies under
the authority of the Company’s officials. However, entries in the Register during the
Commonwealth reveal that the President and Censors of the College made over twenty trips
to Stationers’ Hall to register as many medical books, of which half were either original

English texts or translations of Latin works.
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necessary to know how many medical books were registered with the Stationers’ Company without the
College’s licence and how many books of medicine were unregistered to fully assess the College’s
effectiveness as the licenser of medical books during this brief interim period. Maureen Bell’s work on
STC titles has shown that over half of all titles published prior to 1640 were registered with the Company
(‘Entrance in the Stationers’ Register’, The Library, 6th ser., 16 (1994), 50-54).
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Table 2.1: Entries made ‘under the hands of® College Officials in the Stationers’ Register

Date

Author/Publisher Title Lang. Pub. ‘under the
hands of
Civil Wars, Oct 1642 — May 1649
5 Jul 1641 Star Chamber Abolished
26 Aug 1642  Qrders on Printing
14 Jun 1643  Act for Regulating Printing
13 May Riviere/Flesher Observationes Medicae Lat. 1646 Clarke
1646
12 Jan 1648  Cooke/Cartwright Mellificum Chirurgiae Eng. 1648 Clarke and
Censors
Sep 1647 Act for Regulating Printing
Jan 1649 Army to enforce Printing Ordinances
10 Mar Spegilius/Clarke A Descriptions of the Eng. 1649 Clarke and
1649 Vessells in the Body two
Censors
Commonwealth, May 1649 — Dec 1653
20 Sep 1649  Printing Act
12 Oct 1649  Pemell/Stephens De Morbis Capitis Eng. 1650 Bate
28 Nov 1649  College/Bowtell Pharmacopoeia Lat. Clarke and
Censors
12 Dec 1649  College/Bowtell London Dispensatory Eng. 1653 Clarke
22 May How/Pulleyn Philologia Britannica Lat. 1650 Clarke and
1650 Censors
14 Jun 1650  Glisson/Dugard De Rachitide Lat./Eng. 1650 Clarke and
Censors
30 Jul 1650  Pemell/Stephens Medicamen Miseris Eng. 1650 Ent
20 Mar 1651 Harvey/Pulleyn Execitationes de Lat/Eng. 1651 (L.) Prujean
Generatione Animalium 1653 (E.) and Smith
27 Jun 1651  Harvey/Pulleyn Generation of Animals Eng. 1653 Prujean
and Smith
2 Aug 1651  Highmore/Martin The History of Eng. 1651 Ent
and Young Generation
9 Oct 1651 Johnson/Nealand Lexicon Chymicum Lat/Eng. 1652-53  Prujean
19 May Pemell/Stephens Tractatus de Simplicium  Eng. 1652 Ent
1652
20 Nov 1652 Heyden/Pulleyn Synopsis Discursum Lat. 1653 Ent
6 Dec 1652  Bartholin/Stephens  De Lacteis Thoracicis Lat. 1652 (L.) Prujean
1653 (E.)
7 Jan 1653 Printing Act
23 Feb 1653  Heyden/Pulleyn Speedy Help for Rich and Eng. 1652 Ent
Poor
6 Jun 1653 Johnson/Matthewes  Lexicon Chymicum — Bk  Lat. 1652-53  Prujean
2
1 Aug 1653  Pemell/Stephens Tractatus de Facultatibus Eng. 1653 Ent
and De Morbis Puerorum
26 Nov 1653  Riviére/Flesher Praxis Medica Lat. ? Prujean
Protectorate, Dec 1653 — May 1659
17 Apr 1654  Bennett/Newcombe  Theatri Tabidorum Lat. 1654 Prujean,
Vestibulum Smith and
Emily
28 Aug 1655 Cromwell’s Orders on the Press
28 Sep 1659  Bartholinus/ Institutions of Anatomy Eng. ? Ent

Robinson
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John Clarke (1582-1653) served as President to the College from 1645 to 1650, and made
seven trips to Stationers” Hall between 1646 and 1650. He had been educated at Christ’s
College, Cambridge, and was admitted a Fellow of the London College in November 1622,
and served it as Censor (1639-44), Consiliarius (1642-44 and 1650-52), and Treasurer
(1643-44).”" " On his first trip to Stationers’ Hall, on 13 May 1646, Lazare Riviére's
Observationes Medicae (1646) was entered to Miles Flesher ‘under the hands’ of Clarke.”
Over eighteen months later, on 12 January 1648, Clarke returned with the four censors of
the College, when Samuel Cartwright registered James Cooke’s Mellificum Chirurgiae: Or
The Marrow of Many Good Authors (1648), which he published in the vernacular.”” On 10
March 1649 Clarke and two of the censors were present when the publisher, another John
Clarke, entered A Description of the Vessells in the Body of Man translated out of the
anatomy of Adrian van den Spegilius.”* This was published in the 1649 English edition of
Ambrose Paré’s Workes (1649) translated by Thomas Johnson, printed by Richard Cotes
and William Dugard and sold by Clarke. On 28 November 1649, and two weeks later on 12
December, Clarke and the Censors were present when Stephen Bowtell gained the right,
first to the College’s Latin Pharmacopoeia, and on the second occasion to an English
version of the text.”” I examine this episode below, but it is important to note that Clarke
was prepared to oversee the entry of both a Latin and English version of the
Pharmacopoeia in the Stationers’ Register. On 22 May 1650, Clarke and the four Censors
were again at Stationers’ Hall when William How’s (1620-56) Pytologia Britannica (1650)
was entered to Octavian Pulleyn, for whom it was printed by Richard Cotes with the
College’s imprimatur.”® How had had access to Thomas Johnson’s manuscripts and
compiled the first hand-list of British plants in an alphabetical herbal that included their
locations and name, but no direct medical application.

Clarke’s final trip to Stationers’ Hall was again with the four Censors on 14 June
1650 when Francis Glisson’s De Rachitide (1650) was entered to William Dugard.”” Not
only was the Latin title registered, but also the rights to an English translation. The College

then was moving towards registering both Latin and English titles. Clarke had established

" Roll, 1, 180-81; and DNB.

2 SR 1640-1708, 1, 229.

3 SR 1640-1708, 1, 284.

74 SR 1640-1708, 1, 313. John Clarke was also the retail outlet for the second edition of Alexander Read’s
Workes (1650), published by Richard Thrale.

5 SR 1640-1708, 1, 331, 333.

6 SR 1640-1708, 1, 343.

77 SR 1640-1708, 1, 345.
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this pattern during his presidency and it continued with Francis Prujean, who succeeded
Clarke as President in 1650 and led it through the following five trouble years.”®

Like Clarke, Prujean was also present at Stationers’ Hall on seven occasions during
the period from 1650 to 1654. On 20 March 1651, Prujean and Edmund Smith, one of the
censors of the College, were present when Pulleyn registered William Harvey’s
Execitationes de Generatione Animalium (1651).” Harvey completed the work between
1647 and 1648, and Sir George Ent collected the manuscript from his friend around
December 1648.%° Importantly, they registered this title in ‘Latine and English’, a tacit
admission on the part of the College’s officials that medical knowledge could no longer be
restricted to Latin. This is clear from the fact that three months later, on 27 June 1651,
Pulleyn, Prujean and Smith all returned to Stationers” Hall to register ‘of the Generation of
Animalls, translated out of the Latine’®' In 1651, Pulleyn published the Latin edition,
which William Dugard printed as a quarto. Another edition appeared, also in 1651, bearing
only Pulleyn’s name in its imprint, only this time printed as a duodecimo. An English
translation did not appear until 1653 when Anatomical Exercitations, Concerning the
Generation of Living Creatures (1653) was printed by James Young.*

On 9 October 1651, Prujean was present when the Latin book Lexicon Chymicum
(1652-53), written by the College’s recently appointed chemist William Johnson, was
registered by William Nealand.* Again, Latin and an English version of the text were
included in the entry. In December 1652, Thomas Bartholin’s Latin De Lacteis Thoracicis
(1652) was registered to Pulleyn ‘under the hands’ of Prujean.** Following his publication
of a duodecimo Latin edition of Bartholin’s De Lacteis Thoracicis in 1652 Pulleyn
obviously felt it commercially viable to publish an English translation the following year,
entitled The Anatomical History of Thomas Bartholinus (1653). This book was also
published in a duodecimo format and included the same series of illustrations as the Latin
edition from the previous year.

The second part of William Johnson’s Lexion Chymicum was registered to August

7 Roll, 1, 185

9 SR 1640-1708, 1, 363; Geoffrey Keynes, A Bibliography of the Writings of Dr William Harvey 1578-
1657, rev. by Gweneth Whitteridge and Christine English, 3rd edn (Winchester: St. Paul’s Bibliographies,
1989), entry no. 34. On Smith, see Roll, 1, 205.

8 Keynes, Bibliography of William Harvey, pp. 10, 82-87.

81 SR 1640-1708, 1, 372.

82 Keynes, Bibliography of William Harvey, entry no. 43.

8 SR 1640-1708, 1, 380.

8 SR 1640-1708, 1, 406.
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Matthewes on 6 June 1653, in Prujean’s presence.” Prujean was again at Stationers’ Hall
later that year on 26 November when Lazari Riveri praxis medica was entered to James
Flesher.® It has not been possible to identify this title but it would appear to have been a
Latin book on medical theory written by Lazare Riviere. Prujean’s last trip to Stationers’
Hall was on 17 April 1654 when he was accompanied by Edmund Smith and Edward Emily
to register Christopher Bennett’s Theatri Tabidorum Vestibulum (1654) to Thomas
Newcombe, who printed the book for Samuel Thomson.”” Bennett dedicated his Latin
book to Prujean.®®

The name of one particular Fellow of the College appears seven times in the
Stationers’ Register once more than both Presidents Clarke and Prujean. George Ent served
as one of the four Censors to the College during the late 1640s and 1650s. In 1655 he was
elected Registrar, and in 1670 became the President of the College.”” Ent acted as the
College’s major contact with William Harvey and was responsible for the preparation of
Harvey’s Execitationes de Generatione Animalium (1651) for the press.”’ He had been a
member of what is now known as the 1645 Group that meet at the rooms of Jonathan
Goddard in Wood Street and at Gresham College, and was one of the founding members of
the Royal Society.” This contact with social and intellectual reformers outside the College
may account for the fact that of the eight books registered under Ent’s hand only one was a
Latin text.

Ent appears to have formed a working relationship with the booksellers Philemon
Stephens and Octavian Pulleyn. Pulleyn’s name appears more frequently in conjunction
with the College in the Stationer’s Register than any other bookseller’s during the 1650s.
He was the son of a London Merchant Taylor and, once freed by the Company on 14

2

December 1629, worked as a bookseller until the late 1660s.””> He was admitted to the

livery of the Company on 2 July 1636, and from 1639 till 1643 worked in partnership with

% SR 1640-1708, 1, 419.

8 SR 1640-1708, 1, 435.

57 SR 1640-1708, 1, 446.

88 Christopher Bennett, Theatri Tabidorum Vestibulum (1654), A4'-5".

% Roll, 1,223-27. Ent was educated at Sidney Sussex College, Cambridge, and graduated BA in 1627 and
MA in 1631. He then travelled to Padua where he received a M.D. in April 1636. On his return to
England he was incorporated M.D. at Oxford in November 1638, and was elected a fellow of the College

on 25 June 1639 (DNB).

90
GI, p. 316.
o DecI;ine, p. 108; GI, pp. 55, 90-93; Michael Hunter, The Royal Society and Its Fellows, 1660-1700: The

Morphology of an Early Scientific Institution, British Society for the History of Science Monographs, 4

(Oxford: Alden Press, 1994; 1st publ. 1982), pp. 130, 140-41.
2 gpprentices 1605-1640, p. 96; Dict. 1641-1667, pp. 149-50; SR 1554-1640, 111, 686.



71

George Thomason.” Stephens, having served his apprenticeship, worked as a bookseller
from 1622 until his death in 1670.** Before the Civil War, he progressed steadily through
the Company, and was elected to the Yeomanry in 1631, granted a part share in the Livery
of the English Stock in 1637, and worked as Stock Keeper in 1633-34 and 1637-38.”
Following the Restoration, the Company elected Stephens its Master.”®

Although Stephens published a few vernacular medical books in the 1630s, it was
only in the 1650s that he concentrated on this literature, after the publication of Culpeper’s
translation had established the re-emergence of the market.”” In this decade, he published
all the medical books by Robert Pemell, a physician working in Cranbrooke in Kent.
Pemell wrote, ‘for the benefit of those that understand not the Latine tongue’, and his books
ranged from paediatrics to books of diseases and simple medical receipts.”® Ent went along
with Stephens to Stationers’ Hall on three occasions, when four of Pemell’s books were
registered.”  Tractatus De Simplicium was entered in the Register on 19 May 1652,
although George Thomason bought a copy on 27 April.'” According to its title page it was

‘Licensed and Entred according to Order’, so the College must have seen a copy of

” Court, p. 284.

% Stephens was bound to Joan Newberry on 14 October 1612, he was turned over on 13 April 1617 to
Nathaniel Butter, by whom he was freed on 3 May 1620 (dpprentices 1605-1640, pp. 52, 101).
According to the catalogue Richard Smith made of the deaths of his associates and well-known
individuals, ‘Philemon Stephens, bookseller in Chancery Lane, died at Chelsey; burried at St. Dunstan’s in
y° West’, in July 1670 (The Obituary of Richard Smyth, ... Being a Catalogue of all such Persons as he
Knew in their Life: Extending from 1627 to 1674, ed. by Henry Ellis, Camden Society, 44, (London:
Printed for the Camden Society, 1989), p. 87).

% Court, pp. 233, 246, 291, 302-03.

% SR 1554-1640, v, Ixv.

%7 Stephens originally worked with Christopher Meredith with whom, during the 1620s and 1630s, he
gained the rights to A Rich Storehouse for the Diseased, 1st pub. 1596 (1630), and John Sadler’s The
Sicke Womans Private Looking Glasse (1636) (SR 1554-1640, 1v, 226, 353).

%8 Robert Pemell, De Morbis Capitis: Or of the Chief Internall Diseases of the Head (1650), title page. In
this book Pemell described the variety of diseases which could affect the body although the medical
receipts are in Latin. Tractatus de Simplicium Medicamentorum: A Treatise of the Nature and Qualities
of such Simples as are Most Frequently used in Medicines was published in 1652 and ‘[m]ethodically
handled’ simple medicines ‘for the benefit of those that understand not the Latine Tongue’ (title page).
This methodically structured book devoted a sentence or paragraph to each of the simple medicines
(herbs) describing its name and temperament, duration, outward use, manner of administration, dose, and
its compounded medicines. In the following year, 1653, Stephens published De Morbis Puerorum: Or, A
Treatise of the Diseases of Children that contained ‘[t]heir Causes, Signs, Prognosticks, and Cures, for the
benefit of such as do not understand the Latine Tongue, and very useful for all such as are House-keepers,
and have Children’ (title page).

% On 30 July 1650, Medicamen Miseris: Help for the Poore (1650) was registered; another edition was
published in 1653. In May 1652, Ent and Stephens registered Pemell’s Tractatus de Simplicium
Medicamentorum (1652), and, finally, on 1 August 1653, Tractatus de Facultatibus Simplicium, The
Second Part of the Treatise (1653) and De Morbis Puerorum (1653) were entered. SR 1640-1708, 1, 327,

348, 396, 425.
100 ¢p 1640-1708, 1, 396; and BL E.660.(8).
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Pemell’s book before Stephens had it printed, although he did not register until after

101

publication.”™ Ent, then, was fully aware that he was endorsing an English text and could

not complain that he was duped by its Latin title. Pemell’s books were obviously important

to Stephens’ stock, because he advertised their publication in a couple of periodical

pamphlets.'%?

On 2 August 1651, Nathaniel Highmore’s The History of Generation (1651) was
entered to John Martin and Thomas Young.'® Highmore (1613-85) graduated M.D. from
Trinity College, Oxford, and usually wrote in Latin. The fact, then, that the only book of
his to be registered in the presence of a College Fellow was an English translation is
significant. In November 1652 Ent went along to Stationers’ Hall with Pulleyn when ‘a
booke in the Latine tongue’, presumably Hermann Van der Heyden’s Synopsis Discursuum

(1653), was entered in the Register.'®

Three months later, on 23 February 1653, Ent and
Pulleyn returned to register the English translation of this title in Pulleyn’s name, which
was published by Pulleyn entitled Speedy Help for Rich and Poore (1652).'” Ent was also
present at Stationers’ Hall on 28 September 1659 when Robinson entered ‘Institutions of
anatomy of Casper Bartholinus, translated out of Latyn’.'® Although this book has not
been identified it is again clear that Ent was prepared to enter English translations of Latin
texts in the Register thereby entitling the particular stationer to legally publish such a work.

It is clear then from the entries made in the Stationers’ Register by Fellows of the
College from 1649 to 1655 that there was a growing acceptance of the suitability of the
vernacular language for medical texts. The entries suggest that the College also had a
measure of control over the books it licensed. During this period, the Presidents and a
selection of Fellows allowed a few publishers, notably Pulleyn and Stephens, to acquire
English and Latin rights to College sponsored books. Although the evidence is
circumstantial and relates only to the Pharmacopoeia discussed below, it seems that the
College generated income by selling the rights to medical books during the 1650s.

In contrast, the publisher of a translation of Fioravanti’s Three Exact Pieces (1652),

11 On the registration of printed books with the Company, see W.W. Greg, ‘Some Notes on the
Stationers’ Register’, The Library, 4th ser., 7 (1926-27), 376-86.

192 por example, see Perfect Diurnall, no. 205 (7-14 November 1653), 9X4"; Severall Proceedings of
State Affairs, no. 218 (24 November-1 December 1653), 19D4".

13 SR 1640-1708, 1, 375.

1% SR 1640-1708, 1, 405.
15 <Entred ... under the hands of Doctor GEO: ENT and Master THRALE warden a booke called Speedy

help for rich & poore, &c. Written in Latine by Hermanus Vander Heyden, & translated into English® (SR

1640-1708, 1, 410).
106 SR 1640-1708, 1, 352.
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in which the College’s chemist, William Johnson, attacked Culpeper and Noah Biggs (/.
1651), never received the College’s imprimatur.'”  Gertrude Dawson succeeded her
husband, John, and worked as a bookseller and publisher from 1649 to 1661.'% On 26
November 1651, she registered Three Exact Pieces, not in the presence of any Fellow of the
College, however, but ‘under the hands of Doctor NEWINGTON and Master ROBINSON
warden’.'” Dawson had already published Robert Record’s The Urinal of Physick in 1651
(first published in 1547), and in the latter 1650s published a series of surgical textbooks.''°
She should perhaps be remembered most deservedly as the publisher of such works as 4
Rich Closet of Physical Secrets (1652), A Choice Manual of Rare and Select Secrets in
Physick and Chirurgery (1653) collected by Elizabeth Grey, and 4 True Gentlewomans
Delight (1653). No mention is ever made of Culpeper or William Johnson’s printed attack
in the College’s ‘Annals’, and the absence of any College officials when it was registered
suggests that Johnson did not have the backing of the College. He had prepared this edition
of Three Exact Pieces from three ‘very scarce’ books, ‘for the public good’, but despite this
apparent idealism, he clearly hoped to profit from this venture; any medicines included in
the book were ‘sold in Amen Corner by W.J.'' In Matewotechnia Medicine Praxews
(1651), Noah Biggs accused the College of ignoring the new chemical medicines, but
Johnson correctly argued that the revised Pharmacopoeia published in 1650 included
chemical preparations.'" Biggs had also called for reform to medical licensing and
education, and his criticisms were part of a wider debate in the 1650s concerning the role of
the universities and other academic institutions. Indeed, Biggs copied much of his
argument from John Hall’s Humble Motion Concerning the Advancement of Learning and

113

reformation of the Universities (1649)."~ Johnson’s criticism of this popular appeal for

197 William Johnson, ‘Short Animadversions upon the Book lately Published by one who stiles himself
Noah Biggs’, and ‘Friend Culpeper’, in Leonardo Fioravanti, Three Exact Pieces, trans. (1652), A1™-4,
B1'-4",

198 Dict. 1641-1667, p. 63.

199 SR 1640-1708, 1, p. 385.

10 For example, Felix Wiirtz, An Experimental Treatise of Surgerie, trans. by A. Fox (1656); The
Surgeons Guide: or Military and Domestique Surgery (1658). N

I yohnson, ‘The Epistle to the Reader’, and ‘A Note of Such Prepared Simples and Compositions as are
Mentioned in this Book’, in Fioravanti, Three Exact Pieces, C1™, 2Q4™ (2Q4").

112 On Biggs see DBR, 1, 63-64.

13 GI, pp. 190-91, 263-64; Christopher Hill, Change and Continuity in Seventeentfz Century 'England,
rev. edn (New Haven and London: Yale University Press, 1991), pp. 172-73. On Biggs and his call.for
medical reform see Allen G. Debus, ‘Paracelsian Medicine: Noah Biggs and the Problem of Medical
Reform’, in Medicine in Seventeenth Century England: A Symposium Held at UCLA in Honor of C.D.
O’Malley, ed. by Allen G. Debus (Berkeley and Los Angeles: University of California Press, 1974), 33-

48.
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reform was politically naive at a time when the College’s control over London's medical
practice was at its most tenuous, and this may explain the College’s reluctance to endorse
his book.

Following the re-emergence of the vernacular medical market, new professional
receipt and theory books prepared for practitioners who could not read Latin were
published. Humphrey Brooke (1617-93) wrote A Conservatory of Health (1650), ‘to
instruct the ignorant’, who could read English but not Latin.'"* Brooke was an Oxford
educated physician and became a Fellow of the College in 1674, and although he wrote in
English, dedicated his book to the College.'”” 4 Conservatory of Health describes the
necessary regimen to preserve health rather than cure disease and therefore did not deny the
physician his custom.''® Robert Bayfield’s Enchiridion Medicum: Containing the Causes
(1655) included advice on prognosis and diagnosis ‘to help young and greene Students in
Physick and Chyrurgery’.'" However, the receipts themselves were in Latin. Other
vernacular theory books include Richard Bunworth’s Homotropia Naturae: A Physical
Discourse (1656), John Tanner’s The Hidden Treasure of the Art of Physick (1656), written
‘for the good of those that want such helps, and are unacquainted with the Latin Tongue’,
and Thomas Moffet’s Healths Improvement (1655).'"® Significantly, Christopher Bennet, a

' In addition,

Fellow of the College, translated and enlarged the latter title for the press.
the fact that it received the imprimatur of the President and four Censors again highlights
the increasing acceptability of English as a suitable language for professional medical
discourse.

From 1650, although the College had little power to suppress vernacular medicine,
it was actually compliant in the publication of English medical books. As the events
surrounding the publication of a revised edition of its Pharmacopoeia, which 1 examine
below, show, Fellows of the College were less concerned with an English version of its text
per se, than the fact that it did not control its production and publication. After 1655, when

Cromwell took over control of the book trade and appointed three commissioners to

oversee the regulation of the press, the College was no longer licenser of medicine and

"' Humphrey Brooke, A Conservatory of Health (1650), AS".

5 Roll, 1, 386; DNB; Brooke, Conservatory of Health, A2"".

116 Bor advice on diagnosis, Brooke wrote, ‘one most expect advice from his Physician’ (Conservatory of
Health, A5Y). r

17 Robert Bayfield, Enchiridion Medicum: Containing the Causes (1655), AS'.

18 yohn Tanner, The Hidden Treasures of the Art of Physick (1656), A4".

19 Roll, 1, 91.
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Fellows’ visits to Stationers’ Hall all but end.'® For example, on 7 November 1656, the

‘Annals’ of the College record the following:

William Slatholm of Buntingford, showed to the College a book on
fevers written by him, so that if they should consider it fit for the
press, he might have it printed with their commendation, or at least
consent. The reply was that nothing done by him was excellent or

new, and so it was entirely for him to do whatever he should with the
matter.'”!

Philemon Stephens published William Slatholm’s Nonnihil de Febribus in 1657, which
although Stephens never registered the book with the Stationers’ Company, Slatholm
dedicated to Francis Prujean, President of the College.'*

When the Fellows registered Latin medical titles there was often provision in the
entry for an English translation to appear. During the 1650s, then, liberal Fellows of the
College were prepared to endorse English medical books to generate income and possibly
as a way of controlling their publication. In the following section, I examine the production
of the College’s official Pharmacopoeia and its publishing history from 1618 to Culpeper’s
translation in 1649. The registration of the title in the Stationers’ Register, in both Latin
and English versions, supports this hypothesis. However, the 1650s saw the emergence of
the printing-press as the principal vehicle whereby medical writers, practitioners,
charlatans, retailers, printers, publishers and bookseller could promote their various wares

and thereby reap profit, following the publication of Culpeper’s original translation.

Ownership of the copy for the Latin and English version of the
Pharmacopoeia Londinensis (1618-1650)
From the mid-sixteenth century, Fellows of the College had the power to examine the
apothecaries’ stocks and their methods of preparing medicines, and it was this which led to
the preparation and eventually publication of a Latin pharmacopoeia in 1618. The
College’s Pharmacopoeia Londinensis was intended to control and regulate the
apothecaries’ practices: it contains the official simple remedies, and the preparations of

compounded medicines, which constituted the only medicinal formulae licensed

: . 123
apothecaries could dispense.

120 Orders of His Highness The Lord Protector ... For Putting in ... Execution the Laws ... Made and

Provided ... for the ... Regulating of Printing (1655).

121 Annals, 1v, f. 65"

122 [william Slatholm], Nonnihil de Febribus (1657), A2™. -
123 Betty Jackson, ‘From Papyri to Pharmacopoeia: The Development of StanQards for Cl.'ude Drugs , in
The Evolution of Pharmacy in Britain, ed. by F.N.L. Poynter (London: Pitman Medical Publishing



76

Table 2.2: Chronology for the Production of a Latin and English Pharmacopoeia

Date | Event
1585 Jun 25 | Proposals to publish a Pharmacopoeia to be used by all apothecaries.
1589 Oct 10 | College appoints Committee to consider material for the proposed Pharmacopoeia.
Dec 23 | Production of a Pharmacopoeia under the charge of six Fellows.
1594 Dec 13 | Project referred to a new committee.
1614 Jun 25 | College appoints committee to prepare a Pharmacopoeia.
1616 Sep | College examines material for inclusion in the Pharmacopoeia; it is found to be incomplete.
Dec 23 | College appoints new members to serve on the committee preparing the Pharmacopoeia.
1617 Sep 17 | Manuscript of the Pharmacopoeia ‘almost entirely prepared’.
Dec | Establishment of the Society of Apothecaries.
1618 Jan 16 | John Marriot enters ‘a booke Called Dispensatorium Collegij Londinensis’ in the Stationers’
Register.

Feb 20 | College appoints a final committee to see the manuscript through the press.

Mar 30 | College plans for publication.

Apr 26 | Proclamation commanding all apothecaries to use the formulac in the forthcoming
Pharmacopoeia Londinensis. Royal licence grants Marriot the sole right to print and sell
Pharmacopoeia for the next twenty-one years.

May | Marriot publishes Pharmacopoeia Londinensis.
Sep 25 | College unhappy with edition. Marriot attends College and undertakes to print new edition
of the Pharmacopoeia only if the College will contribute to his costs.
1619 Jan 13 | College debates which epilogue should be printed in the new edition.
Jan | Marriot publishes revised and enlarged second edition of Pharmacopoeia Londinensis.
1626 | Marriot publishes third edition of the Pharmacopoeia.
1632 | Marriot publishes fourth edition of the Pharmacopoeia.
March 1 | College accuses Marriot of publishing the Pharmacopoeia without approval. He undertakes
to present future editions to the College for inspection.
1639 | Marriot publishes fifth edition of the Pharmacopoeia.
Mar 11 | College resolves to petition King to gain right to the Pharmacopoeia.
Apr 8 | College accuses Marriot of publishing Pharmacopoeia without approval.
1647 | Culpeper begins to work on his translation of the College’s Pharmacopoeia.
Jul 16 | College resolves to prepare a new Pharmacopoeia.
Sep 30 | Committee appointed to revise text.
1649 Jan 30 | Execution of Charles I.
Mar 29 | ‘England’ proclaimed ‘a Commonwealth, or a Free State’.
Jun 4 | College approves revised text for the Pharmacopoeia.
Jul 27 | College votes in Stephen Bowtell as publisher of the new Pharmacopoeia.
Aug/Sept | Peter Cole publishes Culpeper’s translation, entitled 4 Physical Directory.

Nov 27 | Bowtell enters his rights to Dispensatorium Collegii Londinensis in the Stationers’ Register,
‘by vertue of a note under the hand & seale of Master MARRIOTT’.

Nov 28 | Bowtell enters Pharmacopoeia Londinensis, the official title of the College’s book, ‘under
the hands of the PRESIDENT and censors of the Colledge’.

Dec 12 | Bowtell registers Pharmacopoeia Londinensis, or the London Dispensatory Further
Adorned, ‘under the hand of Doctor CLARKE president of the Colledge of Phisitions’.

Dec 13 | The College votes half of the money ‘due for the dispensatory ... to Mrs. Grent’.

1650 | Bowtell publishes the College’s revised Pharmacopoeia.
Cole publishes a second enlarged edition of Culpeper’s translation of the College’s original
Pharmacopoeia. Culpeper begins to translate College’s new Pharmacopoeia.

Oct 18 | Cole enters the following three titles in the Stationers’ Register, which he purchased from
Bowtell: 1) Dispensatorii Collegii Londinensis, 2) Pharmacopoeia Londinensis Collegarum,
and 3) Pharmacopoeia Londinensis, or the London Dispensatorie Further Adorned.

1651 | Cole publishes third enlarged edition of Culpeper’s A Physical Directory.
1653 | Cole publishes Culpeper’s translation of the College’s recently revised Pharmacopoeia,

entitled Pharmacopoeia Londinensis: or the London Dispensatory.

Company, 1965), 151-64.
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George Urdang in his ‘Introduction’ to the facsimile of the first edition of the
Pharmacopoeia looks at the events that surround the publication of two editions in 1618
and 1619.'”* He compares the texts of the two closely but does not engage with the
publishing history of this important book. More recently, Mary McCarl mentions the
confusing exchange of the right to the title in the Stationers’ Register, but does not relate
this to internal events recorded in the College’s ‘Annals’. Rather than looking separately at
the arrangements for the original 1618 Latin edition, Culpeper’s 1649 translation, and the
publication of a revised Latin edition in 1650, I shall examine the interlinked publishing
histories of all three books. The exchanges of copy for the College’s Pharmacopoeia
recorded in the Register reveals how a few London publishers were able to exploit the
monopoly of the Stationers’ Company to gain control over this profitable title.
Supplemented by the evidence in the College’s ‘Annals’, and the books themselves, the
College emerges as an institution unable to control the publication of its text or prevent the
attacks on its monopoly included in Culpeper’s translation who denounced it a College of
‘Dunces’.'®

The ownership of the copy for both the College’s original Pharmacopoeia and for
Culpeper’s English translations is complex and confusing. This confusion dates back to the
publication of the two Latin editions of 1618 and 1619. The first reference to the
production of a pharmacopoeia by the College, though, was made as early as 25 June 1585
when the College proposed to prepare a pharmacopoeia to be followed by the country’s

® On 10 October 1589, the College resolved to compile and publish a

apothecaries.'?
pharmacopoeia or ‘dispensatory’ of prescriptions for the apothecaries to follow, and a
committee was formed to consider material for inclusion and ordered to report back.'”
Later that year, on 23 December, the College charged six Fellows with the production of a
pharmacopoeia.128 However, there is no mention of the project in the ‘Annals’ for the next
five years, and it was not until December 1594 that a new committee was appointed.'?’

There then followed a twenty-year lapse until June 1614 when the College again considered

124 George Urdang, ‘Introduction’, in Pharmacopoeia Londinensis of 1618: Reproduced in Facsim{le with
a Historical Introduction, Hallister Pharmaceutical Library, 2 (Madison: State Historical Society of

Wisconsin, 1944), pp. 1-81.
125 pp (1649), A2".

126 Annals, 11, f. 44".

127 Annals, 11, f. 75".

128 Annals, 11, f. 78".

129 Annals, 11, ff. 108"-9".
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the proposal.'3°

The production of a pharmacopoeia was an important part of an agreement between
the apothecaries and physicians whereby the College would support the apothecaries’
separation from the Grocers and the establishment of their own Society.”! Members of the
Society of Apothecaries were required to take an oath which protected the physicians’
monopoly: only prescriptions of Fellows were to be prepared and no apothecary was to visit
the sick or administer their own medical advice. The College, then, sought to control the
apothecaries by stressing the importance of a pharmacopoeia produced by its Fellows. At
the same time, an official pharmacopoeia would assert the apothecaries’ monopoly over the
preparation of medicines, as well as confirming the separateness of their new status from
the Grocers.

At the June meeting of the College in 1614, the ‘Annals’ report that proposals were
made with ‘regard to the common dispensatory to be kept in the shops of the apothecaries’,
and a committee was duly appointed.”** In September 1616, Doctors Mark Ridley (1560-
1624), Edward Lister (d. 1620), John Argent (d. 1633) and Simon Fox (1568-1642)
examined the material that the committee had collected. However, these papers were
incomplete and the matter went unresolved.””> Between September 1616 and June 1617,
new members were appointed to assist the committee and medical receipts were collected,

B4 By September 1617, the ‘Annals’

including one for a chemical oil from a Mr Hewet.
reported that the manuscript of the pharmacopoeia was ‘almost entirely prepared’.’*> On 20
February 1618, the College appointed Doctors John Argent, John Giffard, Matthew Gwinne
(d. 1627) and William Clement (d. 1636) to see the pharmacopoeia through the press, and
Doctors Clement and Fox were to supervise the press corrections.'*® Finally, on 30 March,
the College made the arrangements for its publication, when the ‘Annals’ record that
Theodore de Mayerne ‘was asked to write the dedicatory letter of the Pharmacopoeia to the
» 137

King ... [t]he preface to be written by many ... was to be referred to the President’.

Following this, on 26 April 1618, a printed proclamation appeared which commanded all

130 Annals, 1, f. 17 . o ’
131 Raymond S. Roberts, ‘The London Apothecaries and Medical Practice in Tudor and Stuart England

(doctoral thesis, University of London, Queen Mary College, 1964), p. 204.

32 Annals, 11, f. 17" |

133 On 14 September 1616, the College examined papers for the Pharmacopoeia and found many to be
missing (Annals, 11, f. 25%).

134 Annals, 1, ff, 25Y, 26", 27", 28"

135 Annals, 1, f. 31"

136 Annals, 1, f. 32".

137 Annals, 1, . 33"
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apothecaries to use the formulae of the Pharmacopoeia Londinensis."®

On the same day, James I granted John Marriot licence for the sole right to print and
sell the Pharmacopoeia for the following twenty-one years.'*> Marriot was the son of
Edward, a yeoman from Northampton. John Hodgettes originally entered him as an
apprentice with the Stationers’ Company in August 1607, and although his term of
apprenticeship was heavily disrupted, he was freed on 26 June 16154 Marriot, then, was
just beginning his career when he acquired the right to the Pharmacopoeia, and he went on
to publish the works of Nicholas Breton, John Donne, Michael Drayton, Philip Massinger,
Francis Quarles and George Wither. In order to receive a royal licence, though, the College
must have initially supported him. Fellows may have thought that by selecting Marriot at
the start of his career, they would be better able to control him than they could a more
established publisher. If so Marriot showed little gratitude for their entrusting such a
valuable monopoly to his hands.'*!

The 1618 Proclamation created an instant market for the Pharmacopoeia because it
ordered that apothecaries could only make up those medicines listed in the College’s
official book; indeed, on 29 June 1618, the newly constituted Court of the Apothecaries’
Company, ordered that all members should possess a copy.'* Marriot was keen to satisfy
this demand, and at some time after 7 May 1618 published the Pharmacopoeia Londinensis

143

as a folio printed by Edward Griffin (see Illustration 2). However, shortly after this

another edition, announced in Latin on its new engraved title page as having been,

‘diligently revised, elaborately renewed, more correct and more comprehensive’, was

144

published (see Illustration 3). On the face of it, this suggests there had been an

B8 4 Proclamation Commanding All Apothecaries of this Realme, to Follow the Dispensatory Lately
Compiled by the College of Physitians of London ([26 April 1618]). The publication of the Proclamation
is noted in the CSPD 1611-1618, p. 536. See Robert Steele, A Bibliography of Royal Proclamations of
the Tudor and Stuart Sovereigns, 2 vols (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1910), 1, no. 1209.

B9 W.W. Greg gives a fuller transcript of the licence in his 4 Companion to Arber: being a Calendar of
Documents in Edward Arber’s ‘Transcript of the Registers of the Company of Stationers of London,
1554-1640’ (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1967), pp. 162-63.

140 Marriot was tuned over by John Hodgettes to Eleazer Edgar on 3 October 1608; to John Stepneth on 1
April 1611; and to Roger Jackson on 28 January 1613 (dpprentices 1605-1640, pp. 65, 83, 88, 122; Dict.
1641-1667, p. 122).

141 Alexandra Halasz writes of the struggle over proprietary rights and privileges at the beginning of the
seventeenth century (Marketplace of Print, p. 145). The actions of Marriot, whereby he secured the rights
to the College’s Pharmacopoeia, is an early example of a stationer’s capacity to control, and thereby

profit, from its publication. . .
142 gociety of Apothecaries, ‘Minutes of the Court of Assistants and of the Private Court’, Guildhall MS

8200, 1, f. 7. _ . )
43 pharmacopoeia Londinensis, in qua Medicamenta, 1st edn (1618). The ‘Candido Lectori’ to this

edition is dated 7 May 1618 (A2"). On Griffin see Dict. 1641-1667, p. 86. . ’
144 pparmacopoeia Londinensis, in qua Medicamenta, 2nd edn (1618 [1619)), title page. The title page
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immediate and eager demand for the Pharmacopoeia which had exhausted the print-run of
the first edition. This, however, was not the case. The Latin ‘Epilogus’ to the second
edition, speaking on behalf of the College, stated that the first had been hastily published,
and consequently the President of the College had called for its withdrawal and the printing

of arevised edition. In translation it reads:

We now edit the London Pharmacopoeia in a second endeavour, with
more fortunate result. We (I say) edit. For that previous unformed as
well as deformed [book], may we say the hasty printer has edited it?
On the contrary, he hurled it into the light. As a blaze flares up from
a fire and in a greedy famine deprives the stomach of its still
unprepared food, so the printer snatched away from our hands this
little work not yet finished off, without consulting the president.'*

On 25 September 1618, Marriot had attended a meeting of the College in person, and
undertook to re-print the Pharmacopoeia, with the alterations required by the College, if
the Fellows would reimburse his costs. According to the ‘Annals’:

There was some discussion with regard to the new printing of the
London Pharmacopoeia entrusted to the Registrar at last, and the
printer being present stated that he would refuse to proceed unless
whatever the Fellows contributed was handed over to him and that as
soon as possible. Then the President and many others promised to
him twenty pounds, failing that twenty marks, when the corrected
book appeared.'*

Although the ‘Candido Lectori’ in the second edition is dated 7 December 1618, the book
could not have been published until after 13 January 1619, for on that date the ‘Annals’
record that ‘there was considerable discussion regarding the epilogue to be included in the

47 Neither edition contains anything about the medical

Pharmacopoeia now sent back’.
attributes of any of the medicinal compositions. These consist only of a catalogue of the
simple ingredients used in the preparation of medicines, followed by the receipts for the
compounded remedies. The first edition lists 680 simple ingredients, but by the second
edition this had increased to 1,190, together with an additional 251 compound

preparations.148 The move was towards completeness, and the second edition, according to

was engraved by Renold Elstrack (b. 1571) and is described in Alfred F. Johnson, 4 Catalogue of
Engraved and Etched English Title-Pages Down to the Death of William Faithorne, 1691 (Oxford:
Bibliographical Society, 1934), p. 16. )

Y5 pPharmacopoeia Londinensis, in qua Medicamenta, 2nd edn, 2E2°, translated by Urdang,
‘Introduction’, pp. 23-24.

146 Annals, 1, f. 34".

47 Annals, 10, f. 36" -
148 goe Allen G. Debus, The English Paracelsians (London: Oldbourne, 1965), pp. 145-56; William

Brockbank, ‘Sovereign Remedies. A Critical Depreciation of the 17th-Century London Pharmacopoeia’,
Medical History, 8 (1964), 1-14; Roll, 11, 371-77.
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Urdang, ‘represents the more pretentious pharmacopoeial combination of formulary and
textbook, with the purpose of giving general information, [and] also a survey of the entire
materia medica, simplicia and composita’.'* Urdang suggests that the explanation offered
by the College in the new epilogue was an alibi to mask internal disputes within the College
about what information the Pharmacopoeia should contain. That may be so, but the book’s
subsequent publishing history over the next thirty years reveal that Marriot had secured a
powerful position as copy-holder of the title, while the College struggled to regain the
initiative.

Following the 1618 and 1619 editions, Marriot published the Pharmacopoeia a
further three times, in 1627, 1632 and 1639, using the engraved title page from the second
edition. These editions, though, continued to be criticised by the College for being falsely
printed. In his ‘Printer’s Address’, Marriot had claimed:

This Worke, ... is now free from all errors ... by the great labor,
paines, care, and industry of that Honourable Society ... and by them

. diligently and truly corrected and amended, as also newly
amplified, enlarged and adorned with such additions as unto them
seemed most needfull.'*

Although this suggests that the College had approved each new edition, this was not the
case. On 1 March 1633, the College charged Marriot with having ‘printed our
dispensatorye agayne without shewing itt to the Colledge; which hee pretendeth hee maye

151 Marriot’s legal rights are not clear from the ‘Annals’ but, as will be seen,

lawfullye doe’.
had good basis: nevertheless, he promised that in future he would provide the College with
a copy prior to publication for inspection. He failed to keep his promise, and on 11 March
1639 the College resolved to petition the King to gain control over the printing and retail of
its Pharmacopoeia.152 No record exists to confirm whether the College actually took this
action, but on 8 April 1639 the ‘Annals’ again report that:

John Mariot printer of the pharmacopoea Londinensis apered and was
accused, to haue abused the Colledge fowly, in makinge them the
authorees of the last edition, wherin hee saith, that they had enlarged
and corrected the same; ther beeinge indeed nether amendment nor
any woord added.””

This episode demonstrates the College’s dissatisfaction with Marriot’s production of its

Pharmacopoeia, not just with the first edition of 1618, but with all subsequent editions.

149 Urdang, ‘Introduction’, p. 78.

150 pharmacopoeia Londinensis, in qua Medicamenta, 4th edn (1627), 2D3".
151 Annals, 1, f. 129"

152 Annals, 1, f. 197"

153 Annals, 11, f. 198"
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The original publishing arrangements for the Pharmacopoeia, taken together with
what later happened in 1649 between Marriot, Stephen Bowtell, the Stationers’ Company
and the College of Physicians, indicate that there were difficulties over the ownership of the
copy. Despite the long gestation period, from 1585 to 1618, the first entry in the Stationers’
Register is by Marriot on 16 January 1618, when he had entered for his copy ‘vnder the
hands of master TAUERNOR and both the wardens A booke Called Dispensatorium Collegij
Londinensis’.">* Significantly, this is a month before the College appointed the committee
to see the Pharmacopoeia through the press. It is striking that Marriot’s original entry for
the Pharmacopoeia in the Register is for a book never published under this precise title.
On 20 March 1618, Matriot received a Royal Patent to publish the Pharmacopoeia, which

James I confirmed in a proclamation on 26 April 1618."

It was Marriot’s entry and the
royal licence, which enabled him to continue publishing the College’s Pharmacopoeia
during the 1630s against the Fellows’ wishes. Throughout its production the College
referred to its Pharmacopoeia also as a ‘dispensatory’, and it is therefore not surprising that
Marriot entered this title with the Company in the expectation that a book would be
prepared with the same title. Given the College’s dissatisfaction with Marriot’s first edition
in 1618, and then with the later editions, it is significant that on 8 April 1639 it was

13 The College’s meeting on this date was less than

complaining of Marriot’s dishonesty.
three weeks before Marriot’s monopoly, awarded for twenty-one years in 1618, was due to
expire. If the College was so dissatisfied with Marriot at the end of his tenure, why was he
allowed to retain his monopoly, while the College itself did not determine to re-write its
Pharmacopoeia until 16477

The most probable answer is that by entering the title ‘Dispensatorium’ in January
1618, Marriot anticipated the proclamation giving him the sole right to publish the
Pharmacopoeia. By pre-registering a potential ‘dispensatory’ with the Stationers’
Company, Marriot had the rights in a future text based on the College’s knowledge: the
King’s proclamation made him the official publisher of the official pharmacopoeia. The

College could not register the Pharmacopoeia in its own right, and Marriot’s pre-emptive

entry gave him a legal basis to claim ownership of the title. That is, Marriot had the

154 GR 1554-1640, 11, 618.
155 Arnold Hunt, ‘Book Trade Patents, 1603-1640°, in The Book Trade & Its Customers 1450-1900:

Historical Essays for Robin Myers, ed. by Arnold Hunt and others (Winchester: St Paul’s Bibliographies,

1997), 27-54 (p. 47).
156 Annals, 111, f. 198"



83

protection of both the King’s licence and his stationers’ rights as a copy-holder.'”’
Following his entry in 1618 there are no further changes in the right to the copy until 1649
and 1650, when the College was preparing a revised edition published by Stephen Bowtell
after Culpeper’s translation had appeared.

Originally from Shalford in Essex, Bowtell was the son of James Bowtell, a
yeoman, and his wife Sara Wright, and on 2 January 1620 he was christened at the local
parish church.'*® In July 1635, at about fifteen or sixteen years of age, John Bellamy took
Bowtell on as an apprentice; he served the usual seven years and was freed in July 1642.'*°
Although Bowtell was quick to register an apprentice only five months after his freedom,
he only ever had two apprentices and after 1652 he had none.'® Bowtell set up business at
the sign of the Bible in Pope’s Head Alley and began to publish pampbhlets in 1642. He was
in business until 1655, although he published the majority of his output between 1644 and
1650. Much of this consisted of sermons, and before 1650 the bulk of his entries in the
Stationers’ Register are of sermons delivered before Parliament by Stephen Marshall (1594-
1655), the Presbyterian divine. He is perhaps best remembered, though, as the publisher of
The Tenth Muse Latley Sprung Up (1650) which contained the work of the first woman to
write English verse in America, Anne Bradstreet.

On 27 November 1649, Bowtell gained the copy to the mysterious

' On the following day he registered the

‘Dispensatorium’, first registered by Marriot.'®
right to the Latin Pharmacopoeia and two weeks later, on 12 December, he was granted the
right to an English translation.'® The reasons why Bowtell acquired these titles one by one
lie in who previously owned the rights to them. On 27 November, Marriot sold Bowtell the
copy of the ‘Dispensatorium’.163 The Latin Pharmacopoeia was entered on 28 November
for Bowtell’s ‘copie under the hands of the PRESIDENT and censors of the Colledge of
Phisitions of London’, and in 1650 Bowtell did indeed publish an edition of this work.'** A
translation, entitled Pharmacopoeia Londinensis: or the London Dispensatory Further

Adorned, was entered on 12 December, ‘under the hand of Doctor CLARKE pr[e]sident of

157 On stationers’ copyright and royal privileges see Leo Kirschbaum, ‘Author’s Copyright in England
before 1640°, Papers of the Bibliographical Society of America, 40 (1946), 43-80.

158 1GI microfiche ref. A0538, p. 1,539.

139 gpprentices 1605-1640, p. 41.

160 gpprentices 1641-1700, p. [18].

161 SR 1640-1708,1,331.

162 SR 1640-1708, 1, 331, 333.

163 SR 1640-1708, 1, 331.

1% Ibid.
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the Colledge of Phisitions and Master FLESHER’.'®® On 18 October 1650, the publisher

Peter Cole gained the rights to the copy of the College’s Latin Pharmacopoeia and of the
English translation. According to the Register, Bowtell ‘by vertue of a bill of sale ...
subscribed by Master STEPHENS warden’ passed on the rights to Peter Cole of ‘these three
books or copies ... [1] Dispensatoriu[m] Collegii Londinensis ... [2] Pharmacopeia
Londiniensis ... [in Latin], and [3] Pharmacopoeia Londinensis, or the London
dispensatorie further adorned ... in English’.'® The problem here is that only two books,
the Latin Pharmacopoeia and Culpeper’s translation, were ever published, and yet the
payment of 1s.6d. for the entry establishes that Bowtell sold the rights to three titles at 6d.
each. This episode goes back to events surrounding the publication of the original Latin
edition, and Marriot’s entry in the Stationers’ Register in January 1618. It prompts three
questions. Why did Bowtell need rights to the apparently non-existent ‘Dispensatorium’?
Why did he fail to publish an English translation? Why in less than a year did he sell on the
three, potentially lucrative, titles only recently acquired to Peter Cole?

Bowtell’s acquisition of the copy of the mysterious ‘Dispensatorium’ from Marriot
on 27 November 1649, the first sign in the Stationers’ Register of his interest in the
Pharmacopoeia, can, when taken together with the evidence in the ‘Annals’, offer a
hypothesis which accounts for both the third title and the order of registration. On 13
December 1649, the day after John Clarke had witnessed Bowtell’s entry of a translation of
the Pharmacopoeia, the College voted that ‘[h]alfe of the mony due for the dispensatory
was by the Colledge [to be] geven to Mrs. Grent in regard of hir husband Dr. Grent[’s], ...

167 Thomas Grent had been one of the Queen’s physicians but

great poverty at his death’.
had turned to inventing. His most famous project involved making artificial baths, for
which he received a patent in 1627. Although a Fellow of the College since 1623, Grent’s
project presumably failed and he died in poverty on 11 December 1649.'6°

The College’s President had been present in Stationers’ Hall on 28 November and
12 December 1649, when Bowtell gained the right to publish both the Latin and the English
versions of the Pharmacopoeia. When members of the College gave support on 13

December for Dr. Grent’s widow, they did so with a secure knowledge of exactly how

165 SR 1640-1708, 1, 333.
166 oR 1640-1708, 1, 353.

167 Annals, 1v, f. 25"
168 Annals, m, f. 54". On Grent see R.R. James, ‘Dr Thomas Grent, Sen. and Jun.’, Janus, 43 (1939), 131-

36: William J. Birken, ‘The Fellows of the Royal College of Physicians, 1603-1643: A Social Study’
(d(;ctoral thesis, University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, 1977; abstract in Dissertation Abstracts

International, 38A (1978), 6869-A), pp. 164-66.
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much Bowtell had paid for the privilege of a publishing monopoly in the College’s Latin
and English versions of its book. The ‘Annals’ suggest that the College’s President was
working with Bowtell to exclude Marriot. In July and September 1647, plans were made to
revise the Pharmacopoeia, and the business of up-dating the text was entrusted to the
President and the College’s four Censors, Francis Prujean (1593-1666), William Rant,
George Ent (1604-89), and John Micklethwaite (1612-82)."® In June 1649, the revised text
was scrutinised by the Fellows who voted that the book ‘so corrected shalbe imprinted”.'”
At a meeting of the College on 27 July, Fellows were concerned ‘[w]hither the printing of
the dispensatory should be permitted to Mr. Marriot or no[t]’.!”' The College was keen to
prevent Marriot from printing the newly revised Pharmacopoeia and voted for Stephen
Bowtell to publish this edition.'” Everything recorded in the Stationers’ Register follows
on from this decision, clearly one reached in response to Marriot’s abuse, in the College’s
view, of his privilege to the Pharmacopoeia.

The decision by the College in June 1649 to prevent Marriot from printing the
newly revised edition later that year reflects a long campaign on the College’s part to get rid
of him. The entries in the Register show that the College and Bowtell were working
together to exclude Marriot from publishing any further editions. Presumably by doing so
the College hoped to be able to gain control over the publication of this book. Although the
Licensing Order of 20 September 1649 theoretically cancelled all previous licences and
required all books to be licensed anew, Bowtell felt it necessary to secure Marriot’s rights
in the non-existent ‘Dispensatorium’. Whether Bowtell did this on his own, or with the
knowledge of the College, the intention must have been to ensure that Marriot gave up any
claim to the ‘Dispensatorium’ through the Stationers’ Register. Bowtell must have paid
Marriot in November to acquire his rights, and the fact that the President of the College
signed Bowtell’s entry in the Register on 28 November, when he would have seen the entry
from the previous day, makes it likely that Bowtell and the College were working together.

When Culpeper began to translate the Pharmacopoeia, he and Cole must have
known that the College was preparing a new edition which made it essential that his
translation appear before the newly revised Latin Pharmacopoeia. 1t did so at the end of

August 1649, when Cole published Culpeper’s work with the unexpected title A Physical

169 Annals, 1, f. 2355 1v, f. 10",
170 Annals, Iv, f. 21"
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173

Directory.”™ Only after the appearance of an English version of their Pharmacopoeia did

the College act as its President, John Clarke, tried to regain the initiative. In December
Clarke intervened and allowed Bowtell the rights to publish an English version of the
revised Pharmacopoeia.'™ However, Cole had already stolen the initiative and the episode
was a fait accompli. Clarke intervened only after Cole had published, and his action was
ineffective.

Presumably, Bowtell had persuaded the College to trust him, so they may have
thought that by allowing Bowtell the rights to an English translation he could kill the
already published Culpeper version.  Although he did publish the revised Latin
Pharmacopoeia in 1650, Bowtell never published an English translation. There are two
possible explanations for this failure. Firstly, to publish the 1650 Latin Pharmacopoeia
would have meant considerable additional financial outlay. If we look at the quantity and
size of the books Bowtell published between 1648 and 1651, it is apparent that he was only
a minor publisher. In addition to the money paid to secure the rights to the copy from
Marriot and the College, production costs will also have been high.'”” This failure to
publish the English translation suggests that Bowtell lacked access to sufficient capital in
order to profit from his investment in the title. He may then have misjudged his own
finances or thought he had made a poor bargain when he acquired the rights to a translation
of the Pharmacopoeia since by November 1649 Culpeper’s translation had already stolen
the market. Bowtell went ahead with the Latin version and made a profit on that. Faced
with the expense of a new translation and its publication, it was easier to sell the whole
thing to Cole rather than invest more and fight him over the right to copy.

The second explanation is that Bowtell was working in collaboration with Cole all
along to exclude the College from a controlling stake in any English versions of its
Pharmacopoeia. Although only circumstantial evidence exists, the available facts seem to
support this hypothesis. Bowtell and Cole had known each other since at least 1637 when

176

they were both apprenticed to John Bellamy. ™ As well as serving their apprenticeships

with the same master, their business addresses were very close. Bowtell’s shop was at the

I3 ppD was described as an ‘excellent translation’ in Henry Walker’s Perfect Occurrences, no. 139 [sic]

(31 Augst-7 September 1649), 7F4".

174 SR 1640 - 1708, 1, 333.
I75 If we accept the approximate production cost for printing a sheet at 0.25d., and we allow for

approximately a thousand copies in an edition, then this will have meant an outlay of in excess of £60
(Philip Gaskell, 4 New Introduction to Bibliography (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1972; repr. 1985),

p. 178).
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sign of the Bible in Pope’s Head Alley while Cole’s business was around the corner in
Cornhill near the Royal Exchange. Having gained the rights to the spurious title of the
‘Dispensatorium’, along with the Latin and English titles of the Pharmacopoeia, Bowtell
sold the rights to all three to Cole in October 1650. After publishing Culpeper’s translation,
Cole made a financial deal with Bowtell whereby he secured the rights to publish a
translation of the new Pharmacopoeia. It took Culpeper two years to finish this new
translation, which Cole published in 1653, entitled Pharmacopoeia Londinensis: or the
London Dispensatory Further Adorned: the precise title originally registered by Bowtell
and President Clarke in November 1649.

What this study has revealed, contrary to what historians have generally believed, is
that the President and Censors allowed College titles to be registered with the Stationers’
Company as English translations. The reason for this is the political aspirations of the
College during the 1650s."”” With the removal of royal power in 1642, the College had to
choose between the Crown and Parliament. For the College, ‘rooted in Parliamentarian

178

London’, there was little choice. ™ Sharp and Birken have shown how the College actually

worked in compliance with the government during the Commonwealth and, in general, its
Fellows were supporters of the government’s demands. It also allowed unlicensed medical
practitioners to go about their business. Charles Webster claims that during the

Commonwealth, ‘the Fellows [of the College of Physicians] actively collaborated with

“physicians” from ... diverse backgrounds’.'”” Lindsay Sharp suggests that the College

survived the revolutionary period because,

The balance of power [in the College] swung ... in favour of Fellows
either sympathetic to the government or highly sensitive to those
dangers which threatened the very existence of the College. For its
own part the government reciprocated this sympathy and caution by
not interfering with an institution which many regarded as
monopolistic, inefficient and corrupt.'®

John Clarke was part of this group of Parliamentarian supporters within the College.181 The

fact that he rose to the post of President demonstrates the realisation, on the part of the

77 Gee Lindsay Sharp, ‘The Royal College of Physicians and Interregnum Politics’, Medical History, 19
(1975), 107-28; Birken, ‘The Royal College of Physicians of London and its Support of the Parliamentary
Cause ’in the English Civil War’, Journal of British Studies, 23 (1983), 47-62; Webster, “The College of
Physicians’; Decline, pp. 94-132. N |
178yCook ‘Policing the Health of London: the College of Physicians and the Early Stuart Monarchy’,
Social History of Medicine, 3 (1989), 1-33 (p- 30).

17 Webster, ‘The College of Physicians’, p. 409. "

180 Sharp, “The Royal College of Physicians and Interregnum Politics’, p. 128. ,

181 Cyril Hart, John Clarke, M.D., c. 1583-1653", St. Bartholomew’s Hospital Journal, 55 (1951), 34-40.
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Fellows, that if the College was to survive the revolution, it had to appear to support the
government.'® It should also be remembered that it was Clarke who established the
movement to license translations of Latin medical theory books during 1649 and 1650.

Culpeper’s translation was popular and threatened the College’s ability to control
the preparation of medicines in London. Doreen Nagy claims that Culpeper’s translation
“called forth the condemnation of the College of Physicians’.'® However, the College’s
‘Annals’ contain no mention of Culpeper or his translation.’®® William Johnson made the
only response that can be associated with the College, but his book did not receive the
imprimatur of the College, despite their issue for other vernacular texts. As I have shown
(p. 68), President Clarke and the four Censors were present with William Dugard when
Francis Glisson’s treatise on rickets was registered with the Stationers’ Company. Dugard
gained the rights to both the original Latin text and an English translation.'® Perhaps
Clarke had learnt from events surrounding the registration of the College’s Pharmacopoeia,
and thought that by allowing Dugard the right to an English version he could control its
publication. Dugard printed the College’s newly revised Pharmacopoeia for Stephen
Bowtell, and published De Rachitide with the College’s imprimatur.

In February 1651, Peter Cole attempted to thwart Dugard and the College’s attempt
to control the publication of an English version of De Rachitide by registering a treatise ‘of

18 At the same visit he also entered

the Ricketts translated out of Latin into English’.
Culpeper’s A Directory for Midwives and The English Physitian, along with ‘all the works
of Fernelius, translated out of the latyn into English’, and a treatise on fevers. Cole stated
that the last two books were translations by a ‘Phil. Armin’. When he published 4 Treatise
of the Rickets (1651) its title page confirmed it had been ‘[t]ranslated into English by Phil.
Armin’, from Glisson’s Latin original. Clarke and the Censors clearly hoped that by
registering an English copy with the Stationers’ Company it could prevent the publication
of an unauthorised version. George Thomason bought his copy of 4 Treatise of the Rickets
on the 7 March 1651, only two days after Dugard had complained to the Council of State

about Cole’s illegal publication. At its meeting on 5 March, the Council ‘examine[d] the

Complaynt by him made about Peter Cole his printing a Copie concerning the Ricketts

182 Birken, ‘The Royal College of Physicians of London’, p. 52.

183 Nagy, Popular Medicine in Seventeenth-Century England, p. 25. 3

18 See Sharp, “The Royal College of Physicians and Interregnum Politics’, p. 109.
185 GR 1640-1708, 1, 345.

186 SR 1640-1708, 1, 360.
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which Mr. Dugard alledgeth to be his’.'"®” The outcome of this episode is unclear but the
Council ordered Cole before the Committee of Examinations on 16 April 1651 and it
appears that he was attempting to run roughshod over the College and Dugard.'®® In the
1660s, Cole reissued this edition with a new title page and preliminary. This is significant
because it suggests either that he withdrew the early issue in response to Dugard’s
complaint, or it did not sell well. To the new title page, Cole added, ‘Enlarged, corrected,
and very much amended ... By Nich. Culpeper’, but its imprint remained unchanged, dated
1651, as did the text."”” However, the advertisement Cole printed in the preliminary was
for ‘The Physician’s Library’, a project which Cole launched in the 1660s.'* Culpeper
was, of course, still alive in 1651 and if he had been the translator of the work its original
title page would have advertised the fact. Also in The English Physitian published the
following year, Culpeper mentioned the College’s ‘particular Treatise’ on the rickets, but

made no reference to any translation.'”’

It would appear that in the 1660s Cole hoped to
exploit the Culpeper name to promote sales.

It is money that lies at the heart of the College’s actions recorded in the Stationers’
Company’s Register. The willingness of Clarke to register an English version of the
revised Pharmacopoeia suggest that it was an attempt to gain some measure of control over
an English version of the College’s book. However, once Bowtell had sold his rights to
Cole in 1650, the College’s attempt failed. Cole had established his trade rights to the copy
for both the Latin and English versions of the Pharmacopoeia. The College was unable to
take any further action and thereby lost control of the production of their Pharmacopoeia,
their sacred text, with which Fellows had intended to assert their authority over London

medical practice. Cole’s manipulation of the Stationers’ monopoly ensured his ability to

sell the College’s professional and monopolistic knowledge for his commercial benefit.

Ownership and Promotion of the Culpeper Name

This section briefly highlights the unique conditions prevalent in the book trade during the

187 cSPD 1651, p. 70 (SP 25/65/63).

188 oSPD 1651, p. 151 (SP 25/65/276-77).

189 Erancis Glisson, 4 Treatise of the Rickets, trans. (1651). Copies represented by WIL 24?32/A are from
the first issue, while WIL 28801/A and BL 1178.b.8. are from the second issue with a reprinted
preliminary gathering. . .

19 The first issue included advertisements for PD, DM, and An Ephemeris for 1651 (A3"), the larger
advertisement in the second issue included the titles of the spurious translations that Cole linked with
Culpeper (A3'-4").

91 £p (Cole, 1652), P1".
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1650s, and I trace the careers of Peter Cole and Nathaniel Brook, Culpeper’s principal
publishers at this time. Cole rose to a relatively powerful position as searcher for seditious
books in the early years of the 1650s and sought to exploit this, not surprisingly, to his own
advantage. He was responsible for the printing and publication of Culpeper’s medical
books and during this decade came increasingly to depend on the Culpeper brand name. In
contrast, Brook published Culpeper’s books on astrology and worked as a book distributor
for the royalist Elias Ashmole. It appears that during his lifetime Culpeper was responsible
for the allocation of work between these two publishers. Both were specialists in their
particular market and this allowed Culpeper to target different audiences. Following his
death, Cole and Brook attempted to establish their legal rights to profit from the Culpeper
name in a keenly fought contest. In the late 1650s Cole published a series of medical
translations which can only doubtfully be associated with Culpeper.  Following the
Restoration, Cole found it increasingly difficult to sell Culpeper’s political beliefs and, as |
show in the following chapter, he doctored Culpeper’s work to suit the commercial reality
of the early 1660s. Perhaps because of his royalist links, Brook was able to adapt to the

decade’s new conditions and prospered.

Peter Cole: Culpeper’s Medical Publisher
Cole’s career began as an apprentice to John Bellamy to whom he was registered on 29
October 1629. He was freed seven years later on 11 January 1637, six months before
Laud’s strict control of the trade was introduced with the Star Chamber Decree of 11
July.”®  Cole was the son of a clothier from Barfold in Suffolk, while Bellamy was a
bookseller who had been in business since 1620. It is possible that he was influenced by

the political beliefs of his master, who represented the Ward of Cornhill on the Common

193

Council, and held the rank of Colonel in the Parliamentary army during the Civil War.”™ In

192 gpprentices 1605-1640, p. 41; SR 1554-1640, 1v, 528-36. According to the Decree, books were to be
licensed and entered in the Register. Book of divinity, physick, philosophy, and poetry were to b.e
licensed by Lord Archbishop of Canterbury, or the Bishop of London (or by their'appointments), or, if
printed within the limits of the two University towns, then by the Chancellor.or Vlce-Chancel!or or the
appropriate University. Printers/publishers were required to submlt'two copies of a manuscript to the
licenser, one of which was return, whilst the other was lodged at the licenser’s house to compare with the
printed version should a dispute occur. The number of master printers was limited to twenty and a pond
of £300 was to be entered into by printers within ten days of the Decree. The power of search and seizure
was granted to the Company and the Archbishops of Canterbury and London. Also see W.W. Greg, Some
Aspects and Problems of London Publishing Between 1550 and 1650 (Oxford, Clgrendon Press, 1956), p.
12; Feather, British Publishing, p. 40; Frederick S. Siebert, Freedom of the Press in England, 1476-1776
(Urbana, Illinois: University of Illinois Press, 1952; repr. 1965), pp. 141-46. o N

93 Dijct 1641-1667, pp- 20-21; Leona Rostenberg, Literary, Political, Scientific, Religious and Legal
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1641 Bellamy joined Michael Sparke’s assault on the Stationers’ Company’s monopoly of
the English Stock.!* Although this challenge failed, in March 1643 Bellamy was
appointed one of the thirteen Searchers ordered to apprehend and commit irregular printers
after the House of Commons gave authority to the Committee of Examinations to control
printing.'®

Cole set up in business at the Sign of the Clove in Cornhill, near the Royal
Exchange, and registered his first apprentice with the Stationers’ Company on 2 December
1639 having been fined 2s.6d. that day by the Court of the Company for not binding James
Nuthall in due time.'”® McKenzie’s analysis of the Company’s records shows that Cole had
a further six apprentices, of which three were jointly freed by Cole and another stationer.'®’
Cole had at least one other apprentice because in November 1660 a petition was presented
to the Council of State by Oliver Hunt, described as an apprentice to ‘Peter Cole, stationer
and printer of London ... to call his master to account for misuse of him in beating him, not
allowing him to go out, and thereby alluring him to dessert’.'® Apparently, Cole had taken
such action because he suspected Hunt had ‘informed against him concerning his
treasonable and seditious books’.'”

One of the first books to bear his name in its imprint was the third edition of the
surgical manual, 4 Profitable and Necessarie Booke of Observations by William Clowes.?®
This book was printed by Mary Dawson, for Peter Cole and Benjamin Allen, who had been
a fellow apprentice with Bellamy. Allen had been bound to Bellamy in 1623, and was
freed two years after Cole began his apprenticeship, in 1631.%"! By 1643, Cole had moved
to the Sign of the Printing-Press in Leadenhall and added printing to his business. That year

the June Printing Act brought the trade under the jurisdiction of Parliament, and the House

Publishing, Printing and Bookselling in England, 1551-1700: Twelve Studies, 2 vols (New York: Burt

Franklin, 1965), 1, 10, 97-129.

194 Blagden, The Stationers’ Company, pp. 134-38.

19 Blagden, ‘The Stationers’ Company in the Civil War Period’, p. 10; Siebert, Freedom of the Press, p.
175. See Thomas Fairfax, A Warrant of the Lord General Fairfax ... Concerning the Regulating of
Printing (1649), B2".

19 gpprentices 1605-1640, p. 56; Court, p. 488. . |
7 Apprentices 1641-1700, p. [34]. Symon Dover was freed by Cole and Dawson in 1660, Nathaniell

Howell by Cole and John Hide in 1658, and Discey Page by Cole and George Golborne in 1664.
1% CSPD 1660-1661, p. 380.

199 1.
Ibid.
200 This book is not listed in STC, but the British Library has a copy (shelf-mark 1651/721).

201 Aflen was the son of a fell-monger from Northamptonshire, and was bound to Bellamy from 1623. 'He
was freed two years after Cole began his apprenticeship, in 1631 (Dict. 1641-1667, pp. 1-2; Apprentices

1605-1640, p. 41).
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of Commons appointed the Committee of Examinations to control the trade 22 Printers

were required to posit a £300 bond and the names of two sureties, but Cole never registered

203

with the Council of State." At an earlier stage in his career Cole had already flouted the

control imposed upon the trade and this established his pattern of working.
Before March 1643, the Stationers’ Company had seized the press of Richard

Overton, a Finsbury printer who may be the man of the same name who later became a

204

leader of the Leveller party.”" Early in his career, Cole must have known this idealist

printer because, in March, the Company ordered that the press seized in Bell Alley near
Finsbury be restored to Peter Cole for Overton its owner.””> Cole’s association with this

group may have begun during his apprenticeship, as Bellamy was himself an acquaintance

206

of William Walwyn.™ By 1649, Walwyn must have known Cole, to who he ‘esteemed ...

[him] self ablieged to’ for defending his name from a ‘notorious drunkard, and a whore

207
master’.

On the 14 June 1643, a new Printing Act was introduced, and six days later the
Committee of Examinations ordered:

That the keys of the room where the printing presses and materials of
Peter Cole now are shall be restored to him, he entering bond of
1,000/. not to remove the said presses or dispose of them without first
acquainting this Committee and the Master and wardens of the
Company of Stationers and have their consent thereto. And that
hereafter he do not presume to print with the said press any book,
pamphlet or paper not licensed according to the Ordinance of
Parliament of the 14th of this present June.*®®

The bond of a thousand pounds levied on Cole, who was just starting out on his career, is
exceptionally high (indeed, the amanuensis may have recorded the amount incorrectly).
However, although Cole signed this order he surprisingly did not keep to its terms. In

February 1644, he admitted resisting the search of a warden in pursuit of the Parliamentary

22 4&0, 1, 184-87. .
203 Between 9 and 20 October, thirty-seven London printers registered with the Council of State (CSPD

1649-1650, pp. 522-24).

204 See Murray Tolmie, The Triumph of the Saints: The Separate Churches of London 1616-1649
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1977), pp. 76, 82, 144, 15 1-53; Henry R. Plomer, ‘Secret
Printing During the Civil War’, The Library, 2nd ser., 5 (1904), 374-403.

205 court Book C, f. 187". See William M. Baillie, ‘Printing Bibles in the Interregnum: The Case of
William Bentley and A Short Answer’, Papers of the Bibliographical Society of America, 91 (1997), 65-91
(pp. 73-74).

206 Tolmie, Triumph of the Saints, p. 141.

207 william Walwyn, Walwyns Just Defence (1649), B4™. See The Writings of William Walwyn, ed. by

Jack R. McMichael and Barbara Taft (Athens and London: University of Georgia Press, 1989), p. 4Q4.
28 ~opp 1641-1643, p. 513 (SP 16/498/174). On control of the trade during this period see Siebert,

Freedom of the Press, pp. 179-201.
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Ordinance for Printing, although the Court did not take the bond from him.2%

During the 1640s the bulk of Cole’s publications were pamphlets and sermons, and
he was the principal publisher of the works of William Bridge (c. 1600-70) and Jeremiah
Burroughes (1599-1646).>'° Both Bridge and Burroughes were puritan divines and had
spent time together in Rotterdam where they had sought refuge in 16372"" In 1642
Burroughes along with Hugh Peters (1598-1660), John Goodwin (c. 1594-1665), and
others, petitioned the House of Commons opposing any peace with the crown that did not
guarantee Parliament’s privileges.”’> We know that Culpeper was accused of membership
of Goodwin’s congregation and the church of Anabaptists which both met in Coleman
Street, and it may have been through his membership of London’s sectarian churches that
Culpeper first meet Cole.””®  Their gatherings attracted middling traders, such as
booksellers, and Cole published Goodwin’s The Christian Engagement (1641).*'* By 1646,
Cole’s relationship with Goodwin was less amicable, because the preacher complained to
the Court of the Stationers’ Company requesting that Cole’s entry for his sermons be
crossed out from the Register.?"”

Burroughes’ and Goodwin’s chief opponent was Thomas Edwards (1599-1647), the
Puritan minister and author of Gangraena (1646). In Gangraena he presented his
circumstantial evidence about sectarians and their mistaken beliefs. Thus, Edwards records
a debate in December 1644 at ‘Mr. Smiths shop in Cornhill’, on ‘Liberty of Conscience,
and Tolerations’, at which ‘Mr. Cole Bookseller’ was present. He, like Edwards, was
against it, ‘by what he saw and knew’: he once nearly joined a ‘Church’ of Brownists which
denied the Scriptures to be God’s word, and thought Jesus a historical figure. Cole said he
‘knew many who met to dispute against the Scriptures, and hath been at their meetings’ and

21® This may have been a reference to

217

he seems to have pointed one of them out to Edwards.
his former Master, John Bellamy, who was himself denounced a Brownist. From the
books Cole published he appears to have been on the fringes of London’s sects, but is here

dissociating himself. However, as Edwards reported the matter, he says, to ‘a Committee’,

29 court Book C, f. 197",

210 MeCarl, p. 235.

211 gee DNB and DBR, 1, 99-100, 108-09.

212 3y Goodwin and Peters see DBR, 11, 15-17; 11, 30-32.
23 Tolmie, Triumph of the Saints, p. T6.

214 1 indley, Popular Politics, p. 283.

215 Court Book C, f. 230". | |
216 Thomas Edwards, Grangraena: or a Catalogue ... of the Errours, Heresies, Blasphemies and

Pernicious Practices of the Sectaries (1646), pp. 111-12. See Tolmie, Triumph of the Saints, pp. 31, 67.
217 Tolmie, Triumph of the Saints, p. 141.
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Cole was probably wise to appease his interrogator.

On 22 February 1649 Cole, along with the publishers Frances Tyton and John
Playford, entered the title King Charles his Tryal in the Stationers’ Register.”’®  This
pamphlet was a narrative of the proceedings at the High Court from 20 January to 27
January 1949, and printed the speeches given by Charles, the Lord President, and the
Solicitor General. On 20 September a new Printing Act was introduced: all previous
licences were withdrawn and the Stationers’ Company was authorised to appoint their own

9

searchers.”! So, although Gilbert Mabbot, the licenser of newsbooks since 1645, had

originally awarded King Charles his Tryal a licence, on 19 November 1649 a warrant was
issued to Edward Dendy, sergeant-at-arms to the Council of State, to apprehend Cole,
Tyton, and Playford for printing and publishing Kings Charles his Tryal, and ‘seize the said
Bookes’.*** Cole managed to turn this episode to his advantage, and less than six months
later, in April 1650, the Council of State issued him a joint Warrant with Dendy, ‘to search
for and seize all pamphletts & other unlicensed papers’.”?' The following month a similar
Warrant was issued to Cole and his assistants.”® This reversal of fortune suggests that the
Council was hoping to employ Cole’s knowledge of the intricacy of unlicensed printing to
capture others. Frances Tyton also benefited from the Council’s willingness to work with
previously indicted publishers, and in 1651 was awarded a payment of £54.14s5.7d. for
supplying books and papers to the Commissioners of Ireland.*?

In 1651 William Ball’s A Briefe Treatise Concerning the Regulation of Printing
was published in response to the flouting of the Printing Act. Ball produced a set of
proposals for regulation and compared the control needed with the hierarchical structure of
the medical profession:

Printers ... ought to have some carefull, and exact supervision over
them, even as Apothecaries (who have the Colledge of Physitians, and
Doctors of Physique over them, not only to prescribe, but also to
peruse their Medicines) lest the first poyson the mindes of the People
by erronious principles in print, as may the last their bodies, by evil
Medicines.”**

Ball wanted to stop the emerging importance of the printer over the publisher, but this

218 R 1640-1708,1,311.

219 4£0, 11, 245-54.

20 ~opD 1649-1650, p. 555 (SP 25/63/281).

21 cepp 1650, p. 538 (SP 25/64/282). Dendy was already an experienced searcher for seditious books
(CSPD 1649-1650, pp. 537, 544, 545, 547, 561).

22 ~gpD 1650, p. 544 (SP 25/64/386).

23 nyiy 1641-1667, p. 185; CSPD 1651, p. 555.

224 william Ball, 4 Briefe Treatise Concerning the Regulation of Printing (1651), BS".
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comparison of the medical profession and the book trade overstated the College’s control.
Just as the College could no longer exercise its monopoly over the apothecaries, so copy-
owning stationers could no longer protect their investment as printers targeted any
successful book.”?*

In August 1652 Cole sought the authority of the Court of the Stationers’ Company
to allow him to continue as a searcher, and the Court ordered: ‘that all the power in the

Master and Wardons by the said ord[inance of June 1643] be given to y® said Peter Cole and

the other persons named’.?

On the same day Cole brought ‘[a] heap of the first sheet of
the first part of the History of Independency .... with a Presse’, to Stationers’ Hall.??’ The
third part of Clement Walker’s History of Independency (1648), appeared in 1651 entitled
The High Court of Justice and was published anonymously. The following month Cole
requested that a Warden of the Company should accompany him on his searches.?*

It seems Cole had ulterior motives in trying for this role. Firstly, he was able to
seize William Bentley’s press in October 1652.**° This action was in response to an
accumulation of infringements by Bentley of Cole’s stationers’ rights. In November 1646,
and in January the following year, Cole had entered the generic title ‘Certain Sermons’ by

O In the late 1640s the works of

Jeremiah Burroughes in the Stationers’ Register.”
Burroughes constituted a significant amount of the output of Cole’s press, and in 1648 he
published one particular book by Burroughes entitled The Jewel of Christian Contentment.
Cole published a further two editions before William Bentley printed an edition for
Lawrence Sadler and Richard Beaumont in 1651. Also in 1651 Bentley printed an edition
of the Latin Pharmacopoeia for Sadler and Beaumont, again in breech of Cole’s stationers’
rights acquired in October 1650. By 1652, in addition to the Burroughes title, he had also
printed and published editions of Culpeper’s A Directory for Midwives (1651), and,
possibly, a non-extant edition of 4 Physical Directory (1649). Bentley was also the most
probable publisher of the 1654 duodecimo edition of Culpeper’s 1653 translation of the

Pharmacopoeia. His career echoed that of Cole, displaying acts of apparent idealism

alongside commercial awareness.”>' From 1644, he printed octavo and duodecimo Bibles

225 Ibid., B6™.

226 Court Book C, f. 269".

227 Court Book C, £. 270"

228 Court Book C, £. 270"

229 Court Book C, f. 275"
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at Finsbury, which retailed at 2s. as against the going price of 4s5.4d. for, he claimed, ‘the

publick good’ and the benefit of the Commonwealth, with the backing of the Westminster

232

Assembly.” Although he operated outside the Stationers’ Company he had the backing of

this official body of influential Presbyterians, and the 1649 Printing Act expressly gave him
the right to print outside London. However, in 4 Short Answer To ... the Case of William
Bentley (1656), Henry Hills and John Field, the official Bible patentees, accused Bentley of
‘invading other mens Properties by printing their Copies from them’.?** This is perhaps
also a reference to his infringement of Cole’s copyright. Following the establishment of its
Bible Stock in 1646, the Stationers’ Company began to undercut Bentley’s market, and in
1649 he stopped printing Bibles. Now on hard times, he applied his experience of small
format printing and its profitability to producing a series of editions of Culpeper’s popular
books. On the 7 March 1653, the Stationers’ Company ordered Cole to return Bentley’s

press, but Cole managed to hold on to it till June.”*

The reluctance on the part of Cole to
return the press may be explained by Bentley’s further and persistent infringement of Cole’s
registered rights.

Cole, then, was prepared to curry favour with the Company in order to protect his
own business. Secondly, he hoped that he could influence the content of a new Printing Act
that Parliament was considering. The stationers, however, were worried that Cole might
stymie any new Act, as entries in the ‘Court Book’ suggest that journeymen were concerned
that Cole made ‘demands before the Com™ for allowance to Print’, and that his petition to
the Committee ‘bee in opposition to their obtaining a further Act of Parliament’.*** On 7
January 1653, Parliament passed a new Act that placed the right to print under the
jurisdiction of the Council of State rather than the Stationers’ Company.”® At the end of
January 1653 Cole presented his petition to the Council, and on 17 February it ordered that
Cole was ‘permitted to continue his trade of printing, he observing the rules & Cautions
expressed in the Acts & Ordinances of Parliam"”.”>” This episode demonstrates that Cole

was a resourceful individual who early on in his career aligned himself with Parliament and

its Committee of Examinations to further his own interests, at a time when the regulation of

232 Baillie, ‘Printing Bibles i * pp. 67, 72.
Baillie, ‘Printing Bibles in the Interregnum’, pp. 67, N
23 Henry Hills and John Field, 4 Short Answer To ... the Case of William Bentley (1656), reproduced by
Baillie, ‘Printing Bibles in the Interregnum’, pp. 89-91 (p. 89).
234 r r v
Court Book C, ff. 279", 280°, 280"
25 Court Book C, ff, 271, 271", See Siebert, Freedom of the Press, pp. 226-27.
86 4£0, 11, 696-99; Siebert, Freedom of the Press, p. 228.
27 ~spD 1652-1653, pp. 130 (SP 25/68/310), 170. (SP 25/39/76).
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the trade was in crisis.?*®

During the second half of 1650s Cole continued to prosper. In February 1655, he
received the monopoly to print Edward Hayward’s The Sizes and Lengths of Riggings for
the Admiralty.”® In 1656 he petitioned the Council of State and claimed that he had a
series of sermons by Burroughes and Thomas Hooker ready to print, but could not get the
necessary licences on account that the manuscripts were so poorly written that they could

‘not be read by a Lycener’. 2%

This was almost certainly a ploy by Cole because he
requested that ‘himselfe may be a Lycencer of his owne Copyes’**' It is not known
whether Cole was granted the right to licence, although in 1661 he repeated this request
hoping to avoid any new regulations that followed the Restoration.

From 1649 Cole’s catalogue of books became increasingly dependent upon the
Culpeper name. Culpeper’s book and the spurious translations that Cole published after
Culpeper’s death account for nearly fifty percent of the editions Cole published from 1649

to 1666.

Table 2.3: Sheet Counts for Books Published with Cole’s Name (either Solely or Jointly) in
their Imprint

Culpeper titles and associated All titles (incl. reissues)
translations (incl. reissues)

Year no. of titles/ no. of sheets no. of titles no. of sheets

translations  per copy (% of for individual

(% of total) total)* copy*
1637 - - 3 60
1638 - - 2 20
1639 - - 3 70
1640 - - 3 230
1641 - - 2 20
1642 - - 5 10
1643 - - 15 50
1644 - - 8 20
1645 - - 7 20
1646 - - 2 100
1647 - - 4 70
1648 - - 13 130
1649 1(6) 50 (19) 17 260
1650 1(6) 60 (23) 16 460
1651 4 (80) 100 (59) 5 170
1652 2(29) 70 (47) 7 150

238 See Blagden, The Stationers’ Company, pp. 130-52; Blagden, ‘The Stationers’ Company in the Civil

War Period’.
29 GR 1640-1708, 1, 464; CSPD 1655, p. 36 (SP 25/75/671).

240 1 1656 Cole published two of Hooker’s books: The Application of Redemption and A Comment upon

Christ’s Last Prayer.
41 oepp 1655-1656, p. 149 (SP 25/92/132).
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1653 4(29) 100 (67) 14 150
1654 3 (50) 50 (17) 6 300
1655 3 (43) 190 (76) 7 250
1656 7 (50) 160 (36) 14 450
1657 3 (38) 130 (35) 8 370
1658 2 (40) 400 (53) 5 760
1659 2(29) 40 (2) 7 430
1660 3 (60) 160 (89) 5 180
1661 5 (50) 550 (71) 10 780
1662 11 (84) 740 (95) 13 780
1663 6 (100) 960 (100) 6 960
1664 3 (100) 460 (100) 3 460
1665 3 (100) 110 (100) 3 110
1666 1 (100) 270 (100) 1 270
Total 64 (30) 4600 (57) 214 8140

* The calculation of sheets is based upon data given by the ESTC supplemented by The National Union
Catalog: Pre-1956 Imprints (Chicago: Mansell, 1968-81), 754 vols. Consequently the figures are
approximations, which, although not accurate, do reveal the importance of the Culpeper name to Cole’s
stock.

In the new political climate of the Restoration Cole suffered a series of financial setbacks
before he attempted to re-market his valuable stock of Culpeper books. In July 1661 a
warrant was issued for his apprehension and the seizure of copies of ‘a late dangerous &
seditious Booke entitled Mirabilis Annus ... as also for all other seditious & prohibited
Books’.2** The ‘Confederate’ group published Mirabilus Annus; or the Year of Prodigies

3
New

(1661) and presumably Cole had been caught selling copies from his shop.”*
attempts to suppress the relative freedom the printing trade had enjoyed during the
preceding two decades were discussed by Parliament in July 1661.2* Proposals for a new
Printing Act were discussed in which the College of Physicians was named as a possible
licensing body for medical books.2** If this was accepted Cole would have been the victim
of the College’s new powers, and on 27 July 1661, the day Parliament discussed the
proposals, he petitioned the House of Lords for exemption from any new Printing Act 2
Cole appears to have gone into partnership with his brother, Edward, in the early
1660s, with whom he planned to re-market Culpeper’s books collectively under the

umbrella title of ‘The Physitian’s Library’. According to the title page of The Rationall
Physitians  Library (1661), the library included Culpeper’s translation of the

22 oopp 1661-1662, p. 54 (SP 29/39/283).
%3 Goe Maureen Bell, ‘Elizabeth Calvert and the “Confederates™, Publishing History, 32 (1992), 5-49

(pp. 11-15).
2‘I‘)“pJournals of the House of Lords, 1X, 323, 325; Journals of the House of Commons, VI, 3 13-14.

25 CSPD 1661-62,p. 45. N L .
26 Blagden, ‘The “Company” of Printers’, p. 6. A photograph of the original petition 1s in The Main

Papers of the House of Lords (Brighton, Sussex: Harvester Press, 1984), microfilm edn 174 reels, reel 86.



99

Pharmacopoeia, The English Physitian, and A Directory for Midwives, along with
translations of works by Lazare Riviére, Jean Riolan, Johann Vesling, Felix Platter and
Daniel Sennert. This large folio was in fact a reissue of copies of Riviére’s The Practice of
Physick (1655) and Four Books of that Learned and Renowned Doctor (1658), which had
remained unsold. In 1663, the title page of The Physitians Library again advertised
Culpeper’s books, despite being another reissue of Riviére’s work and Feilx Platter’s 4
Golden Practice of Physick (1662). In his petition he claimed to have invested five
thousand pounds, raised from the estate of thirteen orphans, registering titles with the
Stationers’ Company, securing brass plates cut for anatomical illustrations, and finally in
printing. Cole had taken on the responsibility of maintenance for the orphans for which,
traditionally, he would have received ‘finding money’ or the interest on their estates.”*’ He
had five thousand sheets ‘made reddie for the press’, but such was his precarious financial
position that if he had to license these texts he claimed this venture would collapse and ‘so
ruin your Petitioner’ and the orphans’ estates. Appended to this petition is a list of those
books which Cole has already printed and a second list of those works which are in the
press. All are exclusively medical and reflect Cole’s deliberate drive to exploit Culpeper’s
name. He claimed to have printed completely eighteen books, which included Culpeper’s
Pharmacopoeia, The English Physitian, A Directory for Midwives, and Galen’s Art of
Physick. The remaining titles and six more in the press were all translations undertaken by
Abdiah Cole and William Reeves despite claims of Culpeper’s involvement made on their

%8 These books were expensive folios, ranging in price from 10s. to a proposed

title pages.
price of over £3 for Spegilius’s book on anatomy, although Cole never published this title.
He actually included a draft clause to excuse him from the formality of obtaining licences,
provided his name and address appeared on all their title pages. Cole clearly feared the
prospect of any new control, but no notice was taken of his plea, and in June 1662 a new

Bill was passed.249 Instead of the College, the Archbishops of Canterbury and London,

247 gee Charles Carlton, The Court of Orphans (Leicester: Leicester University Press, 1974). There is no
entry for Cole in the City of London Archives (‘Account Books of the Money Paid- to Persons for the
Maintenance of Orphans ... 1643-61" (MS 123c), and ‘Account Book of Money Received for the Benefit
of Orphans and Money Paid Out To or For Them, 1648-76’ (MS 122c¢)). .

248 [ azare Riviere, The Practice of Physick, trans. by Abdiah Cole and others (1655); Riviére Four Books
of that Learned and Renowned Doctor, trans. by Cole and others (1658); Jean Riolan, 4 Sure Quide, or
the Best and Nearest Way to Physick, trans. by William Rand and others (1657); Joha@ Vesling, The
Anatomy of the Body of Man, trans. (1653); Daniel Sennert, Thirteen Books‘of Natural th{osophy, trans.
by Cole and others (1659); Sennert, Two Treatises (1660), Sennert, Chymistry Made Easie and Useful,
trans. by Cole and others (1662); Sennert, Practical Physick, trans. by Cole and others (1662); Jean

Prevost, Medicaments for the Poor, trans. by Culpeper (1656)..
29 14 Car. 11, ¢. 33 (The Statutes of the Realm, ed. by John Raithby, 10 vols (London: [n.p.], 1810-24), v,
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amongst others, were appointed licensers of medical books. It was now required that all
books be registered with the Stationers’ Company and the appropriate licence to be printed
opposite the title page of every book. One stationer, John Streater, was excluded from the

Act’s provision, and he may have been the inspiration for Cole’s ambitious claim for

exemption in 1661.%°

The new Act limited the number of master-printers to only twenty.”' In May 1663,
printers were ordered to present themselves at Stationers’ Hall and Treadwell suggests that
“A list of the M[aste]r Printers’ in Lambeth Palace Library, was made at this meeting; Cole
is down as not lawful.*** More importantly the Company no longer had the power of search
and seizure; this power was granted to the Secretary of State who, in 1663, appointed Sir
Roger L’Estrange as Surveyor of the Press.”®> Cole was even mentioned by L’Estrange in
Considerations and Proposals in Order to the Regulation of the Press (1663) which listed
those printers and publishers who had produced ‘Instances of Treasous and Seditious
Pamphlets® during the Interregnum. He records Peter Cole who printed John Cook’s King
Charls his Case: or, An Appeal to all Rational Men Concerning his Tryal, for Giles Calvert
in 1649.2** In the 1660s Cole’s investment in the Culpeper name is clear from Table 2.3.
Books bearing imprints dated from 1660 to 1666 amount to over forty per cent of the total
sheets Cole published and/or printed during his career, of which over ninety per cent were
titles associated with Culpeper. The level of investment necessary for such an ambitious
programme is clear from his petition from 1661, and it may have been as a result of these
business pressures that Cole committed suicide at the end of 1665.

Cole hanged himself on 4 December 1665 in his warehouse in Leadenhall.”

According to the parish register for St Peters-upon-Cornhill, Cole ‘hanged himselfe being

428-33). On the effects of the new Bill see Feather, Publishing, Piracy and Politics, pp. 43-44; Rose,
Authors and Owners, p. 31; Siebert, Freedom of the Press, pp. 237-63.

250 Statutes of the Realm, v, 433; Dict. 1641-1667, p. 173. Followed Cole’s death his titles moved to
Streater (see McCarl, p. 252). .

1 Feather, British Publishing, p. 51-52; Blagden, ‘The “Company” of Printers’, p. 7.

232 Blagden, ‘The “Company” of Printers’, p. 7; Michael Treadwell, ‘Lists of Master Printers: The Size of
the London Printing Trade, 1637-1723’ in Aspects of Printing From 1600, ed. by Robin Myers and
Michael Harris (Oxford: Oxford Polytechnic Press, 1987), 141-70 (p. 158). Original at Lambeth Palace
Library, MS 941/62.

253 In Considerations and Proposals in Order to the Regulation of the Press (1663), Roger L Estrange
issued a series of proposals for regulating printing. He argued that both the stationers and printers could
not be entrusted with control of the trade because they were all self-interested parties (B2"-4", D4"-E2',
C3").

>4 Ibid., C3". o

255 cSPD 1665-66, p. 88 (SP 44/22/328). James Hickes reported Cole’s suicide in a letter to a
Williamson on 5 December.
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distracted’, and was buried in the ‘pitt’ in the East Yard.?*® His will was proved on 22
December: Cole apparently died a relatively wealthy man. He left the bulk of his property
to his brother Edward’s children, which included land in East Bergholt, Suffolk, the county

Cole had originated from, as well as bequests to Elizabeth Ridley, the daughter of John

257

Ridley, a stationer, and to Samuel Thompson.”’ However, it is unlikely that any of his

family benefited, because on 12 December a warrant had been granted to Lord John
Berkeley and Sir Hugh Pollard for the right to Cole’s estate, ‘forfeit by his suicide’, on
payment of half its value to the King’s project to build a new palace at Greenwich.>®

This brief outline of Peter Cole’s career has shown him to have been an astute
publisher. Although he published contrary to order in the 1649, he managed to secure a
position of Searcher with the Council of State in the 1650s, and exploited this position to
protect his commercial interests. Cole used his stationer’s right to establish ownership of
the copies to a Latin and English version of the College’s Pharmacopoeia, and this
demonstrates both his commercial perspective and his willingness to challenge the
College’s role as overseer of London’s medicine.

During his lifetime, Culpeper divided his books between Cole and Nathaniel Brook.
Brook specialised in the distribution of astrology books and worked on behalf of Elias
Ashmole. In the aftermath of his death the two stationers fought for the rights to his
posthumous books. In the next section the career of Brook is briefly explored along with
his relationship with Ashmole following this, the thorny question of Culpeper’s posthumous

bibliography is examined.

Nathaniel Brook: Astrology and Royalist Connections
Nathaniel Brook was the son of a London stationer, John Brook, and was born on 12
November 1623.”° He followed his father into his chosen profession, and on 25 March

260

1637, at the age of fourteen, he was bound to the stationer Humphrey Blunden.”™ For the

next nine years Brook learnt his trade and was finally freed on 6 April 1646.%°" Later that

25 «A Register of all the Christninges Burialls & Weddinges Within the Parish of Saint Peeters upon
Cornhill’, Guildhall Library, MS 8820, f. 59". Cole’s suicide is also reported by Richard Smith in his
‘Obituary’, wherein he also reported that Cole was ‘distracted’ (The Obituary of Richard Smyth, p. 70).

257 pRO, Prob 11/318 (P.C.C. 153 Hyde).

258 CSPD 1665-66, p. 98 (SP 44/22/328). |
259 In the Ashmole Papers an astrological nativity for the stationer gives his date of birth (Bodleian
Library, Ashmole MS 332, f. 42).

260 gpprentices 1605-1640, p. 45.

21 Ibid.
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year Brook had adequate capital to set up as a bookseller at the sign of the Angel in
Cornhill, and early on in his career took out a £50 loan from the bequest of John Norton
which had been left to the Stationers’ Company.>®

As early as 1649, Cole and Brook appear to have entered on a business deal. That
year Cole published Six Sermons by Thomas Hill; each sermon, though, had its own title
page, unique pagination and signatures, and had been published separately in 1648. Cole
merely bound together unsold copies and printed a new title page for this compilation.
However, Cole had only previously published four of the six, the remaining two having
been published by Roger Daniel, printer for the University of Cambridge, and Nathaniel

k.263

Broo Cole must have paid Brook and Daniel for their unsold copies. Brook probably

sold the copies because he could not recoup his costs from retail sales, presumably because
the book did not fit well with the rest of his stock.

Despite illegally publishing a couple of almanacs that belonged to the Stationers’
Company English Stock in 1655 and 1659, and being ordered before the Council of State in
1656 for publishing the satirical Sportive Wit: The Muses Merriment (1656), Brook

progressed through the Company.264

In April 1653 he was admitted to the Livery, and in
December 1659 eventually gained a part of the Yeomanry share in the English Stock.”® In
contrast to Peter Cole, who operated on the periphery of the Company, antagonising its
journeymen and courting the Council of State for exemption from licensing control, Brook
worked within its procedures. As Cole floundered in the 1660s, Brook prospered. On 1
March 1664, he was sworn in as stock-keeper to the Yeomanry shares in the English Stock,
and in 1672 was awarded the post of stock-keeper to the Assistant’s shares.®*® At the end of
March 1672, he was elected Renter Warden for the following year.267 By the 1670s, then,
Brook was an elder statesman of the Company and was rewarded on 6 December 1675
8

when he was ordered to sit at the Table as an Assistant to the Master and Wardens.*

Brook not only worked as a bookseller but also sold other stationery items from his

262 W . Craig Ferguson, The Loan Book of the Stationers’ Company with a List of Transactions, | 592-
1692, Occasional Papers of the Bibliographical Society, 4 (London: Bibliographical Society, 1989), p. 13.
SC MS ‘The Book of Bequests: Liber C2’, f. 124".

263 Brook registered Gods Eternal Preparations for his Dying-Saints (1648), on 30 May 1648 (SR 1640-
1708, 1, 296). Roger Daniel published the sermon The Best and Worst of Paul (1648).

264 Court Book C, f. 297%; CSPD 1655-1656, p. 298 (SP 25/77/80). Court Book D, f. 49". [John Philips],
Sportive Wit: The Muses Merriment (1656), included a humorous satire on the College of Physicians
(2D4"-5Y).

265 Court Book C, f. 278; Court Book D, ff. 40", 44", 45", 50",

266 Court Book D, ff. 88", 196"

267 Court Book D, f. 198". )
268 court Book D, f. 255", Brook took his place at Court on 22 December (f. 255%).
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shop in Cornhill and, in the 1670s, from his second shop at the east end of the new and
fashionable Royal Exchange. According to an advertisement printed in Richard Saunders’
Physiognomie and Chiromancie (1670), in addition to printed books, Brook sold a large
number of related stationery items, including: writing paper, journals, cards, pens, quills,
knives, inks, and sealing wax, along with printed stationery, including bonds, bills of debt
and sale, letters of attorney, and indentures. Less obvious items were money-bags, sand-
boxes, and letter-cases. The final item listed was John Peircy’s ‘Lozenges for the cure, of
Consumption, Catarrhs, Coughs, &c.’, which Brook had first advertised in 1660.2° In
1661, Brook also sold Sir Kenelm Digby’s famous ‘Powder of Sympathy’ which brought
relief when applied to anything which had received the blood of a wounded person, even if

the patient was not present.””

Brook, then, did not limit his activities as a retailer to the
business of selling books. Digby’s ‘Powder of Sympathy’ was a popular folk remedy in the
late 1650s and 1660s amongst the gentry class and it must have been something of a scoop
for Brook to be able to sell the medicine. This appeared as a precursor to a pattern that
fully emerged in the 1670s of booksellers combining medical retail with their businesses
and promoting sales through printed advertisements.*”’

As a publisher and bookseller Brook specialised in books on astrology and worked
for the royalist, Elias Ashmole (1617-92).’ It seems that Brook arranged for their
production and distribution and that Ashmole financed their printing. Brook’s association
with Ashmole began in 1650 when Christopher Heydon’s An Astrological Discourse with
Mathematical Demonstrations was published, according to its imprint, by Brook. Nicholas

Fiske who, in his preface, claimed that Ashmole paid for the engraved illustrations, had

prepared Heydon’s manuscript for the press.””” However, it was Ashmole, rather than

2% printed in Richard Saunders’ Physiognomie and Chiromancie, 2nd edn (1671), 3E3-3". Similar
advertisements appear in Joseph Blagrave, An Ephemeris for the Year 1660 (1660), F8"; Jeremiah
Burroughes, The Saints Happinesse (1660), 45S4".

20 R.T. Peterson, Sir Kenelm Digby: The Ornament of England, 1603-1665 (London: Jonathan Cape,
1956), pp. 265-74. The advertisement for Digby’s powder and Peircy’s lozenges appeared in J.M. and
others, Wit and Drollery (1661), T8'.

271 Gee John Alden, ‘Pills and Publishing: Some Notes on the English Book Trade, 1660-1715°, The
Library, 5th ser., 7 (1952), 21-37.

272 gee Allen G. Debus ‘Introduction’, in Elias Ashmole, Theatrum Chemicum Britannicum ... A Reprint
of the London Edition 1652, ed. by Allen G. Debus, The Sources of Science, no. 39 (New York and
London: Johnson Reprint Collection, 1967), pp. ix-xlix; C.H. Josten, ed., Elias Ashmole (1617-1692): His
Autobiographical and Historical Notes, his Correspondence, and Other Contemporary Sources Relating
to his Life and Work, 5 vols (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1966), 1, 11-302; DSB; Patrick Curry, Prophecy
and Power: Astrology in Early Modern England (Cambridge: Polity Press, 1989), pp. 35-40.

273 Josten, Ashmole, 11, 499-501; Nicholas Fiske, ‘To the Reader’, in Christopher Heydon, 4n Astrological
Discourse with Mathematical Demonstrations (1650), A3'-5" (A4").



104

Brook, who had proposed the project and provided financial support to see it through the
press. Brook also secured further work from Ashmole through the latter’s membership of
the Society of Astrologers. In 1650, Ashmole was elected Steward of the Society, and for
the following three years Brook sold the annual sermons delivered by Robert Gell,
Culpeper, and Edmund Reeve.””*

There is clear evidence of Ashmole’s capital investment in a number of other books
‘published” by Brook. Theatrum Chemicum Britannicum (1652) is described by Allen
Debus as ‘the largest printed collection of alchemical poetry in the English language’ ** It
contains thirty works dating from the late fourteenth to the early seventeenth centuries,
although half of the volume was given to the works of George Ripley and Thomas

276
Norton.

On 21 March 1651, Ashmole received an imprimatur to print the book from
John Booker, and on 21 July he passed the manuscript to the printer, John Grismond. %"’
On 22 September, Robert Vaughan began to cut the engravings for the book at Ashmole’s
house.””® However, Brook’s name appears as that of the publisher in the imprint. It was
Ashmole, though, who had liaised with the printer and engraver, and secured a licence to
print. These are the traditional roles of the publisher and Ashmole’s actions suggest that he
used Brook’s shop for distribution.

One last example from the 1670s illustrates the business arrangement between
Brook and Ashmole. On 30 June 1671 Brook registered The Institution, Laws &
Ceremonies of the Most Noble Order of the Garter (1672).2” Despite this entry in Brook’s
name, it was Ashmole who financed the printing of the book in a role typical of a publisher.
He had received a royal warrant on 31 March 1670, which prohibited any unauthorised
reprinting of the book for the next fifteen years, and on 8 May 1672 presented a copy to the
King.** Ashmole had also paid for the paper, for on 3 February 1673 he petitioned the
Secretary of State for payment towards the £1,000 he had spent on the project and sought

exemption from the tax on imported paper.281 On 29 March 1673, he paid Brook

274 Robert Gell, Aggelokratia theon. Or A Sermon Touching Gods Government of the World by Angels.
Preached Before the Learned Societie of Artists and Astrolgers, August 8. 1650 (1650); Nicholas
Culpeper, Semeiotica Uranica: or an Astrological Judgment of Diseases (1651); Edmund Reeve, The
New Jerusalem (1652).

275 See Debus ‘Introduction’, p. xliv.

278 Ibid., pp. xxxii-xliv.

277 Josten, Ashmole, 11, 566, 579

28 1pid.. 1, 585-86. Robert Vaughan also cut a frontispiece engraving of “The French Pastry-Cooke’ to
The Perfect Cook (1656) translated out of the French work of Monsieur Marnette and published by Brook.

219 SR 1640-1708, 11, 427.

280 yosten, Ashmole, 111, 1250.
281 The petition was granted by Charles II on 12 May 1673 (ibid., 1, 190).
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£51.15s5.4d. for all printing and paper costs.”®? By registering the title Brook secured the
ownership of copy and the right to profit from its future publication. At the same time,
because Ashmole could not register the title himself, Brook’s compliance was useful to
him. He then secured Brook’s signature to a legal document that assigned over to him all
rights, thereby ensuring that Brook could not reprint the edition without his permission.”
Through his association with Ashmole, Brook appears to have secured links with
the intellectual circle around Ashmole, Kenelem Digby, the Arundels, and the royal court.
Digby (1603-65), whose ‘Powder of Sympathy’ Brook sold, was close to the court. He was
knighted and made a Gentleman to the Privy Council of Prince Charles, he was a member
of the party which travelled to France to secure the hand of Henrietta Maria for Charles,

and during the Civil War he was in exile with the Queen.**

It may have been through this
association that Brook secured the right to publish her receipt book, The Queens Closet
Opened (1655), which he registered on 2 October 1654.* Around this time a series of
receipt books were published, such as A Choice Manual of Rare and Select Secrets (1653)
collected by Elizabeth Grey, the Countess of Kent, and her sister Alethea Talbot’s Natura
Exenterata, or Nature Unbowelled (1655). Because these books were associated with the
Queen and other royalist gentlewomen they appeared protected by patronage and therefore
may not have seemed a challenge to the College’s monopoly of medicine, unlike
Culpeper’s books and works by Richard Elkes and Ralph Williams.**

Brook’s career contrasts markedly with that of Peter Cole. He was able to achieve a
relatively respected position within the book trade by the time of his death in December
1677.2*7 Cole was a commercially competitive publisher who promoted his Culpeper

books, and fought to protect his rights to their copy. In contrast, Brook was associated with

the intellectual circle around Ashmole, Gresham College, and the Society of Astrologers for

2 Ibid., v, 1315-16.

2 Josten, Ashmole, 1v, 1315-16.

284 peterson, Kenelm Digby, pp. 66, 68, 176-80.

25 SR 1640-1708, 1, 458.

286 Richard Elkes, Approved Medicines of Little Cost (1651); Ralph Williams, Physical Rarities
Containing the Most Choice Receipts of Physick and Chyrurgerie (1651).

287 Ashmole records the death of ‘My old friend Major Brooks the Stationer’ (Josten, Ashmole, 1V, 1453).
On 18 December 1677 Brook died. Ashmole records ‘My old friend Major Brooks the Stationer died,’
although he appears to have confused the year with 1676. At a meeting of the Court of the. Stationers’
Company on 20 December it was ordered that Brook’s share in the English. Stock. was to remain under'the
custody of the Company until his executor, Thomas Kemble, ‘shall give this Company a sufficient
discharge’ (Court Book D, f. 292%). In March 1678, the Court ordered that the release read before Fhe
Court by Kemble ‘Citizen and Draper of London Executor of the last Wwill & Testam.ent of Nat}.xamell
Brooke’ be entered into the Company’s Register. The release acknowledged the receipt of £80 in full
payment for Brook’s shares in the English Stock by the Company (ff. 313™).
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whom he worked as a distributor rather than publisher. Yet, as I shall argue below, Brook
was as interested in the Culpeper legacy as Cole. Despite Brook’s obvious commitment to
the Society of Astrologers, he was prepared to publish the works of Jonas Moore, a critic of
astrological beliefs. Likewise, he would sell works associated with the royalist Ashmole,
but despite his own possible royalist convictions, he had profited from Culpeper’s anti-

royalist astrological writings earlier in his career.?*®

Author-Publisher Relationships
Brook and Cole followed different publishing strategies which targeted distinct markets. In
this section, I argue that during his lifetime Culpeper tailored his books on astrology and
medicine to the specific expertise of these two publishers.”®® McCarl argues that the two
manufactured the division between his medical and astrological books, but this, I believe,
underplays the control Culpeper exercised over publication.

Nearly all Culpeper’s books from this period contained advertisements for his work
and for other books published by their respective publishers. However, according to
Pollard and Ehrman this was still rare in the early 1650s. The first example they mention of
a publisher including his list of stock on spare pages is in 1601, but it is not until 1649 that
they identify another example.*”°

Both Cole and Brook included advertisements for their stock.?’! Before 1654, the
promise of more books to be written must have given Culpeper a degree of control over his
publishers. He seems to used two publishers to gain the advantage he would not have had
had he been writing for one and, on a number of occasions, included references to his books
published by Cole in texts published by Brook. This self-promotion is more opaque than

the inclusion of actual advertisements, but it is evidence of Culpeper’s authorial influence

28 Brook sold Ashmole’s congratulatory poem on the Restoration, entitled Sol in Ascendente (1660).

289 An early example of a seventeenth-century author who took control over his text’s production and
publication is Nathanael Carpenter, who paid for the paper and printing of his Geography Delineated
(1625) (1.G. Philip, ‘A Seventeenth-Century Agreement Between Author and Printer’, Bodleian Library
Record, 10 (1978-82), 68-73).

2% Graham Pollard and Albert Ehrman, The Distribution of Books by Catalogue: From the Invention of
Printing to A.D. 1800 (Cambridge: Roxburghe Club, 1965), p. 170. The earliest example Pollard and
Ehrman find of an author’s list is in Joseph Mede’s The Key of the Revelation (1650), which advertised
books published by John Clarke and Philemon Stephens (p. 166).

21 1 addition, Cole also included an advertisement for recent editions of the collected Workes of
Ambroise Paré (published in 1649) and Alexander Read (1650) published by John Clarke, in the secqnd
edition of PD (3S17). There is no apparent reason why Cole should have printed this. .He had no wqumg
partnership with Clarke, and never published any books by Read or Pare. 'The most likely explanation is
that Clarke paid Cole to include the advertisement in a proven popular medical book.
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over his texts and their publishers.

In 1651, Brook published Culpeper’s astrology lectures from the previous year,
entitled Semeiotica Uranica, or an Astrological Judgment of Diseases. The following year
Cole published Culpeper’s The English Physitian, which referred the reader to the earlier
book alongside which it was designed to be used.”? If, as McCarl suggests, these books
were ‘publisher-led’, why would a title published by one publisher promote that of another?
Part of the story is that of Brook’s function as an outlet for Ashmole’s astrology books since
Culpeper is clearly exploiting this association to promote his work. There are further
examples of Culpeper’s books published by Brook advertising those published by Cole.
For example, An Ephemeris for the Year 1652 sold by Thomas Vere and Brook for the
Stationers’ Company included references to Culpeper’s 4 Directory for Midwives, which

was published by Cole.””

Likewise, Catastrophe Magnatum: or The Fall of Monarchie,
published by Brook and Vere, also referred the reader to A Directory for Midwives.** All
these examples show Culpeper asserting control over his texts and promoting his own
books regardless of publisher. Culpeper intended his books to be used collectively and he
did not attempt to distinguish between those published by Brook or Cole. He presented
astrology and medicine as complementary, and correspondingly his books were intended to
be consulted in conjunction with each other. To achieve this Culpeper exploited the
different experiences and expertise of both publishers. The promotion of the book from the
bookseller’s stall is the product of a collaborative venture between the author and publisher.
Culpeper exercised sufficient control over his texts to utilise the holistic communication

5

circuit described by Robert Darnton.””  During his lifetime the story is one of

collaboration, with Culpeper benefiting from the dissemination of his books through his
partnerships with his two publishers.

After his death, Cole, Brook, and other publishers, such as Stephen Chatfield and
Richard Moore, published books that spuriously claimed Culpeper as either author or

296

translator in recognition of his ‘considerable commercial appeal’. Now free from

Culpeper’s control, Cole and Brook sought to exploit their association with the Culpeper

22 gp (Cole, 1652), S17, UT".

23 Culpeper, An Ephemeris for the Year 1652 (1652), C2'. ,

294 Culpeper, Catastrophe Magnatum. or The Fall of Monarchie (1652), F2".

295 Robert Darnton, ‘What Is the History of Books?’, in Books and Society in History, ed. by Kenneth E.
Carpenter (New York: Bowker, 1983), 3-26. ‘

296 GI p. 270. Also see McCarl, p. 230; Tobyn, Culpeper’s Medicine, pp. 28-29.
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name.””  From 1655, Cole published a series of medical translations which claimed

Culpeper’s involvement.”®® On 22 August 1654, he registered seven medical translations
with the Company, including works out of Lazare Riviére, Jean Riolan, Daniel Sennert,
Thomas Bartholin, John Johnston, and Jean Fernel, in an attempt to secure the right to these
future books and obviate any threat to his lucrative market.”® These books were large
theoretical volumes void of the personal prose present in Culpeper’s earlier works. Cole
employed Abdiah Cole (c. 1610-70), possibly a relative, and William Rowland to prepare
these books for the press which he sold on the basis of their association with Culpeper’s
name. John Heydon (fl. 1667), who married Culpeper’s widow, Alice, dismissed these
books, as McCarl notes. Heydon claimed that that Cole placed Culpeper’s name on books
that were not his: in the Index to Book Vi of The Holy Guide (1662) he listed all the titles of
his genuine books ‘least hereafter the Booksellers should cozen [the buyers], by printing
other books in his name he never writ, and so abuse him, as Peter Cole doth Dr. Nich.
Culpeper’>® In Heydon’s The Harmony of the World (1662), the ghost of Culpeper
appeared before Alice ‘bidding her to disown the works which contemporary booksellers
were posthumously issuing falsely under his name’.*®" Brook also continued to publish
Culpeper’s books after 1654 and each contested the other’s claim of authenticity in the
preliminaries and testimonies with which they prefixed these books. In 1664, the large
number of books associated with Culpeper prompted Matthew Mackaile (fI. 1657-96), a
Scottish physician, to write:

Let the sober and judicious Reader judge of the probability of this
[the number of books supposedly written by Culpeper], considering
that he had not above nine years for this work and his astrological
studies also (for he began not to write till the year, 1648 or 1649 and
he died in 1654 or 1655) and whether or not many books have been
printed in his name, since his death, which were not written some
years after the same.””

Mackaile’s scepticism would appear to be correct. The question of Culpeper’s posthumous
bibliography is complex. Cole clearly took advantage of his author’s print persona to

promote those translations he published after Culpeper’s death.

27 McCarl, pp. 239-41.

2% Ibid., pp. 238-39.

29 SR 1640-1708, 1, 454-55.

300 John Heydon, The Holy Guide (1662), 3F3", -

301 Qee Keith Thomas, Religion and the Decline of Magic: Studies in Popular Beliefs in Sixteenth a'nd
Seventeenth Century England (London: Weidenfeld & Nicolson, 1971; repr. Harmondsworth: Penguin,
1991), p. 715. ' |

302 h)/Iagthew Mackaile, ‘Culpeper’s Character’, in Moffet-Well: Or, A Topographico-Spagyricall
Descriptions of the Mineral Waters at Moffet (Edinburgh, 1664), K1™-N2" (K6").
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At issue was the partnership Alice Culpeper formed with Cole, whereby she
endorsed his spurious ‘Culpeper’ books and he printed advertisements for Culpeper’s
aurum potabile which she sold. In 1654, the first advertisement for aurum potabile
appeared in an edition of Culpeper’s translation of the Pharmacopoeia. This ‘precious

Jewel’ was a panacea prepared by, it was claimed, Culpeper and Drs. Freeman and

303

Harrington.™ Whether or not Culpeper actually had any involvement or not is unclear. but

it was only advertised after his death which suggests that it was an attempt by Alice,
Freeman and Harrington to exploit her late husband’s name. It is possible that Alice’s
marriage to John Heydon influenced the subsequent publishing history of Culpeper’s books
because of his possible association with these two doctors through the Society of
Rosicrucians.”® Not only did this advertisement appear in Cole’s book, but it was included
in Culpeper’s Ephemeris for 1655 and 1656, both printed by John Macock for the
Stationers’ Company.’® Despite the fact that the Company owned this title, Alice or
perhaps, more likely, Cole, secured their inclusion.

In August 1655, the partnership was attacked in Culpeper Revived from the Grave
by ‘Philaretes’, which demonstrated the folly of aurum potabile and argued against the use
of gold in medicinal cures. The author felt that the commercial activities of his widow and
her partners tarnished the good memory of Culpeper and his work. He wrote:

They are now obtruding upon Culpepers name their pernicious libel
to gain credit upon the people, whereas there is nothing more false
then that he made it, as is manifest by the copie, which was never writ
by his hand, though it were the custome of that laborious Author
alwaies to do.>*

The author went on to attack ‘the Stationer not farre from Leaden-Hall’ (that is Peter Cole)
whom he accused of publishing ‘printed papers into the world which he [Culpeper] never
writ’.>*®” This double-edged attack on Alice Culpeper and Cole has led Poynter to suggest
the author of the pamphlet was probably Nathaniel Brook which would account for his

308

experience of Culpeper writing out manuscript copy.” McCarl finds additional support for

303 p (Cole, 1654), B4". Culpeper’s aurum potabile was also advertised in John Johnston, The Idea of
Practical Physick in Twelve Books, trans. by W.R. and others (1657), 2L2", published by Cole. .

3% DNB: Olav Thulesius, Nicholas Culpeper: English Physician and Astrologer (London: St. Martin’s
Press, 1992), p. 157. ‘

305 Culpeper, An Ephemeris for the Year 1655 (1655), B5Y-6"; Culpeper, An Ephemeris for the Year 1656
(1656), F7". )

3% Culpeper Revived from the Grave (1655), A4
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Renaissance: Essays to Honor Walter Pagel, ed. by Allen G. Debus, 2 vols (London: Heinemann,
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this conjecture in the fact that it was advertised at the back of the translation of Morel's The
Expert Doctor’s Dispensatory and Jacob a Brunn’s Compendium, both published in 1657
by Brook.

Cole printed Alice Culpeper’s ‘Vindication, and Testimony, concerning her
Husbands Books to be published after his Death’, in new editions of A4 Directory for
Midwives and his Pharmacopoeia. She claimed that her ‘Husband left seventy nine Books
of his own making, or Translating, in my hand, and I have deposited them into the hands of
his, and much Honered Friend, Mr. Peter Cole’; he also left ‘seventeen Books compleatly
perfected, in the hands of the said Mr. Cole’.>® There is no evidence to confirm that
Culpeper completed so many translations and books. The medical translations Cole did
publish after 1654 claimed Culpeper’s authorship, but textually they are void of any of the
political rhetoric typical of The English Physitian, A Directory for Midwives, and his
Pharmacopoeia. 1t is more likely, as I go on to show, that Cole exploited Culpeper’s name:
a testimony to authenticity by Culpeper’s wife was a useful ploy to promote the Culpeper
persona in the marketplace.

Cole again employed Alice to criticise two books published by Brook. Culpeper's
Last Legacy and Culpeper’s Astrological Judgement of Diseases (both 1655) were
dismissed as forgeries by Alice, who wrote that Brook was ‘not to be [so] ashamed [as] to
forge two Epistles, one in mine, and the other in my Husband’s name; of the penning of

310 Culpeper’s Astrological Judgment is in fact

which, he nor I never so much as dream’d’.
another edition of Semeiotica Uranica (1651), and internal evidence indicates that
Culpeper’s Last Legacy is compiled from manuscripts left on his death. The latter was
registered at Stationers’ Hall on 12 March 1655 by Abraham Miller.*"! Only three days
later Miller transferred the rights to Brook.”'> When the book was published it included the
two testimonies which Alice claimed were forgeries. The first, ‘Master Culpepers Wifes

Accompt’, contained Alice Culpeper’s apparent endorsement of the book:

Having in my Hands these my Husbands last experiences in Physick
and chyrugery, &c. composed out of his dayly practice, which he laid
a severe injunction on me to publish for the generall good after his
decease; therefore to stop the mouths of malicious Persons, who may
be apt to abuse and slander his labours, and to discharge that duty and
debt of gratitude due to his name from one so neerly related to him, I

39 Alice Culpeper, ‘Mris. Culpepers Information, Vindication, and Testimony, concerning her Husbands
Books to be published after his Death’ in DM (1656), A1%-3" (A2").

1 Ibid., A1%-2".

11 SR 1640-1708, 1, 467.

312 SR 1640-1708, 1, 468.
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do hereby testifie that the Copy of what is here printed is truly and
really his own, and was delivered to my trust among his choicest
secrets upon his death-bed, and I do further approve the printing

there(3)1f3, and having viewed them see nothing in them but, what is his
own.

The address to the ‘Worthy Readers’ was signed with Culpeper’s name but not dated:

This my last Peece the reserve of all the rest, I had never thought to
have published, till now finding indisposition of body to be such as
that I have no other way left to continue my owne fame, and that
happy gratitude which I owe to my Countrey, but by publishing these
my last Remaines of Physick and Chrurgery which I have left to my
dear Wife as my Legacy being the choicest secrets which I lockt up in
my breast, and never made knowne in my former works.>"*

It is most likely that Cole employed Alice to denounce these two books. His assault
continued with the publication of Mr. Culpeper’s Ghost Giving Advice to All the Lovers of
his Writings (1656), and probably written by the stationer himself. Copies of this book
were sold with Mr Culpeper’s Treatise of Aurum Potabile published by George Eversden in
1657  The anonymous Mr Culpeper’s Treatise of Aurum Potabile endorsed the
authenticity of Cole’s Culpeper books, and included Alice’s ‘Vindication’ and an

. 316
advertisement for her aurum potabile.

Again, Cole was behind this book: evidence in the
Stationers’ Company Court Book suggests that Eversden was in debt to Cole and his
publication of this pamphlet may have been in lieu of payment. In December 1657,
Eversden mortgaged his Yeomanry share in the English Stock to Cole on payment of
£2.115.3d>"

In Mr Culpeper’s Ghost, Culpeper spoke from beyond the grave and decried Brook
as the ‘Father of lies’, and suggested that he take down the shop sign of the Angel and
substitute that of the Devil or a Cloven-Hoof.>'® Brook and Cole also clashed in the Court
of the Stationers’ Company in a dispute over ownership of copy that saw Cole defeated. On
27 June 1659, the publisher Thomas Parkhurst attempted to register the title ‘Certaine
Sermons’ by Jeremiah Burroughes at Stationers’ Hall. However, as mentioned above (p.

95), Cole had registered his right to this generic title in November 1646 and January 1647,
and the Company refused Parkhurst’s entry.’ ' On 1 August 1659, Brook entered the fray

313 Culpeper, Culpeper’s Last Legacy (1657), A2".
314 . I-v
Ibid., A3 ' . ‘ o
315 The title page of Mr. Culpeper’s Treatise of Aurum Potabile (1656), claimed: “To which is added: Mr .
Culpeper’s Ghost’. -
316 My, Culpeper’s Treatise of Aurum Potabile (1656), A3'-T.
317 Court Book D, f. 26"
318 My Culpepper’s Ghost (1656), B8 r
319 GR 1640-1708, 1,253, 254, 259; Court Book D, f. 46",
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and ‘complained to the Table that notwithstanding a late order Tho: Parkhurst proceeds in
printing M’ Jer: Burroughs Serm: on y°® 5th of Mathew & praies the Tables assistance’ 3%
Brook had previously registered Burroughes’ The Joys of Heaven in April 1655, and
therefore had an interest in protecting his rights to this title.*>! Brook probably did not
realise that Parkhurst’s antagonist was his rival when he made his complaint against
Parkhurst. By 29 November 1659, Brook was aware of Cole’s involvement when he
informed the Court that the complaint he had formerly made against Parkhurst had been
resolved and the events that followed indicate that they had entered a partnership. Brook
wanted the Court to take action against Cole’s exploitative use of the Stationers’ Register,
and ‘[i]t was ordered (upon his desire [Brook’s]) that M" Cole be sumoned to appeare at the
next Court to give answer thereunto’.’*®> A week later, on 5 December 1659, Brook and
Parkhurst again complained of Cole’s restrictive practices which had resulted in Brook and
Parkhurst being ‘refused Entrance’ to register their copy of Jeremiah Burroughes’ book.*?
An investigation by the Masters of the Company dragged on until 5 March 1660 when the
Court ordered that the disputed Jeremiah Burroughes titles ‘lately in controversie are to be
Entred in the Reg® to M" N Brooks & Thomas Parkhurst’.*** The following day Brook and
Parkhurst registered Jeremiah Burroughes’ Gospel-Revelation in Three Treatises and The
Saints Happinesse which they jointly published later that year.’”’

From the late 1650s, Brook published a series of new medical books in direct

326 He followed Cole’s lead and published popular

competition to those published by Cole.
medical books and herbals that referred to each other, and attacked similar books published
by Cole. For example, Robert Turner’s The Brittish Physician (1664), William Coles’ The
Art of Simpling (1656) and Thomas Chamberlen’s translation, The Compleat Midwife's
Practice (1656). These books competed for the same markets as Culpeper’s herbal and
midwifery manuals, while Pierre Morel’s The Expert Dispensatory (1657), also published

by Brook, threatened the sales of his translation of the Pharmacopoeia. I refer to these

320 Court Book D, f. 47".
321 GR 1640-1708, 1, 472.
322 Court Book D, f. 49".
32 Court Book D, f. 50".
324 Court Book D, f. 52".

325
SR 1640-1708, 11, 253. ' ' . .
326 11 addition to those mentioned, Brook published: The Method of Chemical Philosophie and Physick

(1664); Samuel Boulton, Medicina Magica Tamen Physicg (1656). He also published a couple of
professional theory books by Charles II’s physician, Gideon Harvey (c. 1640-1700): Dg Suc.co
Pancreatico: or, A Physical and Anatomical Treatise of the Nature and Oﬁqc.e of the Pancreatick J.ulce
(176); Great Venus Unmacksed. or A More Exact Discovery of the Veneral Evil (1672); Morbus Anglicus,

or The Anatomy of Consumption (1666).
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books in the following two chapters, but what they demonstrate is that Brook in the late
1650s, as the medical book market settled, gained a competitive edge over Cole.

In the 1650s, then, the medical book trade emerged from a period of stagnation and
quickly developed into a commercial competitive market. Culpeper’s first translation of
the College’s Pharmacopoeia in 1649 marked this new phase and the success of his work is
clear from the number of official and pirated editions his books went through in a short
period of time. In the proceeding two chapters I explore the publishing histories of
Culpeper’s four key books which demonstrate that far from being ‘at a low ebb in the

1650s’, the medical book trade, at least, was buoyant.3 27

327 Reather, British Publishing, p. 49.



3. Publishing Histories: Fluidity and Expansion in
Culpeper’s English Pharmacopoeias (1649-61)
and The English Physitian (1652-65)

I did not ask what I should ger by the Bargain,
neither did I see a vision of Angels, I saw Ancient
people coming to me, sick, and coughing, and
crying out, for the Lords sake help us. I saw
yong Children ... desiring me to give them the
grounds of Physick in their Mother Tongue.
Culpeper,
A Physical Directory (1650), A2™"

In this chapter I explore the immediate publishing histories of three titles: Culpeper’s
translation of the original Pharmacopoeia, entitled 4 Physical Directory (1649-51); his
translation of the revised Pharmacopoeia, entitled Pharmacopoeia Londinensis: or The
London Dispensatory Further Adorned (1653-61); and his herbal, The English Physitian
(1652-65). Together, these books were the central texts in his programme to give the
English reader ‘the whol Moddel of Physick’.! Peter Cole published all three books, and
their popularity meant that the printer William Bentley subsequently pirated them all in a
duodecimo format. In response to this challenge, Culpeper and his publisher included new
material in each subsequent edition. Focusing upon the immediate transmission of
Culpeper’s texts reveals not only the fluidity of their content but can also determine their
reception.” Examination of copies from these early, supposed editions, reveals a number to
be reissues, published with new title pages and revised preliminaries. This highlights the
intricacies of the publishing trade at this time and the importance of determining the
integrity of an edition before assigning it authority. Each subsequent edition of a book, by
its very nature, addresses new readers. Accordingly, the readership of Culpeper’s books

developed with each new edition as the books’ changing physical form and contents made

' PD (1650), B2". All subsequent references to editions of Culpeper’s 4 Physical Directory (PQ),
Pharmacopoeia Londinensis: or the London Dispensatory Further Adorned (PL), and The English

Physitian are given briefly in the text by date. . N
2 (%}n textual fluidity through revised printed editions see Martin Elsky, Authorizing Words: Speech,

Writing, and Print in the English Renaissance (Ithaca and London: Cornell University Press, 1989), p. 7,
212-19.
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new claims to the status, authority, and application of the knowledge each page presented.’
This expansion, in response to commercial threats, counters the assumption that printing
preserves and fixes a text’s meaning.

Culpeper’s two versions of the Latin Pharmacopoeias were not verbatim
translations, but English texts of the College’s receipts and simple medicines supplemented
by his observations and commentary, tailored to his readers’ medical needs and aspirations.
Similarly, Culpeper derived the main text of The English Physitian from a recently printed
scholarly herbal, John Parkinson’s Theatrum Botanicum (1640).  Culpeper reworked
Parkinson’s botanical information and produced an abridged text which focused
specifically on its medicinal applications.

None of Culpeper’s manuscripts or notes survive giving any clue to the nature of his
involvement in the production of those books bearing his name published between 1649
and his death early in 1654. Nevertheless, and as Barbara Woshinsky has shown with the
example of La Bruy¢re’s Caractéres (1st pub. Paris, 1688), it is possible to trace authors’
interventions through the typographical history of a text.* Examination of such histories
can also reveal how typographic changes to a book can determine a reader’s perception of
an author and their interpretation of a text’s meaning.” This chapter will reveal the social,
cultural and economic contexts surrounding the publication of Culpeper’s two translations
of the College’s Pharmacopoeia and The English Physitian. It is necessary to examine
their contents to reveal whom the author and publisher expected to be reading, using and
purchasing these titles. For the publisher, it was necessary to make money from these

ventures, while Culpeper appears, as an author, more ideologically motivated.

A Physical Directory (1649): Culpeper’s Translation of the Original
Pharmacopoeia Londinensis
In the previous chapter, I examined the changes of right to the copy of the College’s Latin

Pharmacopoeia and an English version of their book, recorded in the Stationers’ Register.

3 peter Lindenbaum suggests that the folio format was ‘associated with works of scholzjlrship’ (‘Sidney’s
Arcadia as Cultural Monument and Proto-Novel’, in Texts and Cultural . Change in Early Modern
England, ed. by Cedric C. Brown and Arthur F. Marotti (Basingstoke: Macmillan Press., 1997), 80-94 (p.
82). Smaller, cheaper formats will presumably have appealed to tbe non-sgholarly, but literate, reader.

4 Barbara R. Woshinsky, ‘La Bruyére’s Caractéres: A Typographical Reading’, TEXT, 2 (1985), 209-2{3.

5 For an examination of eighteenth-century page-layout see Nicolas Barker, ‘T)fpography and the Meamng
of Words: The Revolution in the Layout of Books in the Eighteenth Cenm’, in Buch und Buchhandel in
Europa im achtzehnten Jahrhundert: The Book and the Book Trade in FEighteenth-Century Europe, ed. by
Giles Barber and Bernhard Fabian (Hamburg: Hauswedell, 1981), 127-65.
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In 1649, Peter Cole published Nicholas Culpeper’s anonymously printed English
translation, entitled A Physical Directory, before he had secured any rights to the title
through the Register, and this explains the unexpected title (see Illustration 4). Only in
1653, once Cole had purchased the rights to both the Latin text and an English version, was
Culpeper’s translation published with the College’s title. Culpeper’s work meant that
readers of popular receipt books could now compare the medical advice contained therein
against the official writings of the College. A standard existed then, which, in the words of
Charles Webster, made vernacular medical books ‘subordinate to major pharmacopoeias’.®
Webster’s suggestion, that Culpeper’s translation somehow raised the standard of health
care and medical vernacular writing during the 1650s, needs to be considered in the light of
Culpeper’s attacks upon professionally institutionalised medicine. His intention was the
free promotion of medical knowledge, from the writings of educated physicians to a locally
organised charitable system of medical care, utilising medicines compounded from
indigenous simples rather than expensive pharmacopoeial medicines. Other scholars and
writers have acknowledged the political rhetoric of Culpeper’s translations which
demanded individual liberty, but have done so without examining their publishing histories
and development during the 1650s and the immediate post-Restoration years.’

The College’s Latin Pharmacopoeia is divided into two sections: the first described
the simple medical remedies which London apothecaries could dispense, followed by the
method of preparing the more elaborate and costly compounded medicines. The corrected
and enlarged second edition, published early in 1619, listed alphabetically over a thousand
simple medicines by their Latin name under headings, of which over half were herbs, roots,
leaves and seeds. Following the simples, the College grouped the compounded medicines
by types, which included waters, syrups, and powders, and amounted to over five hundred
receipts. Each receipt gave the ingredients and their quantities along with the method of
preparing the medicine, but did not include any advice on their virtues and uses.
Technically, each London apothecary had to possess a copy of this book, which he would

have kept close to hand in his shop, ready to consult when a customer brought in a

8 GI, p. 270. _ , |
7 For example, see McCarl; F.N.L. Poynter, ‘Nicholas Culpeper and his Books’, Journal of the History of

Medicine, 17 (1962), 152-167; Graeme Tobyn, Culpeper’s Medicine: A Practice of Wes.tern Ho{is‘tic
Medicine (Shaftesbury, Dorset: Element, 1997); Olav Thulesius, Nicholas Culpeper: English ‘Phystaan
and Astrologer (London: St. Martin’s Press, 1992); Christopher Hlll,.The World Turne_d Upside Down:
Radical ldeas During the English Revolution (London: Maurice Temple Smith, 1972; repr.
Harmondsworth: Penguin Books, 1991); Hill Change and Continuity in Seventeenth Century England,
rev. edn (New Haven and London: Yale University Press, 1991), pp. 157-78.
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prescription. For example, in the frontispiece to Pierre Morel’s The Expert Dispensatory
(1657), the scholarly physician is surrounded by his learned books, whilst the apothecary
working in his shop, stocked with ingredients and compounded medicines, needs only a
pharmacopoeia (see Illustration 5). The licensed physician would have written a receipt in
Latin giving only the name of the medicine. The apothecary would then look up the name
in the index to the Pharmacopoeia and turn to the particular page on which the ingredients
and method of preparation was described in Latin.

Culpeper knew from his own experiences as an apprentice to a number of London
apothecaries the advantage an English translation of the Pharmacopoeia would make to
their daily practices. In a dispute between the apothecaries and distillers over the monopoly
on distilled waters, chemical oils, decoctions and syrups, Theodore de Mayerne defended
the distillers, which led to the granting of a charter for a Distillers’ Company in 1638. In
response to the apothecaries’ charge that the distillers were ignorant, Mayerne claimed that
many apothecaries had little knowledge of Latin.® The fact that Culpeper apparently taught
Francis Drake, his master apothecary from 1636 until Drake’s death in 1639, Latin ‘in less
than a year and a half’, indicates that not all apothecaries could have easily read the
College’s Pharmacopoeia, although at least one apprentice could.” Culpeper also wanted
to provide accessible medical advice for the general population many of whom, he claimed,
‘have perished either for want of money to see a Physitian, or want of knowledg of a
remedy happily growing in their garden’ (PD (1649), 2T2"). For their benefit, Culpeper
saw it necessary:

Throughout the Book to expresse my self, in such a language as might
be understood by al, and therefore avoided terms of art so much as
might be, yet it could not sometimes be avoided but some words were
quoted which stand in need of some explaining. (PD (1649), B4")

If Culpeper wrote for a lay-reader, it would have been for that section of the population
which was literate and had the means available to purchase the ingredients needed to make
the remedies given. It was for this audience that he explained the processes of filtration,
calcination, infusion, and decoction, which were conspicuous by their absence in the
College’s official Latin work. The apothecaries would have already known these details,
and so it is clear that Culpeper did intend non-professionals to use his book. In his address,
he singled out the charitable gentlewomen whom he ‘humbly salute[d]’, for ‘freely

bestow[ing] your pains brains and cost, to your poor wounded and diseased neighbours’

8 Underwood, pp. 55-57, 315-16.
® Life, C3".
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(PD (1649), A3"). Later, in 1653, he again acknowledged the work of ‘those kind Ladies
and Gentlewomen that for Gods sake help their poor wounded neighbors’ (PL (1653).
2N2"). For his part Cole claimed, in 1661, that:

Abundant thanks (and mony for my Books) I have had from many
hundreds of persons (I might say some thousands) of Sea Surgeons
and others using the Sea and new Plantations, And other places in the

Country at home where they must have perished if they had not had
these helps. (PL (1661), C17)

The translation was not just for the professional apothecary or surgeon, or the quasi-
professional charitable gentlewomen. It also addressed those who could not afford the
physician’s fee, or because of geographical remoteness could not consult one (PD (1649),
O4"). Culpeper’s translation revealed powerful newly available knowledge, though he
warned throughout his translation that he ‘would not have fools turn Physitians’ (PD
(1649), N3").

McCarl suggests that Culpeper was paid for his work by Cole, who had the
financial backing of the apothecaries.'” However, there is no evidence that the apothecaries
were involved in this commission. Many of them may well have felt Culpeper’s work
threatened their livelihood, despite his assurance that an English translation would actually
increase demand for the simples and medicines they sold (PD (1649), A2"). Circumstantial
evidence, however, does exist that suggests Culpeper was ‘put upon’ to produce the
translation. On several occasions, he wrote of the remit within which he worked,
presumably under Cole’s order. For example, commenting on the benefits of the medicine
Pomatum, he wrote: ¢ I have not that Latitude given me, to quote any receits that are not in
the Dispensatory’ (PD (1649), 2L1"). In 1653 Culpeper also admitted that he had been
constrained by Cole who ‘was afraid the book would be too big’ (PL (1653), P2"). Cole
must have paid Culpeper, either financially or with copies of his book, which he could sell
on. Writing in 1656, two years after her husband’s death, Alice Culpeper claimed that Cole
had paid him for his work.!! Further evidence of payment is in an attack penned by the
College’s chemist, William Johnson, wherein he wondered if ‘gaine put you not at first
2

. . . .1
(when other trades failed you) to write, or rather translate Physick in your mother tongue’.

The author of Mercurius Pragmaticus claimed that Culpeper received thirty shillings for his

10 McCarl, p. 232. Also see D.A. Jones, ‘Nicholas Culpeper and his Pharmacopoeia’, Pharmaceautical

Historian, 10 (1980), 9-10. ' . o )
' Alice Culpeper, ‘Mris. Culpepers Information’, in DM (1656), A1%-3" (A2°). o
12 \illiam Johnson, ‘Friend Culpeper’, in Leonardo Fioravanti, Three Exact Pieces, trans. (1655), BI'-4

(B1Y).
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work, and although this figure is probably incorrect, it again suggests payment of some
kind, either financially or in copies of books, and the apparent ‘treachery’ of his
translation." Culpeper denied in 1653 that he wrote merely for profit: ‘If thou thinkest [
did it for gain, thou art so far wide from the truth, that unless thou change thy opinion, ’tis
to be feared truth and you will not meet again in a long time’ (PL (1653), 2Z1%). He may
have received relatively little payment from Cole, but he exploited the medium of his
translation and other books to promote his name and medical practice to London’s readers.
In June 1655, Cole claimed that Culpeper had worked ‘at my charge’, and Thomas
Chamberlen, writing in 1656, accused Culpeper of having written 4 Directory for Midwives
‘for necessity’."* During the seventeenth century, a writer’s principal means of support was
usually through the procurement of a wealthy patron. Although Culpeper did dedicate two
of his books to named individuals, he addressed the majority to the ‘Commonwealth of
England’, and in his prefaces claimed to be writing for the benefit of the nation rather than
his own betterment. Payment from a publisher, though still rare in the seventeenth century,
was not unknown. William Lilly received £48 from the Stationers’ Company for his

almanacs in the 1660s."

Lilly’s almanacs were best-sellers and at their height sold thirty
thousand copies per year, and he was, accordingly, paid more than the other almanac
writers of the period.16 However, as Blagden has shown, most almanac writers were still
paid between £2 and £10 for their copy.’ The publishers of John Milton and John Dryden
also paid their authors substantially more than the supposedly thirty shillings Culpeper
received.'® Other methods of payment varied during this period with no settled pattern:

printing could undertaken for an author at his charge, or, if an author was paid, then

payment could be monetary or by copies.19

13 Mercurius Pragmaticus, no. 21 (4-11 September 1649), X4'.

14 peter Cole, ‘The Printer to the Reader’ in Lazare Riviere, The Practice of Physick, trans. by Abdiah
Cole and others (1655), A1-B1" (A2"); [Thomas Chamberlen], ‘Preface’, in Louise Bourgeois, The
Compleat Midwifes Practice ... With instructions of the Midwife to the Queen of France, trans. by
Chamberlen and others (1656), A2™-3" (A2").

IS Cyprian Blagden, ‘The Distribution of Almanacks in the Second Half of the Seventeenth Century’,
Studies in Bibliography, 11 (1958), 107-16 (Table L, op. p. 114).

16 Ann Geneva, Astrology and the Seventeenth-century Mind: William Lilly and the Language of the Stars
(Manchester: Manchester University Press, 1995), p. 56.

17 Blagden, ‘The Distribution of Almanacks’, Table L. o

18 Gee Peter Lindenbaum, ‘Milton’s Contract’, in The Constructions of Authorship: Textual Appropriation
in Law and Literature, ed. by Martha Woodmansee and Peter Jaszi (London: Duke Universitx Pre§s,
1994), 175-90; James A. Winn, John Dryden and his World (New Hayen anfl London: Yale University
Press, 1987), pp. 95-103. Adrian Johns has recently examined the prol.lﬁc writer Alexander Ross (1591-
1654), who was also paid by his bookseller (‘Prudence and Pedantry in Early Modern Cosmology: The

Trade of Al Ross’, History of Science, 36 (1998), 23-59). ’ o
19 Gee Harold Love, ‘Preacher and Publisher: Oliver Heywood and Thomas Parkhurst’, Studies in
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A combination, then, of political beliefs allied, probably, with financial necessity
led Culpeper to begin work on translating the Pharmacopoeia. He had started work on the
project at least by 1647; if one anonymous critic is correct, then he spent ‘two yeeres
drunken Labour’ on the translation.?’ Although in 1650 Culpeper admitted that in
preparing the first edition ‘I was then somwhat curbed in time’ (PD (1650), 2Q2"), this was
probably due to the eagerness of Cole to publish the translation before the College’s new
Pharmacopoeia appeared.

In the issue of Henry Walker’s news book Perfect Occurrences for 31 August to 7
September, Culpeper’s translation was herald ‘an excellent translation of the London
Dispensatory’.”’ Cole, most likely, published 4 Physical Directory at the end of August,
because he advertised it in the issue of Parliamentary newsletter The Moderate for 28
August to 4 September.”> In his ‘Ephemerides’ Samuel Hartlib noted ‘an excellent
Translation of the London-dispensatory’ on 6 September, whilst George Thomason
purchased a copy on 30 October.”> The royalist press, not surprisingly, took offence: the
author of the Mercurius Pragmaticus believed Culpeper had ‘very filthily’ translated ‘the
booke by which all Apothecaries are strictly commanded to make all their Phisick’.%*
Culpeper knew that the ‘self-seekers’ of the College would attack his work but he was
characteristically unapologetic. If they did, he wrote, they were to be ‘shreudly suspected’
for their motive would ‘ariseth from self-interests’, Culpeper, however, claimed that only
‘Pure pitty to the Commonalty of England’ was his motive (PD (1649), 2T1").

I have previously suggested that Culpeper began translating Latin medical texts as
early as 1640 at around the time of his marriage to Alice and his failed apprenticeship.
However, it is only with the publication of this translation that his full name appeared on a
title page and was launched on London’s medical market. Not only was he described as a
gentleman but the engraved frontispiece reproduced his portrait and promoted his visual
likeness from the booksellers® stall to a potential reader and customer.”> In 1649, then, the

‘Culpeper’ image was introduced to London’s medical practitioners and lay readers, and to

Bibliography, 31 (1978), 227-35.

2 Mercurius Pragmaticus, (4-11 September 1649), X4'.

21 perfect Occurrences, no. 139 [sic] (31 August-7 September 1649), 7F4". )

22 The Moderate: Impartially Communicating, no. 60 (28 August-4 September 1649), 306"

2 HP 28/1/29A; BL E.576.(1).

24 Mercurius Pragmaticus, (4-11 September 1649), X3". _ -

25 Culpeper’s portrait was cut by Thomas Cross (c. 1624-87). DNB; Ambrose Heal, The English Writing-

Masters and their Copy-Books, 1570-1800: A Biographical Dictionary and a Bibliography (London:
First Edition Club, 1931), p.41; Sidney Colvin, Early Engraving & Engravers in England (1545-1695): A
Critical and Historical Essay (London: Chiswick Press, 1905), pp. 142-44.
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the charitable gentlewomen who provided medical care to their lowly neighbours and to

illiterate patients.

A Physical Directory went through three editions in as many years, before it
changed title in 1653 to Pharmacopoeia Londinensis: or The London Dispensatory Further
Adorned for Culpeper’s translation of the College’s newly revised Latin Pharmacopoeia.
In late December 1649, Samuel Hartlib recorded in his ‘Ephemerides’ that ‘[t]here are 2.
sorts of the New Dispensatory one of a greater and the other of a far lower price’.® The
only extant edition of ‘the New Dispensatory’ in 1649 is Cole’s quarto published in August,
but given Hartlib’s statement and other circumstantial evidence it appears that Culpeper’s
translation was soon pirated. In the 1652 edition of The English Physitian published by
Cole, Culpeper attacked the ‘last Edition of my London Dispensatory’, which had ‘been so
hellishly printed’. This is what happens, he claimed, ‘by one Stationer’s printing anothers
Coppies, viz. To plague the Country with false Prints, and disgrace the Author’.”’ Earlier,
in August 1651, he had complained: ‘Honest men are abused by Printers or Book-sellers,
and that’s no news, for I have been served so my self’.*®* William Bentley published the
only extant pirated edition of Culpeper’s translation in 1654, but it would appear that an
earlier pirated edition was published by December 1649. Because of its ‘far lower price’
this must have been published in a small format suggestive of Bentley’s involvement.

Culpeper introduced his translation with a scathing attack on the English Church,
the legal system, and the College. He denounced all three monopolies for their restrictive
adherence to Latin. He wrote,

The Liberty of our Common-Wealth ... is most infringed by three sorts
of men, Priests, Physitians, Lawyers; ... The one deceives men in
matters belonging to their Souls, the other, in matters belonging to
their Bodies, the third in matters belonging to their Estates ...
[Physicians would disapprove of his translation] because thereby
ignorant fellows will be induced to the practice of Physick, and
therefore they say they wrote it [the Pharmacopoeia] only to the
nurslings of Apollo. But 1. If Apollo had served the nine Muses so as
they serve the Apothecaries, viz. hid all his art from them, they would
have had no more wit than nine Geese. 2. All the Nation are already
Physitians, If you ayl any thing, every one you meet, whether man or
woman will prescribe you a medicine for it. Now whether this book
thus translated will make them more ignorant or more knowing, any
one that hath but a grain of understanding more than a horse, may
easily judg, 3. All the Ancient Physitians wrote in their own mother
tongues, and native language ... Did these do their countries good or

26 4P 28/1/37B.
27 EP (Cole, 1652), 272", r
28 Culpeper, An Ephemeris for 1652 (1652), C1".
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harm think ye? What reason can be given why England should be
deprived of the benefit of other Nations? (PD (1649), A1%-2")

Despite Culpeper’s assault on the College’s scruples, he included the list of the Fellows of
the College, the College’s original address to the reader and the Royal Proclamation, which
had all originally been printed in the Latin editions. Why would Culpeper have done this?
On the one hand, he criticised the Fellows, whilst on the other he gave credit to their
authorship and reproduced the Proclamation affirming their rights over the apothecaries’
practice. This appears at odds with Culpeper’s ridicule of the College. However, the
importance of 4 Physical Directory lay in the fact that it gave the official medicines of the
College to the general lay reader. In his translation then, Culpeper first had to establish the
authority of the College and their endorsement of the receipts which he translated. By
including the College’s preliminaries, he demonstrated his adherence to the Latin original
and acknowledged the College as author of this medical wisdom. Although he did not
always agree with the College’s remedies, he translated them nevertheless. In his
additional comments and advice he then proceeded to attack their monopoly. For example,
on the inclusion of sloe he commented, ‘I think the Colledge set this amongst the roots only
for fashion-sake, and I did it because they did’ (PD (1649), D4").

A Physical Directory is much more than just a translation of the Latin
Pharmacopoeia, as advertised on its title page:

[It was] that book by which all Apothicaries are strictly commanded
to make all their Physick with many hundred additions which the
reader may find in every page marked with this letter 4. Also there is
added the use of all the simples.

Culpeper first translated the Latin names of the simple medicines which the College had
listed. The Pharmacopoeia listed over a thousand simples divided into fifteen sections. In
‘A Catalogue of the Simples Conducing to the Dispensatory’, Culpeper followed this
division for fourteen of the sections but omitted the ‘Salts’ given by the College.” The
Latin name of the simple was printed followed by the English name, when there was one,
supplemented with information on their virtues, qualities, and properties. In his ‘Preface’

to the Catalogue Culpeper wrote:

Take notice, that only the Latin names, were quoted by‘ the Colledge
and are to be seen at the beginning of each Simple in a different letter,
the English name together with the Temperature and Vertues were

2 The fourteen divisions were: ‘Roots’, ‘Barks’, ‘Woods and their Chips or Raspings’, ‘H‘erb’s z‘md theEr
Leaves’, ‘Flowers’, ‘Fruits and their Buds’, ‘Seeds or Grains’, ‘Tear, Liquors, and, R‘ozms ,.Juyces ,
“Things bred of Plants’, ‘Living-Creatures’, ‘Parts of Living Creatures and Excrements’, Belonging to the
Sea’, and ‘Metals, Minerals, and Stones’ (PD (1649), C1-M3").
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added by the Translator, he hopes for the publick good ... All the
Lattin names to one Herb are not set down, that would have done no

other good in the world than took up more paper, and by consequence
made the Book the dearer. (PD (1649), C1Y)

The College had deliberately left this type of information out of its Pharmacopoeia,
because it felt that with it:

Ignorant fellows and Mountebanks may arm themselves for the
practice of physick, and so put a sword into a madmans hand for the
destruction of the Common-wealth, we have added nothing at all of
the vertues, for we write this to the learned only, ... for the health, not
the understanding of the vulgar.*

Culpeper did not describe any of the simples, which meant that the Catalogue was no help
to a reader on how to recognise and gather them. Presumably, if a reader could afford to,
they would simply purchase the ingredients from the apothecaries’ shops, whilst The
English Physitian, first published in 1652, contained just this type of information intended
for the general reader.

Culpeper described the temperaments of the simples and their degrees based on
general Galenic theory.”’ Once he had given the Latin and English names along with the
medicinal uses of roots, barks, woods, herbs, and leaves, he reduced the College’s list of the
remaining simples by forty-four per cent. He introduced the section on ‘Flowers’ with the

following explanation:

COurteous Reader, being now passed over the Roots, [Barks, Woods]
and Herbs, and arived safely at the Flowers; [ thought it best, and
most advantagious for the publick good, to abreviate the rest of the
Simples, and only note such as may be easily gotten, or are familiarly
known to the Commonality of this Land; the Curious may satisfie
themselves with what hath been written, being the names of all, or
almost all the Herbs, Plants, Roots, &c. used in the Dispensatory: In
truth I am loth the curiosity of any, should make the Book swel to that
bigness that it should be out of the command of a poor mans purse.

(PD (1649), K1%)
Culpeper concluded the Catalogue with another attack on the College, but also expressed

his concern that the price of his book should not place it out of the reach of a general

reader:

For what intent the Colledge quoted them [the simples], I cannot tell;
considering they quoted neither English names nor Vertues; and the
Lattin names (most part of them) may be found here and there
throughout the Dispensatory: It is true, I willingly omitted the vertues
of many of them, partly because I would not have the Book too big,
partly because they are not easily gotten, and many of the operations I

30 ¢The College to the Candid Reader’, trans. by Culpeper, in PD (1649), Blr'ziv (Bzr)'
31 Ror a detailed treatment of Culpeper’s medicine see Tobyn, Culpeper’s Medicine, pp. 40-127.
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buried in silence for fear knaves should put them in practice to do
mischief. (PD (1649), M3")

In both of the above passages, Culpeper correctly associates the size of a book with its retail
price. It is significant, therefore, that the first edition of 4 Physical Directory was printed
in a quarto format, whereas for subsequent editions Cole chose a folio size. This suggests
that he recognised a division between their prospective purchasers. The first edition shows
signs of Culpeper’s idealism that the cost should be low, and in contrast, later folio
publication indicates Cole’s commercial influence.

The next section of 4 Physical Directory is devoted to compounded medicines.
The College divided this directory into sections according to medicinal types.32 Culpeper
did not translate any of ‘the Simple distilled waters, quoted by the Colledge, many of which
were ridiculous, the simples being not to be obtained green in this Land’ (PD (1649), M3").
Apart from this omission the rest of the receipts are translated, although he did present
some in a different order to the College, while at other times he grouped several receipts
under one heading. He introduced each section with a brief description of the medicinal
types, such as decoctions and electuaries, because they were ‘understood but by few’ (PD
(1649), U2"). For the majority of the receipts Culpeper gave their Latin name in italic type,
followed by their English equivalent (when he knew one), and this was followed by the
details of preparation translated from the Latin. The original Pharmacopoeia had only
given the ingredients and methods to compound each medicine. In his translation,
Culpeper also gave the virtues of these medicines and comments on the method of their
preparation:

Only and barely the Receipts themselves were quoted by the College;
the Vertues of them, as also the Marginal Notes, and whatsoever
sentences are marked with a capital 4. are Additions. The Colledge
when they made this Dispensatory, never intending their Country so
much as to quote the Vertues. (PD (1649), M3")

Although he translated the Latin receipts accurately, Culpeper added his critical
observations throughout the text. The medicine Diacarthamum was ‘a pure piece of

nonsence’ (PD (1649), 2C2"), whilst the College were ‘so mysterious’ in the receipt for

32 «Compound Waters’, ‘Physical Wines’, ‘Physical Vinegars’, ‘Decoctions’, ‘Syrups both Simple and
Compound which are in Use’, ‘Compound Syrups, whose Simples are not in Use’, ‘Syrups made with
Honey, and Vinegar and Honey’, ‘Rob or Sapa, and Juyces’, ‘Lohochs’, ‘Preserves’, ‘Conserves and
Sugars, of Herbs, Leaves, Flowers, and Fruits’, ‘Species or Pouders’, Electuaries’, ‘Pills’, ‘Troches’,
‘Simple Oyls made by Expression’, ‘Simple Oyls by Infusion or Decoction’, ‘Compound Oyls’,
‘Oyntments more Simple’, ‘Oyntmnts more Compound’, ‘Plaisters and Cerecloaths’, ‘Cerecloaths’, and
‘Chymical Oyls’ (PD (1649), M3"-2R1").
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Electuarium Passulatrum that he could ‘hardly give directions how to make it, for they give
only incertainties’ (PD (1649), 2D1"). On one medicine, Vigonis Oxycroceum (in quo nil
croci) Prestantius, which Culpeper translated ‘in plain English thus, Vigo his most
excellent Plaister of Vinegar and Saffron, in which is no Saffron’, he wrote:

Surely the Colledge quoted this recept, (which more properly might
be called Vigo his nonsense) for Apothecaries to laugh at, not to

make, the way of making it up being almost as childish as the title.
(PD (1649), 204"-2P1%)

Despite having translated all the chemical oils included in the Pharmacopoeia he ‘would
willingly have left them quite out’ (PD (1649), 2Q3").

Culpeper’s medical knowledge and practical experience was the source for the
extensive observations, criticism and advice, included in his translation. His apprenticeship
as an apothecary, and the medial practice he held in Spitalfields for nearly ten years, meant
that he had knowledge not only of the practical applications of medicine but also his
patients’ needs. He supplemented this experience from his reading of the printed medical
classics and from medical manuscripts in his own possession. The citations Culpeper
included in the margins and body text of his translation give evidence of his scholarly
learning. For example, on the benefit of dwarf elder (ebuli) as a purge for the dropsie,
Culpeper cited ‘the Authority of the Ancient, [that] was often proved by the never dying Dr
Butler of Cambridge, as my self have it in a manuscript of his’ (PD (1649), D1).” Later he
mentioned ‘an old manuscript written in the year 1513°, which may refer to the same
manuscript or to another in his possession (PD (1649), 2P3"). On another occasion he
referred to ‘Mr. Charls Butler of Hamshire’ (PD (1649), 2R1"), who may have been the
same Charles Butler (d. 1647) who wrote The Feminine Monarchie or a Treatise
Concerning Bees (1609), also mentioned by Culpeper (PD (1649), L4"). Other references
to printed works included those by Galen, Dioscorides, Paracelsus, and Timothy Bright’s 4
Treatise of Melancholy (1586) (PD (1649), D1', passim). Many of the virtues derived from
Parkinson’s Theatrum Botanicum (1640), which was also the main text from which
Culpeper devised The English Physician, examined below. In Culpeper’s commentary,
only the name of the source author appears, probably because this was all that Parkinson
included in his herbal. However on one occasion Culpeper gave a full reference to the
twelfth book of Virgil’s Aeneid, which indicates that he was familiar with at least one of the
classics (PD (1649), G3").

33 Culpeper referred to ‘Dr. Butler in Cambridge’ who had a cure for wind, in Semeiotica Uranica, or An
Astrological Judgment of Diseases (1651), M3,
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As well as his medical reading and practical experience, Culpeper was also mindful
of printing practices. From his comments it would seem that he was present when A4
Physical Directory was prepared for the press, or that he proof read at least some of the
book’s sheets. He was critical of the omissions and errors he had identified in the Latin
Pharmacopoeia, which were either the result of the College’s failing or that of the
compositor and printer. He referred to the address to the reader printed at the end of the
1639 edition which claimed the book free from errors ‘by the great labor, pains, care and
industry’ of the College’s Fellows.* Culpeper acknowledged that ‘I cannot boast as the
Collegd did, that no errours are committed by the Printer or my Self’, any mistakes, he went
on, were more likely due to the ‘childish ... Coppy’ of the Latin original (PD (1649), A3").
In his commentary on the medicine called Diapenidion, he wrote:

I could tell Mr. Printer (if I durst be so bold) that he had more tongue
than wit, when he made that Apology at the latter end of the
Colledges Master-Piece; for at the last sentence of this receipt, here
are certain words left out, and amongst them the principal verb, which
how gross an Error it is, I leave to the consideration of every Scholer
who is able to translate a piece of Latin into English. (PD (1649),
Y3Y)

Other errors in the College’s Pharmacopoeia led to confusion over the preparation of a
conserve, which left Culpeper unsure whether it was prepared from the herb or fruit of
prunella. Such uncertainty could be ‘extreamly dangerous’, but he concluded that the fault
was with the College because of the printer’s vindication (PD (1649), X17). On another
occasion, he attacked both the College and printer. Commenting on the omission of three
ingredients from the receipt for Electuarum Resumptivum, he wrote:

[They were] left quite out by the Colledge, or (as I am of opinion)
rather by the Transcriber, which is an easie thing (together with want
of a careful Corrector) to be done: I weigh not the vaporing of the
Printer at the latter end of the book, being confident if a thing were
left out, he knew it no more than a Hog knows how to fiddle. (PD
(1649), Z4")

Another oversight had been made to the receipt for Diasatyrion, where ‘[e]ither the
Colledge or the Printer [had] left out Cicer roots seven drachms’ (PD (1649), 2A4"). His
identification of these errors highlights the thoroughness of his own work preparing the
translation, as well as revealing his knowledge of printing house practice.

At the end of the book, an alphabetical table lists all the diseases and ailments the

remedies and medicines given in the book would supposedly cure. This innovation meant

34 «The Printer to the Reader’, in Pharmacopoeia Londinensis, in qua Medicamenta, 5th edn (1639), V7".
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that a reader could locate a suitable remedy for any particular disease without having to
read the whole book. Culpeper’s production of such an index was not original as similar
indexes are found in both Gerard’s (1597) and Parkinson’s (1640) herbals. However, they
offered Culpeper an innovative pattern, one not used by the College, which enabled the
medically naive to identify the remedy they needed.

Despite Culpeper’s good intentions, the printer seriously curtailed the utility of this
table, and had to print the following apology:

Reader through mistake the figures from page 184 to page 208 (being
24 pages) are false printed: which to rectifie, you must adde to every
of the said 24 pages 70 as to 115 adde 70 which makes 185 and so for
the rest. (PD (1649), 272"

This instruction allowed the reader to correct the pagination, incorrectly printed as 115
through to 138, 185 through 208 (gatherings 2C-2E). This suggests that the index was
prepared before the printing of the main text was complete, which is perfectly possible by
casting-off the complete manuscript.”> However, there is still an unaccounted for jump in
pagination from page 208 (printed as ‘138”) and the following page numbered 239. As the
running headlines are identical through gatherings 2B, the incorrectly paginated 2C, 2D,
and 2E, and on into gathering 2F, which begins the sequence commencing with page 239,
this error cannot be accounted for by the use of two presses. It would appear, then, that
type was set in one printing house but by a number of compositors. Their error, though,
turned what Culpeper intended to guide the reader through the text into a complex business,
and it was corrected in the later editions.

In spite of the printer’s errors, Culpeper’s translation successfully blended his
political beliefs within the economic reality of the printing trade and Cole’s profit margins,
and produced a popular vehicle for self-promotion. It established Culpeper as an author
whom people could trust to serve their own needs. He not only called for free medical
practice, but also the liberation of the people from the tyranny of the Norman Yoke. Such
rhetoric prove(i popular and Cole published Culpeper’s original translation a further two

times and Culpeper’s second translation six times before his suicide in 1665.

The Subsequent Publishing History of A Physical Directory (1650-51)
In 1650 Peter Cole printed and published an enlarged second edition of Culpeper’s

translation in folio rather than the quarto format of the first edition. The physical

35 philip Gaskell, A New Introduction to Bibliography (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1972; repr.
1985), pp. 40-41, 50.
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arrangement of this edition amounted to a statement of status. Not only its size, but the
division of text into two columns, the allocation of a new page for the start of each section,
and use of fleurons emphasised the importance of Culpeper’s translation, and suggest that
Cole was appealing to a better off group of readers.

By 1650, the College was preparing to publish its own newly revised Latin
Pharmacopoeia. Culpeper and Cole were aware of its pending appearance whilst working
on the second edition of 4 Physical Directory and were keen to respond to this potential
threat to the profitability of their version.* Culpeper was described as a ‘Gent.” in 1649,
but on the title page to the second edition he was portrayed as a ‘Gent. [and] Student in
Physick’. Also new was a Latin quotation from Virgil’s Aeneid, Book X1, which praised
the virtues of herbal medicine and the practice of healing.’’ When the first edition had
appeared Culpeper’s was an unknown name to London’s book buyers. A year later
Culpeper and Cole had decided they could give Culpeper’s name and presence greater
authority. The list of the Fellows, the College’s address to the reader, the Royal
Proclamation, and the details on the weights and measures used in the Pharmacopoeia were
all removed. Culpeper wrote a new preface which continued his assault on the College and
their use of Latin, that so ‘the Commonalty [are] kept in ignorance that so they may the
better be made slaves of” (PD (1650), B1"). It was, he believed, ‘a base dishonorable
unworthy part of the Colledg of Physitians of London to train up the people in such
ignorance that they should not be able to know what the herbs in their Garden are good for’
(PD (1650), B2"). In response, he pledged that ‘my pen ... shall never lie still, till I have
given them [the people] the whol Moddel of Physick in their Native Language’ (PD (1650),
B2").

Culpeper also took a firm political position and attacked the oppression of the
English people by the monopolies of the physicians, lawyers, and the priesthood. Adopting
the language of the ‘Norman Yoke’, he singled out ‘“WILLIAM the Bastard ... [who]
brought in the Norman Law in an unknown tongue, and ... laid the foundation to ... our
present slavery’, as the originator of the suppression the nation now suffered (£D (1650),
B1"). Culpeper’s language is aggressively republican, impassioned and partisan. His attack

was repeated in those books published before 1654, for example in Catastrophe Magnatum

36 In the second edition Culpeper wrote, ‘I hear say the Colledg intend a new Edition of their
Dispensatory’ (PD (1650), 2B2").

37 In translation: ‘Elected the knowledge of healing herbs, the science of medicine | Choosing to practise
an art which has little status, in obscurity’ deneid, X1, 396-97 (from Virgil, The Aeneid, trans. by C. Day
Lewis (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1952).
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(1652), he wrote: ‘we desire but our own-birth-rights, and the heavy yoak William the
Bastard laid upon us, taken off’.** But Cole and Culpeper were also concerned to assure
readers of the improved nature of the new edition. Its title page claimed 784 new additions.
Culpeper had apparently received responses from readers and was keen that the new edition

should meet their expectations:

[ have now satisfied their [‘my Country men in general’] desires in the
Doses [to be taken], both the Simples and Compounds, the way of
Administring them, [and] how to order their own bodies after purging
and sweating Medicines. (PD (1650), B2")

He added further details to the directions for preparing medicines which introduced the

catalogue of simples. Although Culpeper thought this redundant, he was following Cole’s

advice:

I confess these or many of these Directions may be found in one place
of the book or other, and I delight as little to write tautology as
another, but the Printer desiring they should be put here, and I
considering it might make for the publick good, inserted them. (PD
(1650), C2")

This additional information on the ‘Quantity [of medicine] to be taken at one time’
increased the utility of the book (PD (1650), R2"). For example, readers were instructed to
take ‘ten grains at a time’ of water of bezoar made from a small stone that formed in the
stomach of certain animals and was used as an antidote for poison (PD (1650), S2").
Alternatively, if they could afford to, they could now ‘take half a drachm in the morning’ of
‘Troches of Wood of Aloes’, prepared as a lozenge (PD (1650), 2X2"). In September 1649
the author of the Mercurius Pragmaticus had criticised Culpeper for, they claimed, he ‘hath
Gallimawfred the Apothecaries Booke into non-sense, mixing every Receipt therein with
some Scruples, at least, of Rebellion or Atheismae, besides the danger of Poysoning Mens
Bodies’.*” In response Culpeper included a caution in this edition: he warned ‘all Ignorant
People’ of the ‘Simples or Compounds that are dangerous’ (PD (1650), title page). There
are other signs of revision in this edition; whereas Culpeper had been ‘before sparing’, on
the doses and administration of the medicines he now enlarged, and altered some of his
general comments on the Pharmacopoeia. For example, he renewed his criticism of the use
of excrement in medicines with a revised passage from 1649:

As for Excrements there the Colledg makes shitten work and paddle
in the turds like Jakes [privy] Farmers, I will let them alone for fear
the more I stir them the more they stink. (PD (1650), Q2")

38 Culpeper, Catastrophe Magnatum: or the Fall of Monarchie (1652), C2".
39 Mercurius Pragmaticus, (4-11 September 1649), X4".
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Culpeper’s involvement in the preparation of the second edition of 4 Physical Directory is
clear, then, from his revisions and additions.

In 1651 Cole printed and published a third enlarged edition, again in folio. This
included another new preface, and a substantial appendix on Galen’s ‘Method of Physick’.
Culpeper’s preface now addressed the College directly: on their skill in medicine, he wrote,
it ‘might have been written in the inside of a Ring’ for all the benefit it has brought (PD
(1651), A1"). The College was sick and Culpeper’s account of their wrong-doing is savage:

Ipse dixit, seven miles about London, Lay him in Prison: five pound a
Month for practising Physick unless he be a Collegiate; Make a
couple of Crutches of the Apothecaries and Chyrurgions; Be as proud
as Lucifer, Ride in state with a Foot-cloth; Love the sight of Angels;
Cheat the Rich; Neglect the Poor; Do nothing without Money; Be
Self-conceited, Be Angry; for Impedit ira animum ne possit cernere
verum; Be Witless, and so die.* (PD (1651), A1%)

The cure was clear:

Fear God: Love the Saints: Do good to al: Hide not your Talent in a
Napkin: Be Studious: Hate Covetousness: Regard the Poor. (PD
(1651), A1Y)

Culpeper ironically suggested possible medicines which the College might take,
compounded from honesty, fair dealing, and oil of public spirit, along with leaves of
conscience, and the roots of a honest heart (PD (1651), A2"). He asked the Fellows:

To consider what will become of your souls another day: How will
you answer for the Lives of those poor people that have been lost, by
your absconding Physick from them in their Mother Tongue? ... Do
you know what belongs to your Duty or not? Wherfore did K. Harry
the Eighth give you your Charter? to hide the Knowldg of Physick
from his subjects yea, or no? (PD (1651), A2)

Culpeper’s vitriolic attack may have been promoted by the publication of the College’s
revised Latin Pharmacopoeia during the previous year. The work of revision, begun by the
College in 1647, introduced new Paracelsian remedies using salts of mercury along with an
additional section on tinctures. Whilst revising A Physical Directory for a final edition
Culpeper had access to the College’s text and he included a section on the new weights and
measures used by the College. This suggests that Culpeper had already begun work
translating this new edition.

To ensure continued sales of his title Cole had to compete with this newly revised

Latin Pharmacopoeia. In order to attract new customers, Culpeper wrote a substantial

40 An angel is an old English gold coin first coined in 1465 by Edward IV and last coined by Charles I.
The coin was also presented to a patient ‘touched’ for the King’s Evil (OED, 1).
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treatise of forty-eight pages (or nearly twenty-four per cent of the edition) entitled ‘A Key
to Galens Method of Physick’ (PD (1651), 2S1°-3F1"). This was not a translation but a
guide to Galen’s medical theories. It was split into three sections: the first gave the
qualities of the medicines (Whether they be hot, cold, moist, or dry); the second detailed the
medicines that were appropriate for certain parts of the body (namely, the head, chest,
heart, stomach, liver, spleen, bladder, womb, and the joints); the final section gave the
properties and operations of the medicines in twenty-four chapters. It also served to

advertise Culpeper’s Galen’s Art of Physick (1652).

Pharmacopoeia Londinensis: or The London Dispensatory (1653-61):
Culpeper’s Translation of the College’s
Revised Pharmacopoeia (1650)
In 1653 Cole published Culpeper’s new translation, entitled Pharmacopoeia Londinensis:
or The London Dispensatory Further Adorned, the title which Cole had registered in
October 1650.

Table 3.1: Publishing History of Culpeper’s translations of the Pharmacopoeia (1649-61)

* I Year | Imprint | Format
A Physical Directory
C.1. 1649 | For Peter Cole Quarto
C.2. 1650 | By Peter Cole Folio
C.3. 1651 By Peter Cole Folio
1652
Pharmacopoeia Londinensis: or the London Dispensatory
D.1. 1653 | For Peter Cole Folio
D.2. 1654a | By a Well-wisher to the Commonwealth Duodecimo
D.3. 1654b | By Peter Cole Octavo
D.3.(i). 1655 | By Peter Cole (reissue of 1654b) Octavo
D.3.(ii). 1656 | By Peter Cole (reissue of 1654b) Octavo
1657
1658
D.4. 1659 | By Peter Cole Octavo
1660
D.5. 1661 | By Peter Cole and Edward Cole Folio

* Reference to Descriptive Bibliography (Appendix 2).

Two variant title pages exist of this edition. In this new translation, Culpeper included page
references to the revised Latin edition of 1650, but the original title page was omitted to
advertise this fact. This new feature would have been of use to a reader who possessed a

copy of the College’s Latin edition whose most likely purchasers were London’s
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apothecaries and physicians. Also advertised on the title page were the new virtues,
qualities, and properties for the simples and compounded medicines, as well as ‘[a]ll the
medicines that were in the OId Latin Dispensatory, and are left out in the New Latin one’
(PL (1653), title page). This last addition suggests that Culpeper was unwilling to embrace
the College’s movement towards more Paracelsian, iatrochemical medicines.

Importantly, Culpeper’s address ‘in Spittle-fields near London® is printed on the
title page. His fame had spread since his name had first appeared in print in 1649 and his
reputation as a physician and astrologer must have brought new customers and patients. If
Culpeper used the title page to promote his practice, Cole took the opportunity to include a
two page advertisement of his stock, including other works by Culpeper.

For the first and only time Culpeper dedicated his translation to an individual, the
Right Worshipful Edward Hall, Justice of the Peace for the County of Surrey. Culpeper
wrote: ‘[t]his Child of mine coming out the fourth time into the World, and wanting
Defence, as most Truths do, cried aloud for a Patron’ (PL (1653), B1").*' It has not been
possible to identify Edward Hall with certainty, but he must have known Culpeper, who
was himself born in Surrey, and been aware of the ‘many Enemies’ Culpeper had made.
Dedications of the period usually heaped praise upon a possible benefactor but not in this
case, as Culpeper wrote:

You must not expect large incomiums of praise from him whose
works & actions you know alwaies to be so plain, nor an Epistle
stuffed as full of Flattery as an Egg is full of meat, which I hate to
give, and you to receive, and God hates it in whomsoever he finds it.
(PL (1653), B1Y)

In this dedication, Culpeper again attacked the College and the population’s general
ignorance of physick; ‘a Disease which now turned Epidemical and rages so extreamly that
it sweeps away millions in a year’ (PL (1653), B1"). The College had substantially revised
their Pharmacopoeia, and although he accurately translated their receipts, Culpeper was
critical of their alterations:

No sooner had I translated their old Dispensatory ... to work go they
and make another such a one as ’tis, and then the old one is thrown by
like an old Almanack out of date; some final alterations they have
made in some medicines ... not worth speaking of. (PL (1653), X1%)

Changes had been made to the units of measure used in the receipts, which won little praise

from Culpeper:

41 Unfortunately, despite looking in various histories of Surrey, and biographical dictionaries, as well as
the alumni lists for Oxford and Cambridge Universities, I have not been able to identify this Edward Hall.
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They have gotten another antick way of MENSURATION ... By
Handfuls and Pugils. An Handful is as much as you can gripe in one
Hand; and a Pugil as much as you can take up with your Thumb and
two Fingers; and how much that is who can tell? (PL (1653), D1")

The new translation began by reproducing the Catalogue of Simples from the previous
edition of A Physical Directory. Apparently this was not altogether Culpeper’s idea; he felt
that the College’s ‘old Dispensatory, ... [was] like an old Almanack’, and was concerned
that the inclusion of this information would result in a larger and consequently more
expensive volume. However, Cole, he claimed, ‘promised ... that he would [publish] ... it in
a smaller print’ so that this new edition would not cost more than the previous one (PL
(1653), N1Y).

It is worth examining the content of this new translation and Culpeper’s ambiguous
treatment of the College of Physicians. Following the old Catalogue of Simples is ‘A
Catalogue of the Simples in the New Dispensatory’ from the revised Pharmacopoeia. Here
Culpeper treats with contempt the lists of simples given by the College. Each section is
introduced with headings like: ‘The BARKS which the Colledg blot paper with, are these’,
“To fill up another part of a Page, the Colledg quote a few WOODS’, ‘The HERBS which
the Colledg spent so much pains and Study, barely to name’, and ‘SEEDS barely mention
by the Colledg’ (PL (1653), O1'-2"). To facilitate the useful application of the College’s
list, Culpeper presents this material ‘in another form for the use and benefit of the body

4 .
2 This new

Man’ and offers a Galenic interpretation of their virtues (PL (1653), 02".
information, details the rules of physic employed by Culpeper, which he hoped would
‘encourage young Students in the art’ (PL (1653), O1"). Although he still could not give
any medical benefits for excrement, he adds that he could not ‘chuse but smile to think in
what part of the Apothecaries Shop the Colledg would have them kept’ (PL (1653), R2Y).
On the medicinal benefits of animal parts, he was equally critical. For example, on the
inclusion of ‘the Brain of Hares and Sparrows, Crabs claws, the Rennet of a Lamb, Kid, a

Hare, and a Calf, and a Horse too’, he wrote:

They should have put in the Rennet of an Ass to make a Medicine for
their adle [sic] brains; the next time they alter their Dispensatory, let
them go take council of the Butchers, and allow them a place in their
Colledg-Garden in Amen-Corner. (PL (1653), S1)

His disdain for the new Pharmacopoeia is also evident in the Catalogue for compounded

medicines. This is divided into twenty-five groups, and although Culpeper translated all the

42 Gee David L. Cowen, ‘The Boston Editions of Nicholas Culpeper’, Journal of the History of Medicine,
11 (1956), 156-65 (p. 162).
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College’s receipts he included nearly ninety that had been dropped from the original
Pharmacopoeia during revision.® Culpeper added four receipts to the section of
decoctions, twelve to the powders, thirteen to troches, and twelve to pills. These receipts
involved only simple methods of preparation which required kitchen equipment.
Decoctions are liquors extracted from an essence by boiling, powders are simply the
ingredients mixed in a pestle and mortar, troches are tablets and, like pills, are prepared by
mixing and rolling the ingredients into the required shape. The inclusion of these cheap
and easy to prepare medicines, excluded by the College in 1650 in favour of expensive
chemical preparations, suggest that Culpeper was both critical of these new Paracelsian
remedies and wanted to provide affordable ‘kitchen physick’. In addition to the ninety
receipts omitted in the new Latin edition, Cole and Culpeper supplemented this with
discursive medical material. The College’s receipts for medicinal oils now contained an
additional six pages devoted to the rules for their preparation (PL (1653), 2N2"-P1Y).

Culpeper believed that the Fellows had added expensive ingredients simply to
increase the cost of the medicine: ‘thus they serve the poor people just as a Cat serves a
Mouse; first play with them and then eat them up’ (PL (1653), X1%).* For example, one
receipt for a syrup had been altered by the College, but whereas ‘before it was Hodg-podg
that could not be made, ... now ’tis a Hodg-podg only not worth the making’ (PL (1653)
2B1"). Another example suggests that the College had responded to Culpeper’s criticism in
his original translation. In 1649, he had mocked the College’s receipt for aromaticum
caryophyllatum, which it had ‘scurvily’ transcribed. Apparently, the receipt for a powder
had been confused with that for an electuary, because of the inclusion of unnecessary and
imprecise ingredients, such as a ‘sufficient quantity of Sugar’ and lemon syrup, juice, or
pills (PD (1649), X2'-3"). In the revised Pharmacopoeia it appeared, according to
Culpeper, ‘as I in my former Edition shewed them’, but whether this was at Culpeper’s
suggestion is unclear (PL (1653), 2F1%).%

The College prepared its Pharmacopoeia from continental examples, such as those
by the medical colleges at Nuremberg and Bergamo, and included receipts from a variety of

medical authors and the classical works of Galen and other ancients.* Usually the

43 These are: decoctions, purging syrups, lohochs, powders, purging electuaries, pills, troches, compound
oils and ointments, and plaisters.

# Gee also PL (1653), U2', X2, 2G 1", 2G2", 211", 2P1".

45 Cf. Pharmacopoeia Londonensis (1639), H4"; rev. edn (1650), 12".

4 Annals, 1, f. 17" The city of Nuremberg first published a pharmacopoeia for its apothecaries in 1546.
By the 1580s, many European cities had likewise prepared official pharmacopoeias, such as“Bergamo in
Italy in 1580. Dispensatorum Vaerii Cordi (Nuremberg, 1546) and Pharmacopoea Collegeii Medicorum
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authoritative source of the receipt appeared alongside the medicine’s name. However,
Culpeper found at least three receipts that, he claimed, had been ‘stolen out of the
Manuscripts of Mr. John Arden for a Chyrurgian at Newwark upon Trent, though now the
Colledg have the honesty to conceal his name’ (PL (1653), 2R2"). How Culpeper could
have known such information is unclear. John Arderne’s (f. 1307-70) Latin manuscript
work on fistulae was translated by the surgeon John Read, and published in 1588 along with
a translation of Francisco Arceo’s (c. 1493-1573) De Recta Curandorum (Antwerp, 1574),
entitled A Most Excellent and Compendious Method of Curing Woundes. Perhaps Culpeper
had read or owned this book, because he also referred to Arderne in the aphorisms
compiled from his medical notes from the 1640s but published after his death in Culpeper’s
Last Legacy (1655)."

This new translation was another success for both Culpeper and his publisher. By
1653, Cole had already secured the rights to the Latin Pharmacopoeia, which he did not
publish until 1655, and an English translation. He was protected by his stationers’ rights
and the College could take no action to prevent him profiting from their work, even if it had
been in a political position to do so. When, in 1653, Culpeper launched his strongest attack
on the College in his commentary, he could do so without fear of reprisal. But if Cole and
Culpeper were free of any threat from the College, their very success made them vulnerable
to other members of the book trade. In 1654, Culpeper’s and Cole’s control over their
market was threatened by a pirated duodecimo of the translation published by a ‘Well-
wisher to the Common-wealth of ENGLAND’ (see Illustration 6). It was most probably
published by William Bentley, who had already published two issues of a pirated edition of
The English Physitian, one anonymously ‘for the benefit of the Commonwealth’ and the
other bearing his name in its imprint, in a duodecimo format.

The title page of Bentley’s edition threatened Cole’s monopoly over Culpeper’s
translation, the price of which, the ‘Well-wisher’ claimed, was at odds with the altruistic
aims of Culpeper. In order ‘that its prise may not exceed the poores purse’, Bentley printed
with brevier type (PL (Bentley, 1654), title page). This pocket-sized volume (126 x 64
mm.) was printed on approximately eighteen sheets of paper. Accepting Philip Gaskell’s
calculation of the approximate production cost for printing a sheet at 0.25d. during this

.. . 48
period, then each copy of this edition could have cost just over four pence to produce.

(Bergamo, 1581) were mention specifically by the College as examples of official pharmacopoeias.
*7 Culpeper, Culpeper’s Last Legacy (1655), H8". Arderne was the source of a receipt for the gout.

8 Gaskell, 4 New Introduction to Bibliography, p. 178.
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However, setting formes in brevier type will have taken longer and therefore the cost of
labour would have been rather higher. The previous four editions published by Cole were
printed on forty-five (1649), sixty-one (1650), and fifty-five (1651 and 1653) sheets
respectively, corresponding to an average cost per copy at just over thirteen pence. As the
cost of paper was between fifty and seventy-five per cent of printing costs, Bentley’s edition
could have been sold at a third of the price of Cole’s publications.

This counterfeit edition is an exact copy of Culpeper’s 1653 translation, and even
reproduced a frontispiece portrait. The only difference was, of course, the omission of
Cole’s advertisement and the typographical use of italic and roman type. In response to this
challenge to his market, Cole published an octavo edition in 1654. The fact that Cole
reissued this edition in 1655 and 1656 with a new title page suggest that he did lose
potential buyers to Bentley. Cole printed each copy on just over twenty-two sheets, at an
approximate cost of six pence. That is less than half the cost for his previous editions and
not much more than the pirated one that threatened his profits. Cole printed with long
primer that had the benefit of being easier to read than the brevier used by Bentley.

Cole attempted to regain the initiative lost to Bentley, and he competed with the
rogue publisher at his own game by reasserting his authoritative edition to protect his legal
rights. On the verso of the title page Cole printed a coat of arms which he used as a
printer’s device after 1654, when he was battling with Brook and Bentley over the right to
Culpeper’s legacy. It constitutes an emblem of authority and ownership. Following the
death of Culpeper earlier in the year, Cole’s commercial instincts came to the fore. The
title page claimed three hundred additions to the text, but no alterations were made. This
was simply an extra advertising pitch, and only the preliminaries and Culpeper’s conclusion
had been revised. Presumably unplanned, this work was hastily printed to lessen the impact
of Bentley’s duodecimo on Cole’s sales, but its reissue in 1655 and 1656 suggest that it
failed.

It appears that Culpeper was also prepared to act against this infringement upon his
publisher’s rights. In a preface to the reader, dated 30 December 1653, he referred to the
pirated edition and wrote: ‘[t]here is a Counterfeit Impression of this Book, in which are so
many gross errors, that I must say though it bear my name, it’s none of mine, I do disclaim
it’ (PL (Cole, 1654), "A2"). By the time he was writing this preface, though, Culpeper was
already ‘sick and weak, nol[t] fit for study or writing’ (PL (Cole, 1654), "A2"), in fact he had
less than two weeks left to live. Compared with his early work, it is striking that this

preface does not attack the College or its monopoly. Rather, it focuses on ‘this Book in
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particular, and my Bookes in general’ (PL (Cole, 1654), "A2"). It exhibits none of the anger
of Culpeper’s earlier prefatory writing and its concern is to establish the legitimacy of those
of his books published by Cole. For these reasons, in conjunction with Culpeper’s
declining health, Peter Cole himself is probably its author.*’ It reads:

For my Bookes in general. There have been several Men [who] have
made several objections against them. ...

They object against my making Additions to the several Impressions
that have been printed of my Books.

1. To which I give these answers: First I seldome made my Additions
to any of them unless they were first counterfeited (by Fellows as like
Theeves as a Pomewater is like an Apple) and then I held my self
bound to do something to distinguish my Children from their
illegitimate brood.

2. Secondly, I do hereby engage, not to make any Additions to any of
my Books unless some Theef do steal my Copie by reprinting, from
such Persons as I have, or shal sel them unto.

3. Seeing its so difficult to make any perfect, It must be done by much
labor, time, and experience; and considering my additions were most
of them upon such speciall occasion as above said, I hope they rather
merrit your Pardon than indignation. (PL (Cole, 1654), "A2")

The last paragraph of the preface mentions seventeen books it claims Culpeper had already
translated, the same number that Alice Culpeper later said her husband had sold to Cole.
Alice’s ‘Vindication” was employed by Cole in his battle with Brook over Culpeper’s
posthumous bibliography. The conclusion to the 1654 edition also claimed Culpeper’s
authorship, but again shows signs of Cole’s intervention. It reproduced Culpeper’s
previous conclusion to the 1653 edition, to which Cole had added an introductory passage,

written in Culpeper’s voice:

IN this sixth Edition of this Book are between Two and Three
Hundred very Useful Additions, and exceeding fit for al those that
understand not the Latin, or have not studied Physick very many
years, The Additions are of most precious Thing as I either knew my
Self, or have Collected from the best Authors in Physick. I have also
made large Additions to al my other Books that I have Printed, which
I wil Publish in smal Books by themselves: But I have so contrived
them, that I can easily insert them in several parts of my Books from
the Beginning to the End, and so I have done in this sixt Edition of
this Book. But I do hereby engage never to make any Additions to
any of my Books, but only such as shal be Printed alone distinct from
the former impressions, unless when any person shal be so bold a
Thief as to print any of my Books without my consent, or theirs to

4 For another example see Simon Partlitz, 4 New Method of Physf'ck, trans. (1654). The preface,
supposedly written by Culpeper on 12 November 1653, but more !1kely the work of Cole, claimed
publication had been delayed because of the expiry of the 1649 Printing Act, ?.nd that further bogks by
Culpeper would only appear ‘if the Parliament please to perfect the Law to Punish Copy-stealers with the

same Punishment as they do other Theeves® (A2").
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whom I have, or shal sel them. (PL (Cole, 1654), 2X4")

This is a tacit acknowledgement of Cole’s programme for Culpeper’s books following the
author’s death. The response to threats to his monopoly, as I have already shown in the
case of Culpeper’s translation, and will show below in editions of The English Physitian
and A Directory for Midwives, was to include additional material in each subsequent
edition. This illustrates how the fluidity of a particular title through a number of editions
was central to its commercial success and its appeal to new readers. In the case of
Culpeper’s translations, alterations after his death were made by Cole to promote the sales
of those spurious Culpeper translations which he published in the late 1650s.

In 1659 Cole printed and published a new octavo edition of the English
Pharmacopoeia. This was set from a copy of the 1654 edition to which Cole inserted a
large number of references liberally through the text. These insertions, designed to appear
as if written by Culpeper, to ‘these Books of mine, of the last Edition, viz. Riverius,
Johnston, Riolanus, Veslingus, Sennertus, and Physick for the Poor’, were made on over
fifty separate occasions (PL (1659), 13", passim). To create space for these additions, Cole
removed sections of Culpeper’s original commentary upon the Latin edition. For example,
on the opening pages 308 and 309, Cole removed six paragraphs from Culpeper’s
commentary on the benefits of pectoral ointment, ointment of poplar, and unguentum
resumptive. This then freed space for the insertion of two paragraphs referring the reader to
his new translations (see Illustration 7). Also included was ‘An Astrological-Physical
Discourse of the Human Virtues in the Body of Man’, which Culpeper had originally
written for his Ephemeris for 1651.

Cole’s business profited during the 1650s due to his ability to exploit the uncertain
political milieu and the advertising medium of print. He aligned himself, along with
Culpeper and the other authors he published, with the Parliamentary cause, and managed to
attack royalist monopolies whilst at the same time establishing his bookstall in Cornhill and
his printing-house in Leadenhall. With the Restoration of the Stuart monarchy in 1660
Cole’s political beliefs were no longer acceptable and were dangerous to voice. His
business began to fail and he recruited his brother Edward Cole into a partnership.
However, Cole was astute enough to realise that if the partnership were to continue to profit
from its ownership of Culpeper’s catalogue of books they would have drastically to revise
his writings.

In 1661, Peter and Edward Cole printed and published a new folio edition of

Culpeper’s translation of the 1653 Latin Pharmacopoeia. This was a lavish venture and
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marked the launch of a revamped translation void of the political and moralistic attacks that
had made Culpeper infamous. The Coles had recruited Abdiah Cole (c. 1610-70), possibly
another relative, to edit and revise ‘Culpeper’s books’. Abdiah Cole claimed to be a Doctor
of Physick who had practised for forty-nine years, thirty of them spent abroad (PL (1661),
title page). Peter Cole was keen to take full responsibility for the volume, and replaced
Culpeper’s preliminary addresses with his own preface to the reader. He explained how he
had ‘earnestly pressed some Learned and Ingenious Gentlemen Friends of mine, well
known to be both Learned Schollers, and able Physitians’ to revise Culpeper’s translation
working alongside Abdiah Cole. The suggestion is that these anonymous physicians were
Fellows of the College, because, according to Cole:

They told me they would endeavour to satisfie my Request, and in
their Additions freely and generously discover divers things, ... but it
must be upon Condition, that in this Edition of the English
Dispensatory all the passages reflecting upon the Colledg of London
the Authors of the Book should be ... left out. For said they, How can
we professing our selves among the Learned, endure to see Learned
men abused out a capricious Humor, and in a scurrilous manner? The
Colledg is a society of Learned men generally, and worthy Persons;
many of them have been our loving Friends and acquaintance for may
years, and therefore we will not have an hand in the Edition of a Book
that shall use them uncivilly. (PL (1661), B1")

Once Cole had ‘promised them that they should be satisfied in this Particular to the full’,
they agreed to supplement Culpeper’s translation with their own commentary on the
medicinal uses and benefits of the College’s 1653 Pharmacopoeia. Accordingly, Cole
removed all attacks on the College, so conspicuous in Culpeper’s work, while new
passages, identified as ‘Vertues newly added’, were inserted. These passages often

ridiculed Culpeper much as he had the College. For example, they wrote on ‘Wine of

Black Cherries’:

This is called Black-cherry Wine, because made of the juyce thereof,
as Wine is of the juyce of Grapes. Therefore there is no more need of
Wine to make this Medicament then there is of Mr. Culpeper his cavil
against the Colledg for adding none. (PL (1661), 2C1Y)

On another receipt the editors added:

Why the addition of half a dram of black Hellebore to this
Medicament by the Colledg (as it seems) should be blamed by
Culpeper, 1 see not, being assured that black Hellebore is not a slow
purger, though a sure Remedy on Melancholick cases. (PL (1661),

2C2Y%)
Culpeper was again criticised by the editors for his comments on syrup of roses: ‘Culpeper

might possibly have his considering Cap on, but certainly his wits were on Wooll-gathering,
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when he censurd this Medicament’ (PL (1661), 2E2").

This edition then was a radical departure from Culpeper’s original work and from
the spirit of his translation. The editors and Cole removed his authorial presence in many
instances and he appears as a mocked figure rather than the creator of the movement
towards professional vernacular medical literature. The Fellows, for so long taunted by
Culpeper, were now offered the chance to promote their own learning once more, and this
by Culpeper’s own publisher. Circumstances had turned full-circle. Throughout the early
1650s Cole and Culpeper had created and perpetuated a public persona to fit the Culpeper
name. In the politically changed world of Restoration London, the printed medium again
reinvented his legacy. The College had managed to survive revolutionary London, and
although it was not restored to its former glories it still oversaw medical practice in the
capital. If the anonymous physicians who worked on Cole’s 1661 publication were indeed
Fellows it represents an awareness, by some members of the College at least, that medical
knowledge should not only just be published in Latin. In this respect at least, Culpeper had

won through.

The English Physitian (1652) and Piracy

I consulted with my two Brothers, D" REASON,
and D' EXPERIENCE, and took a Voyage to
visit my Mother NATURE, by whose advice
together with the help of D" DILLIGENCE, I at
last obtained my desires, and being warned by M"
Honesty, a stranger in our daies to publish it to
the World, I have done it.
Culpeper, The English Physitian
(Cole, 1652), A2Y
The oral culture of the Middle Ages had ensured that the practice and popularity of herbal
medicine passed through the generations of a family, community, and, before their
dissolution, the monasteries. The so-called ‘Quacks’ Charter’ of 1543 recognised this
tradition and by the seventeenth century herbal medicine was widely practised. In Chapter
One, | examined the tradition of herbal publication from Turner’s Herball in 1551, the
abridged edition by William Ram, and the gentlemanly herbals of Gerard and Johnson in
the first half of the seventeenth century. However, it is the name of Culpeper and its
association with herbal medicine that today eclipses all his predecessors.
Charles Webster describes The English Physitian as Culpeper’s ‘most celebrated

work’, and for Blanche Henrey, Culpeper is the ‘leading seventeenth century exponent of
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astrological botany’.*° According to Webster, Culpeper ‘counteracted the trend established

by the herbals of Gerard and Parkinson, of emphasising botany at the expense of medical

51

information’.>® Despite its enduring popularity Culpeper’s herbal has been the subject of

only one full-length study. In his doctoral thesis Rex Jones analyses the literary genre of
herbal production in England and attempts to place Culpeper’s work in the tradition of
‘popular’ herbals and botanical/medicinal books.*? Jones identifies the principal source for
The English Physitian as John Parkinson’s Theatrum Botanicum (1640). Indeed, at least
one contemporary reader was aware that Culpeper’s herbal was derived from Parkinson’s
book: a manuscript note in the British Library copy of The English Physitian (Bentley,
1652) reads: ‘This booke was collected out of Parkinson’s herball’.>

For Cole, The English Physitian was a commercial venture which exploited and
expanded the market for Culpeper’s books. It was for both ‘the Vulgar’ and those who
‘study Physick Astrologically’ (EP (Cole, 1652), 272"), and appealed to the professional,
gentry and lay readers, in contrast to the earlier herbals of Gerard and Parkinson which
were owned by the educated and wealthy. Samuel Pepys (1633-1703) possessed a copy of
Parkinson’s Theatrum Botanicum, but did not own a copy of Culpeper’s The English
Physitian.>* Similarly, the library of John Locke (1632-1704), although it contained a copy
of the expensive Theatrum Botanicum, along with Parkinson’s Paradisi in Sole Paradisus
Terrestris (1629), had no works by Culpeper.” The inventory of John Nidd, a Fellow at
Trinity from College from 1647 to 1659, included in E.S. Leedham-Green’s study Books in
Cambridge Inventories further highlights this trend. His library contained forty five per
cent medical titles (126 out of 277 items), but despite having been active during the 1650s
when the popularity of Culpeper’s books rose, none of his titles are listed. Nidd bequeathed

his copies of Parkinson’s Theatrum Botanicum and Paradisi in Sole to Trinity College

% GI, p. 271; Blanche Henrey, British Botanical and Horticultural Literature Before 1800. Comprising a
History and Bibliography of Botanical and Horticultural Books Printed in England, Scotland, and
Ireland from the Earliest Times until 1800: Volume I, The Sixteenth and Seventeenth Centuries (London:
Oxford University Press, 1975), p. 82.

51
Gl p.271. .
52 Rex F. Jones, ‘Genealogy of a Classic: ‘The English Physitian’ of Nicholas Culpeper’ (doctoral thesis,

University of California, San Francisco, 1984; abstract in Dissertation Abstracts International, 46A
(1986), 780-A), p. 195. o

3 BL 1606/2070. The note is written at the bottom of the frontispiece.

4 Robert Latham, general ed., Catalogue of the Pepys Library at Magdalene College, Cambridge:
Volume I, Printed Books, compiled by N.A. Smith (Cambridge: Brewer, 1978), p. 135.

55 John Harrison and Peter Laslett, The Library of John Locke, 2nd edn (Oxford: Clarendon Pres.s, 1971),
p. 203. Locke also possessed a manuscript herbal (Bodleian Library, MS Locke, c. 41) and copies of the

botanical works of John Ray (p. 218).
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Library, and in his will, made 16 December 1658 and proved 6 September 1659, he left his
copy of Gerard’s Herball to ‘Mr Wray Fellow of Trinity Colledge’.® The library of the
physician John Webster (1611-82), catalogued in June 1682, contained a copy of an octavo
edition of Culpeper’s English Physitian, valued at 2s., while at the other end of the scale his
copy of Parkinson’s Theatrum Botanicum was worth £2.155.04.7 There is little extant
evidence of female ownership of herbals, and even less of readership. Nevertheless
Evenden-Nagy has found at least one woman who owned a herbal. In her 1654 will, Sara
Gater left to her sister ‘My Booke called Gerrards Herball withall my other Physick and
Chirurgarie Books and notes’.*® According to her diary, as a child, Lady Grace Mildmay
(1552-1620) read from William Turner’s herbal.” Culpeper was himself critical of the cost
of these herbals, and in the second edition of A4 Physical Directory he attacked ‘both
Gerrhards Herbal, and Parkinsons which is an hundred times better, [for] being of such a
price, that a poor man is not able to by them’.*® It was Culpeper’s belief that these English
folio herbals were prohibitively expensive which led to his preparation of The English
Physitian.

This and the following section trace the publishing history of Culpeper’s herbal
from 1652 through to the last edition published by Cole in 1665. The pattern of this history
closely follows the previous narrative of A Physical Directory and the Pharmacopoeia
Londinensis: or the London Dispensatory. For Cole, The English Physitian was another
commercially successful project, while Culpeper profited from the promotion of his
practice at Spitalfields. Again, William Bentley printed a pirate edition forcing Culpeper
and Cole to revise the title, and following Culpeper’s death Cole exploited his name to
promote further spurious titles through the textual changes he made. By focusing on the
publishing relations surrounding the publication of a particular book the importance of

bibliographical factors in coming to a fuller understanding of its contemporary reception is

revealed.

56 £ S. Leedham-Green, Books in Cambridge Inventories: Book-Lists from Vice-Chanc.ellor. 's Court

Probate Inventories in the Tudor and Stuart Periods, 2 vols (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
- . 576).

51 791§e6:t)<;rl IiElsngr?g"i(zg LierIry of Dr John Webster: The Making of a Sevente‘en'th-Century Radical, Medical

History Supplement, 6 (London: Wellcome Institute for the History of Medlc‘m'e, 1986), nos. 2, 666.

58 Gara Garter’s will (Prob. 11/254), quoted by Evenden-Nagy, Popular Medicine, p. 66. .

59 1 inda Pollock, With Faith and Physic: The Life of a Tudor Gentlewoman, Lady Grace Mildmay, 1552-

1620 (London: Collins & Brown, 1993), pp. 26, 92.

% pD (1650), B2".
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* |  Year | Imprint | Format
The English Physitian
E.1. 1652a | By Peter Cole Folio
E.2. 1652b | Printed for the benefit of the Commonwealth Duodecimo
E.2.(i). 1652¢ | By William Bentley (reissue of 1652b) Duodecimo
The English Physitian Enlarged
E.3. 1653 By Peter Cole Octavo
1654
E.3.(i). 1655 | By Peter Cole (reissue of 1653) Octavo
E.3.(i1). | 1656a | By Peter Cole (reissue of 1653) Octavo
E.A4. 1656b | By Peter Cole Octavo
E.5. 1656¢ | By Peter Cole Octavo
1657
1658
1659
1660
E.5.(1). 1661 By Peter and Edward Cole (reissue of 1656¢) Octavo
E.4.(1). 1662 | By Peter and Edward Cole (reissue of 1656b) Octavo
1663
1664
E.5.(ii). 1665 | By Peter and Edward Cole (reissue of 1656¢) Octavo

* Reference to Descriptive Bibliography (Appendix 2).

On 13 February 1651, Cole registered his right to the copies of Culpeper’s The English
Physitian and A Directory for Midwives with the Stationers’ Company.®’ By the beginning
of April, he had published the Directory, but The English Physitian did not appear until
after 6 November 1652.%2 Whilst compiling the text of The English Physitian Culpeper
evidently spent sometime away from Spitalfields, which apparently created difficulties
since he prepared the book without access to his study and books (EP (Cole, 1652), 3A1Y.
This absence may be responsible for the eighteen-month delay between entry in the
Register and publication, as could have been his state of health, his ‘own body being sickly’
whilst he prepared the book (EP (Cole, 1652), A2").

The English Physitian was born out of the Pharmacopoeia project, and developed
the Catalogue of Simples that appeared in the original translation of 1649.* Throughout
The English Physitian, Culpeper referred the reader to additional information in his
translation of the Pharmacopoeia. For example, he claimed that ‘[yJou have the best way
of Distillation in my Translation of the London Dispensatory’, and that “you shal find in my

Translation of the London Dispensatory, among the Preparations at latter end, a Medicin

5! SR 1640-1708, 1, 360.
& Culpeper’s preface to the reader is dated 6 November 1652 (EP (Cole, 1652), B2").

63 Jones, ‘Genealogy of a Classic’, p. 198.
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called Focculae Brioniae, take that and use it, you have the way there how to make it’ (EP
(Cole, 1652), G1", H2"). This self-advertisement stressed the complementary relationship
between the two books. However, Jones regards The English Physitian as a ‘more
serviceable and ultimately more durable work’ than the translation of the Pharmacopoeia,
although he acknowledges their association.® Culpeper only included indigenous herbs
with their common names in The English Physitian, while in his translation he was
restricted to those simples and receipts included in the College’s Pharmacopoeia. In the
earlier work, although he included the Latin names of the simples, he also criticised the
College for including exotic or expensive simples. The two works were parallel projects
aimed at slightly different audiences but both utilised the same knowledge of herbal
remedies.

The English Physitian was the first new herbal published since Parkinson’s
Theatrum Botanicum twelve years earlier. For the first edition, Cole chose a folio format
which suggests he marketed the book to the gentry, amateur botanist, and medical
professionals, despite his author’s impassioned attacks on the establishment. In his address
“To the Reader’, Culpeper acknowledged ‘the Worthies of our own Nation, Gerard,
Johnson, and Parkinson’, but was critical of their work (EP (Cole, 1652), A2"). Their huge
folios included herbs that could ‘not ... be had in London for Love nor Money’, and,
Culpeper claimed, they did not give ‘one wise Reason for what they wrote, and so did
nothing els but train up yong Novices in Physick in the School of Tradition’ (EP (Cole,
1652), A2"). In contrast, Culpeper intended to encourage medical self-sufficiency by only
including indigenous herbs in The English Physitian and explaining their medical
applications, ‘whereby a man may preserve his Body in Health; or cure himself ... for three
pence charge, with such things only as grow in England’ (EP (Cole, 1652), title page).

He that reades this and understands what he reades, he hath a Jewel
more worth then a Diamond: He that understands it not, is as little fit
to give Physick. There lies a Key in these words, which will unlock
(if it be turned by a wise hand) the Cabbinet of Physick: 1 have
delivered it so plainly as I durst; ... I wrote ... upon all Plants, Trees,
and Herbs: He that understands it not, is unfit (in my Opinion) to give
Physick. This shall live when I am dead; and thus I leave it to the
World, not caring a Halfpenny whether they like or dislike it. The
Grave equals all men, and therefore shall equal me with the Princes,
until which time the Eternal Providence is over me; then the ill tongue
of a pratling Priest, or of one who hath more Tongue than Wit, or
more Pride than Honesty, shall never trouble me. Wisdom is justified

of her Children. (EP (Cole, 1652), 2X1°)

% Ibid., pp. 197-98.
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The English Physitian acknowledged the established practice of herbal medicine and
Culpeper assumed a degree of knowledge in identifying and gathering herbs on the part of
his reader. For example, on burdock (Arctium lappa) he noted, ‘[1]t is so well known even
to the little Boys who pul off the Burs to throw and stick upon one another, that I shal spare
to write any description of it’, whilst on cabbage (Brassica oleracea) and colewort (Gerum
urbanum), ‘1 shal spare a labor in writing a Description of these, sith almost every one that
can but write at all may describe them from his own knowledg, they being generally so well
known that Descriptions are altogether needless’ (EP (Cole, 1652) K1).%°

Following his address to the reader, Culpeper attempted to establish the authority
upon which his book rested. He included a list of forty-three ‘Authors made use of in the
Treatise’, and included the names of the famous ancient botanists and physicians, along
with more modern authors.® This attempt to associate The English Physitian with the best
known botanical authors suggests that Culpeper intended the first folio edition for the
gentleman botanist, even though he also acknowledged his debt to ‘Dr. Experience’ and
‘Dr. Reason’. Despite the inclusion of a variety of passages derived from Parkinson’s
herbal, Culpeper did include a lot of original material, primarily in the section on the virtue
of particular herbs and sometimes on their locations. For example, when describing
meadow trefoil (Trifolium pratense), he claimed to have discovered a new variety.

Of Trefoyl or three leaved Grass, there are very many sorts described
by Authors, but one I have found out which I never red of, the Leaf is
but small and it beareth a small yellow Flower, in the midst of each
Leaf of the Herb, is a perfect picture of a Heart in red colour, it grows
plentifully in a Field between Longford and Bow; also I found one
Root in the High-way between Chadwel and Rumford in Essex, as
also another in the High-way between Horn-Church and Upminster in
the same County, the tast is somthing more hot and spicy than the tast
of the rest is. (EP (Cole, 1652), 252)

He also possessed a manuscript by a Dr. Butler, which he had previously used whilst
translating the Pharmacopoeia, but despite mentioning this in the lists of authors he

referred to it only once in the text when describing the benefits of dwarf-elder (Sambucus

65 Other examples include angelica (4ngelica archangelica): ‘To write a Description of that which is so
well known to be growing in almost every Garden, I suppose is altogether needle§s’ (EP (Cole?, 1.652),
D2Y), and cowslip (Primula veris): ‘1 wil neither trouble my self nor the Reader with any description of
them’ (EP (Cole, 1652), N1"). I attempt to give the scientific name for Culpeper’s English l.lerbs. The
nomenclature adopted being that of M. Grieve, A Modern Herbal, rev. edn (London: Tiger Books
International, 1998). The identifications are necessarily based on scanty evidence and hence must be
tative.

ggglidﬁeistit;?ed, among others: Aristotle, Avicenna, Rembert Dodoens, Dioscoﬁdes, Leqnard F‘uc':hs,
Gesner Conrad, Galen, John Gerard, Thomas Johnson, Matthias L’Obel, John Parkinson, Pliny, William
Turner, and Dr Butler’s manuscript (see above, p. 125) (EP (Cole, 1652), B2Y).
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Ebulus) (EP (Cole, 1652), P2%). Much of the original material Culpeper added to The
English Physitian addressed a literate female audience, a markedly different readership
from that to which Parkinson’s Theatrum Botanicum appealed. On balm, Culpeper wrote,
‘let a Syrup made with the Juyce of it and Sugar ... be kept in every Gentlewomans house,
to releeve the weak stomachs and sick Bodies of their poor sickly Neighbors’ (EP (Cole,
1652), F1'). In a number of passages, he explicitly acknowledged that women were the
seventeenth-century providers of quotidian medical care, not only for their family, but also
for their neighbours. For example, on butter bur (Petasites vulgaris), he wrote, ‘[i]t were
wel if Gentlewomen would keep this Root preserved, to help their poor Neighbors: Ir is fit
the Rich should help the Poor, for the Poor cannot help themselves’ (EP (Cole, 1652), I2%).
While on hemp (Eupatorium cannabinum), he wrote ‘[t]his is so well known to every good
Huswife in the Country, that I shal not need to write any Description of it (EP (Cole,
1652), T3"). Culpeper expected seventeenth-century gentlewomen to cultivate their own
herb garden and be conversant with the processes of preparing and preserving herbal
remedies.  Although London’s herb market and apothecaries’ shops would supply
ingredients, Culpeper preferred to encourage the reader to grow and collect their own
supply: ‘one handful be worth ten of those you buy in Cheap-side’ (EP (Cole, 1652), 2X2").
Following the catalogue of herbs, Culpeper gave instructions and advice for
‘gathering, drying and keeping simples and juyces’ along with a section on ‘making and
keeping compounds’ (EP (Cole, 1652), 2X2'-3A2"). These gave ‘the way of making
Syrups, Conserves, Oyls, Oyntments, &c. of Herbs, Roots, Flowers &c. whereby you may
have them ready for your use at such times when otherwise they cannot be had’ (EP (Cole,
1652), 2X2"). To prepare these medicines all that was needed was a pestle and mortar, a
press, skillet, spoon, storage glasses, earthen pots, sieve, pewter vessel, paper, and a fire or
stove. Most of the medicinal preparations were intended to be made in advance, and then
placed in storage for such time as they were needed. It meant that a reader, most often
presumably a gentlewoman, could administer home prepared remedies locally, without
having to consult a physician or visit the apothecary’s shop. The importance of herbal
cultivation and a kitchen-garden was an emerging movement towards ‘kitchen physick’.®’
In addition to medical advice, Culpeper succinctly expressed his astrological beliefs

and their importance to a holistic medicine. He provided a system of procedures to follow

67 See Lynette Hunter, ‘Sisters of the Royal Society: The Circle of Katherine Jones, Lady Ranelagh’, in
Women. Science and Medicine 1500-1700: Mothers and Sisters of the Royal Society, ed. by Lynette
Hunter and Sarah Hutton (Stroud: Sutton, 1997), 178-97.
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when ‘mixing Medicines according to the Cause of the Disease and part of the Body
afflicted’, but differentiated between two audiences: ‘the Vulgar’ and those who ‘study
Astrology, or such as study Physick Astrologically’ (EP (Cole, 1652), 272"-3A1"). In his
address to the ‘Vulgar’ Culpeper referred to his translation of Galen'’s Art of Physick
(1652), and the Catalogue of the Diseases printed at the end of The English Physitian. He
stressed the importance of his herbal as a suitable substitute for a physician, as his book
contained practical, cheap, and easy advice, and then specifically addressed those who
study astrology, whom he ‘exceedingly respect[ed]’ (EP (Cole, 1652), 272"). In order to
demonstrate the success of astrology as a basis for medicine, he reproduced an exchange of
letters between himself and a gentleman in Bedfordshire. The inclusion of this personal
correspondence suggests a privileged relationship of intimacy and trust, inviting the reader
to share in Culpeper’s private world. During the 1650s astrology and belief in the
governance of the planets and stars over worldly events was beginning to wane. F ollowing
the chaos that had surrounded astrologers’ incorrect predictions for the solar eclipse on 29
March 1652, the press ridiculed their ‘figure-flinging’. Culpeper had himself written a
book of predictions, Catastrophe Magnatum; of the Fall of Monarchie, published in 1652,
which was criticised in Black Munday Turn’d White (1652) and Lilies Ape Whipt ([1652]).
William Brommerton also attacked Culpeper and his false predictions in Confidence
Dismounted, or the Astronomers Knavery Anatomized, published in April 1652. The letter
that Culpeper chose to include in The English Physitian had been written by an anonymous
Bedfordshire man on behalf of a neighbour’s wife ‘taken with a very violent Disease’ and
praised Culpeper and his astrology (EP (Cole, 1652), 3A1"). Its appearance may then have
been a diversionary move on the part of Culpeper to conduct his own defence and endorse
his work.

The author of this letter, dated 25 July 1651, applauded Culpeper’s Semeiotica
Uranica as ‘that pretty little Lark, you so lately let fly into the world’ and included one
woman’s astrological nativity for Culpeper to examine (EP (Cole, 1652), 3Al").
Culpeper’s reply is also printed, and although he attempted to diagnose the women’s
disease and offer a prognosis, it is little more than a denouncement of the ‘ignorance of ...
Country Doctors, they wanting the true Judgment of Astrology’ (EP (Cole, 1652), 3A1Y).
He then told a ‘merry story’ to show the folly of uroscopy as practised by many physicians,
presumably to reveal the falseness of their own practice in opposition to what he believed to

be the astrologers’ art. He wrote,

A Woman whose Husband had bruised himself, took his Water, and
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away to the Doctor trots she; the Doctor takes the Piss and shakes it
about, How long hath this party been ill (saith he) Sr. saith the
Woman, He hath been ill these two daies, This is a mans water quoth
the Doctor presently, this he learned by the word HE; then looking on
the water he spied blood in it, the man hath had a bruise saith he, 1
indeed saith the woman, my Husband fell down a pair of stairs
backwards, then the Doctor knew well enough that what came first to
danger must needs be his back and shoulders, said, the Bruise lay
there; the woman she admired at the Doctors skil, and told him, that if
he could tell her one thing more she would account him the ablest
Physitian in Europe; well, what was that? How many Stairs her
Husband fell down, this was a hard Question indeed, able to puzle a
stronger Brain than Mr. Doctor had, to pumping goes he, and having
taken the Urinal and given it a shake or two, enquires whereabout she
lived, and knowing well the place, and that the Houses thereabouts
were but low built Houses, made answer (after another view of the
urine for fashion sake) that probably he might fall down some seven
or eight stairs; ah, quoth the woman, now I see you know nothing, my
Husband fell down thirty; thirty! quoth the Doctor, and snatching up
the Urinal, is here all the water saith he? no saith the woman, I spilt
some in putting of it in, look you there quoth Mr. Doctor, there were
all the other stairs spilt. (EP (Cole, 1652), 3A2")

This attack on the medical profession is continued throughout The English Physitian.%®
Despite having produced a translation of the College’s Pharmacopoeia, Culpeper
concluded that ‘[tlhe Works of God are given freely to Man, his Medicines are common
and cheap, and easie to be found: ’tis the Medicines of the Colledg of Physitians that are so
dear and scarce to find’ (EP (Cole, 1652), B1"). In the description of the virtues of fluellin
(Linaria vulgaris) Culpeper denounced the College:

Bees are industrious and go abroad to gather Honey from each Plant
and Flower, but Drones lie at home, and eat up what the Bees have
taken pains for; Just so do our Colledg of Physitians, lie at home and
domineer, and suck out the Sweetness of other Mens Labors and
Studies, themselvs being as ignorant in the Knowledg of Herbs as a
Child of four yeers old, as I can make appear to any Rational man by
their last Dispensatory, now then to hide their Ignorance, there is not
a readier way in the World, than to hide Knowledg from their Country
men, that so no Body might be able so much as to smel out their
Ignorance, when Simples were more in use mens- Bodies were in
better health by far than now they are, or shall be if the Colledg can
help it. (EP (Cole, 1652), R2")

In addition to Culpeper’s apparent altruism, The English Physitian, like the earlier
translation of the Pharmacopoeia, included advertisements for Cole’s stock of books and in
his text Culpeper referred to his other medical books. In ‘The Names of several Books

printed by Peter Cole’, are included four books by Culpeper (EP (Cole, 1652), C2%). These

68 See EP (Cole, 1652), B1", E2', P1", R2".
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were A Physical Directory, An Ephemeris for 1651, A Directory for Midwives, and Galen'’s
Art of Physick, which Culpeper himself referred to in his text.®® These are scattered
through The English Physitian and stressed the complementary information that these
books offered.

The English Physitian was meant to be used alongside Culpeper’s Semiotica
Uranica, published in 1651 by Nathaniel Brook, and his ‘Astrologo-Physical Discourse of
the Human Vertues in the Body of Man’, which concluded 4n Ephemeris for 1651 (EP
(Cole, 1652), B1%).” In his "Astrologo-Physical Discourse’, Culpeper offered advice on
how,

To preserve in soundness, vigor and acuity, the Mind and
Understanding of Man, to strengthen the Brain, preserve the Body in
health, to teach a man to be an able co-artificer, or helper of Nature,
to withstand and expel Diseases.”!

When consulted in conjunction with The English Physitian this provided a full astrological
explanation of the medicinal benefits of the English herbs (EP (Cole, 1652) B1Y). Culpeper
acknowledged the importance of this work; for example, on wall germander (Teucrium
Chamcedrys), he wrote:

It is a most prevalent Herb of Mercury, and strengthens the brain and
apprehention exceedingly; you may see what humane vertues are
under Mercury in the latter end of my Ephemeris for 1651. (EP
(Cole, 1652), S1%)

By stressing the interdependence of his books, Culpeper was commercially promoting these
titles to the public as a complete guide to all aspects of medical care and provision.

The English Physitian was Culpeper’s most successful book and by the end of the
century had passed through over twenty editions. Its popularity was not only sustained
through the following centuries, it was also immediately recognised as a potential money-
spinner. Late in 1652, William Bentley printed an edition with two variant title pages as a
duodecimo (see Illustration 8). Only one title page bears his name in its imprint, whilst the
other claimed to have been ‘[p]rinted for the benefit of the Commonwealth’. He printed
this edition on only thirteen sheets of paper against the forty-five used by Cole in his folio
edition, and if the retail price reflected this difference, then Bentley’s could have sold at a

third of the cost. Bentley included a portrait of Culpeper, which he had copied from

% For references to An Ephemeris for 1651, see D1', F1'; A Directory for Midwives, see E2V', K1, X2Y% 4
Physical Directory, see G1*, H2"; and Semeiotica Uranica, published by Brf)ok, see S1°, U1". o

70 ‘Culpeper, ‘An Astrologo-Physical Discourse of the Human Vertues in the Body of Man’, in An
Ephemeris for 1651 (1651), 13"-K4".

"' Culpeper, An Ephemeris for 1651, 14".
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Culpeper’s astrological titles printed by Brook: Culpeper is sitting at a desk, consulting
astrology books, while his coat of arms appear in the top left corner. Bentley realised the
importance of Culpeper’s index (discussed more fully below, pp. 228-29) to any potential
reader and added to the entries in the index of diseases. He also omitted the Greek names
that Culpeper sometimes included in his descriptions of the herbs. This may, of course,
have been simply because Bentley did not possess any Greek type, or it may reflect his
awareness that potential readers would probably have no Greek. Despite his author’s
motives, Cole probably hoped to appeal to the lucrative market of gentlemen botanists.
Bentley, however, seems to have been conscious of the lay market that existed for an herbal
linked with the popular name of Culpeper from the start. It was only following Bentley’s
publication of a small format pocket-sized herbal that Cole realised the profitability of this
market, but by then he had to compete with the duodecimo edition which had stolen the

market.

Culpeper and Cole’s Response:
The English Physitian Enlarged (1653-65)
In August 1653, Culpeper and Cole publicly responded to Bentley’s threat with the
publication of The English Physitian Enlarged. Cole printed this enlarged octavo edition at
his Leadenhall printing-house, and it sold from his shop in Cornhill. At least two states of
this edition are extant that indicate Cole made typographical changes to the title page and
attempted to correct errors in pagination. George Thomason appears to have bought a copy
on 29 August, despite the fact Culpeper’s new preface is dated 5 September 1653 (EP
(1653), B3").” In his introduction to this new edition Culpeper immediately attacked:

Those Books of mine that are printed of that Letter the small Bible are
printed with, are very falsely printed; there being usually twenty or
thirty gross mistakes in every Sheet, many of them such as are
exceeding dangerous to such as shal venture to use them. (EP (1653),

B3")
This, of course, referred to Bentley’s work and the editions of the Bible which he had
printed in the late 1640s in contravention of the Stationers’ Company monopoly. Culpeper
fought to establish the authority of his new edition, and its title page announced his

Spitalfields’ address. The differences between the two editions were spelt-out for readers

in a passage, which despite carrying Culpeper’s name at the end, may equally well have

2 BL E.1455.(1).
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been the work of Cole. It indicated the precise typographical differences between the two
editions, which suggests a reader’s awareness of such bibliographical terms, or paranoia on

the part of the author, to lambaste ‘Theeving Knaves’.

The first Direction.] The True one hath this Title over the head of
every Page in the Book, [The English Physitian enlarged:] The small
Counterfet one hath this Title [The English Physitian.]

The second Direction] The true one hath these words
[Government and Vertues) following the Times of the Plants
flowering, &c. The counterfet smal one hath these words [Vertues
and Use] following the Time of the Plants flowering.

The third Direction.] The true one is in Octavo, of a bigger letter
than the counterfet one, which is in 7T welves, of the Letter smal Bibles
use to be printed on. (EP (1653), B3")

Culpeper, or again, possibly, Cole, went on to defend the monopoly of the Stationers’
Company and a bookseller’s right to profit from any title that he had registered, with the
promise of further medical books if this was upheld:

When the Purchaser may without fear of Theeving Knaves enjoy their
Just Propertie in their Copies, I shal not fail to bring forth many more
Books for a Common good in the English Tongue for the benefit of all
my Country-men, poor or rich. (EP (1653), B4")

Here we again see the ambiguity of the morality expressed in Culpeper’s books, which
reflect Cole’s commercial aspirations and the apparent altruism of their author: Culpeper or
Cole attacked the College’s monopoly while defending that of the Stationers’ Company.
Despite Bentley’s edition being an accurate copy, the propaganda used by Culpeper
must have been effective: if you failed to use the ‘true’ edition then you risked ‘exceeding’
dangers from the incorrect remedies printed in the pirated edition. The title page to The
English Physitian Enlarged claimed an additional ‘Three Hundred, Sixty, and Nine
Medicines made of English Herbs that were not in any impression until this’. Forty-seven
new herbs were added to the text in response to Bentley’s piratical actions, although the

entry for apples was, probably accidentally, removed.” Culpeper revised the order of much

7 The new entries were: amara-dulcis, all-heal (Prunella vulgaris), alkanet (Alkanna tinctoria), water
agrimony (Bidens tripartita), amaranths (Amaranthus hypochondriacu:v), anemone (Anemone nemorosa),
garden arrach (Atriplex hortensisi), brank (Polygonum fagopyrum), ursine, buckthorn (N O Rhamnaceaz),
water-caltrops, caradusis, chestnut tree, earth chestnuts, chives (4/lium schenoprasum), wild cla.ry (Sqlvza
verbenaca), coralwort, crab’s claws (Stratiotes aloides), black cresses, c.ucumber (Cuc:*umzs sativa),
dragons, fig tree (Ficus carica), grentian, clove gilliflowers, gooseberry (Ribes fgros.sularza), heartsease
(Viola tricolor), artichoke (Cynara scolymus), hedge hyssop (Gratiola f)ﬂicmahs), black hellebmfe
(Helleborus niger), holly (lex aquifolium), juniper bush (Juniperus commums.), lavenfier cqttf)n (San'tz‘)lm
chamecyparissus), ladies-smock, lily-of-the-valley (Convallaria magalis), V\{hlte 11111es. (Lilium
candidum), maple tree (Acer campestre), wild marjorarp (Origanum. vulgare), nailwort, orchids (N..O.
Orchidacee), parsley piert (Alchemilla arvensis), pellitory of Spain (4nacyclus pyrethrum), savine
(Sabina cacumina), shepherd’s purse (Capsella bursa'-pastoris), stonegrops (Sedum acre), thyme (Thymus
vulgaris), wild thyme (Thymus serpyllum), heart trefoil, and pearl trefoil.
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of the material to stress the astrological basis for his medicine, thus creating the illusion of
new material. In 1652, his astrological explanation of a herb’s medicinal properties came
at the end of the entry, but in the enlarged edition Cole removed this and replaced it at the
beginning of the section.”* If any potential reader were to compare this edition with
Bentley’s pirated work, then it would immediately appear that the former had been revised.
Signs of Culpeper’s revision also reflected his belief in astrology. In 1652, Culpeper wrote
on the astrological influence over centaury (Erythrea centaurium): ‘Dr. Reason and Dr.
Experience could not agree (the last time I spake with them) whether the Herb were under
the Dominion of the Sun or Mars,” (EP (Cole, 1652), L2"). In the enlarged edition, this
confusion had been resolved and the herb is now under the dominion of the sun (EP (1653),
G6"). New material is also included on further names by which some of the herbs were
known.” Bentley’s edition expanded the index of the disease to The English Physitian,
reflecting the importance of the index as an entry-point to Culpeper’s herbal. In 1653
Culpeper further revised and developed the index to the newly enlarged edition: a tacit
acknowledgement of its significance, which is examined in Chapter Five (pp. 228-29).

These additions served not only to increase the usability of The English Physitian,
but also attempted to stall the sales of Bentley’s edition by making it outdated. However,
sales did not follow and Cole reissued the edition with a new title page and preliminary
gathering in both 1655 and 1656.

I have already examined Cole’s rivalry with fellow publisher Nathaniel Brook to
show how Culpeper managed his relationship with these two publishers during his life, and
how, following his death, they disputed each other’s right to the Culpeper legacy. In 1656
Brook published William Coles’s The Art of Simpling in which Culpeper’s astrological
interpretation is attacked. Coles wrote:

Master Culpeper ... was a great Stickler. And he, forsooth, judgeth all
men unfit to be Physitians, who are not Artists in Astrology, as if he
and some other Figure-flingers his companions, had been the onely
Physitians in England, whereas for ought I can gather, either by his
Books, or learne from the report of others, he was a man very ignorant
in the forme of Simples. Many Books indeed he hath tumbled over,
and transcribed as much out of them, as he thought would serve his
turne ... but he added very little of his owne.”

™ See golden rod (Solidago virgaurea) (EP (Cole, 1652), S2%; (1653), L%'); germandir (Teucriufn
chameadrys) (EP (Cole, 1652), S1%; (1653), L1%); gromel (EP (Cole, 1652), S;'Z ; (1653), LV2 ); St. John’s
Wort (EP (Cole, 1652), X17; (1653), M3"-4"), mistletoe (EP (Cole, 1652), 2A2"; (1653), Q8"-R1"). r
5 For example, ale hoof (cf. EP (Cole, 1652), D1%; (1653), D4"); and ars-smart (cf. EP (Cole, 1652), E2';

(1653), E1Y). .
76 William Coles, The Art of Simpling (1656), E2*-3".
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William Coles subscribed to the doctrine of signatures, introduced by Paracelsus in the
sixteenth century and developed by della Porta, which argued that plants carried signs that
indicated their medicinal use; for example, plants with heart-shaped leaves could cure
diseases of the heart.”” Albert Lownes has examined the relationship between William
Coles’s attack on astrology and his publisher.”® In his Adam in Eden or, Natures Paradise
(1657), also published by Brook, William Coles made no mention of astrology, and in a
reissue of The Art of Simpling in 1657 the leaf on which Coles’s attack had been printed is
cancelled. Lownes concluded, rightly, that Elias Ashmole forced Brook to make these
alterations upon threat of his withdrawal of patronage. 1 have already examined Brook’s
relationship with Ashmole, and this episode again demonstrates his willingness to please
his principal patron.

In 1656, as well as reissuing unsold copies of his 1653 edition of The English
Physitian Enlarged, Cole also printed two new editions, perhaps in response to Coles’s
attack published by Brook in 1656, which threatened the potential market for purchasers of
simple herbals. Both were reissued, but, oddly, one in 1662, and the other in 1661 and
1665. After Culpeper’s death, Cole registered a series of medical translations, and these
editions promoted the books that are only spuriously linked with Culpeper, despite their
publisher’s claim to the contrary. In 1655, Cole had announced a series of translations to
be ‘shortly ... printed in English’, which consisted of the works of Riviére, Sennert and
Fernel that he had registered in August 1654 (EP (1655), verso of title page). The new
editions included corpus references to these titles. This constituted the only new material
and claimed to be Culpeper’s authoritative additions, although clearly the work of Cole.
However, the two editions differ in the books that they advertise. For example, in one (BL
1608/144) at the end of the entry on crosswort, is the passage, ‘For Cure of all Diseases,
read my, Riverius, Veslingus, Riolanus, Johnston, Sennertus, and Physick for the Poor’, but
in the other (BL 1478.¢.28) this is omitted.” At other points, Cole reversed this level of
detail and BL 1608/144 includes more references than BL 1478.c.28.% There is no
apparent explanation for Cole printing two editions in 1656 as both did not sell out.

For the 1661 reissue Cole may have raised some money by printing an

7 Barbara Griggs, Green Pharmacy: The History and Evolution of Western Herbal Medicine (Rochester,

Vermont: Healing Arts Press, 1981; repr. 1991), p. 9. '
78 See Albert E. Lownes, ‘The Strange Case of Coles vs. Culpeper’, Journal of the New York Botanical
Garden, 41 (1940), 158-66; Henrey, British Botanical and Horticultural Literature Before 1800, pp. 88-
89. N

79 cf BL 1608/144 and 1478.e.28, H8" in both editions.

% E g, cf. H4, in both editions.
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advertisement for the apothecary, Ralph Clarke, in the preliminary gathering. Clarke must
have paid Cole to print the following advertisement, in which Cole, speaking as ‘Culpeper’,

endorsed his medicines:

THE greatest Reason that I could ever observe why the Medicines
prescribed in these Books ... and in many other Physick Books, do not
perform the Cures promised is, the Unskilfulness of those that make
up the Medicines. I therefore advise all those that have occasion to
use any Medicines, to go or send to Mr. Ralph Clarke Apothecary, at
the sign of the three crowns on Ludgate-Hill, in London, where they
shall be sure to have such as are skilfully and honestly made. (EP
(1661) n2Y)

The Society of Apothecaries had recently made Ralph Clarke a Freeman of the Society on 5
July 1659.*' Clarke’s advertisement also appeared in the 1661 edition of Culpeper’s
translation of the Pharmacopoeia, although, as I have shown above, Cole and his editors
removed Culpeper’s authorial presence from this edition.*

The English Physitian Enlarged formed ‘a very necessary part of the Physitians
Library that will Cure all Disease’ (EP (1661), title page), which Cole developed in the
1660s to publicise the complementary nature of his medical books. The Physitians’ Library
presented Cole’s medical catalogue and the works of Culpeper as part of a uniform series of
volumes that offered a complete method of physick and amounted to seventeen titles.
Cole’s failed attempt to secure exemption from the 1662 Printing Act meant that plans for
the Physicians’ Library were dropped, and there was no mention of the project in the title
pages to the subsequent reissues.

The exploitation of Culpeper’s name and his legacy of printed books by Cole and
Brook spilled over into the text of Robert Turner’s (f. 1654-1665) Botanologia: The
Brittish Physician which Brook published in 1664. Turner had been educated at Christ’s
College, Cambridge, and admitted to the Middle Temple in 1637 and to Lincoln’s Inn in
1639. The Brittish Physitian was another English herbal based on an English translation of
Pierre Morell’s Methodus Praescribendi Formulas Remediorum (Leipzig, 1645), published
by Brook in 1657 entitled The Expert Doctors Dispensatory, which claimed Culpeper’s
authorship, and The English Physitian. The banner at the head of the engraved frontispiece
read ‘The British or English Physitian’, clearly echoing Culpeper’s publication in its

81 gociety of Apothecaries, ‘Minutes of the Court of Assistants and of the Private Court’, Quildhall MS
8200, 1, f. 49". Advertisements for Clarke’s shop in Daniel Sennert, Chymistry Made Easie and Useful,
trans. by Abdiah Cole and others (1662), A3

82 pL (1661), C1".
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83

inclusive nature.” Turner focused on the medicinal uses of the herbs and plants, and had

been influenced by Culpeper, since he only includes those herbs that could be had locally.

He wrote:

By means whereof People may gather their own Physick under every
Hedge, or in their Gardens, which may be most conducing to their
Health, so that observing the direction in this Book, they may become
their own Physicians. For what Climate soever is subject to any
particular disease, in the same Place there grows a Cure.®

Turner and his publisher took the opportunity to attack Culpeper’s work and the publisher
of The English Physitian. This worked on two fronts: Turner criticised Culpeper’s
astrology, while the books that Cole published after Culpeper’s death are dismissed as
forgeries. In one passage, on the benefits of knapweed (Centaurea jaceaa), Turner wrote:

I should not have mentioned this plant, (as accounting it not worth
while) had not the writer or publisher of that piece which goes by the
name of Culpeppes English Physicians Enlarged, made a scribble to
no purpose about it: Indeed in that Book both Culpepper and the
Readers are abused, it being really none of his, all the useless and
frivolous additions being done since his death. Those true Copies of
his which have been printed since he dyed, are his School of Physick
and Last Legacy [both published by Brook].”

In an earlier passage, Turner singled out Culpeper’s ‘Ballad-monger’, that is, Cole, for
attack. On the possible benefit of holy thistle (Carbenia benedicta) for the French pox, he
quoted Culpeper and added that it was Cole who had tricked the reader with his extra

references:

It can never cure it of it self, neither by Sympathy nor Antipathy, as
Culpepper affirms, but his Ballad-monger hath contradicted all by
adding the coupling of the Song, viz. for Cure of all Diseases, read my
Riverius, and Riolanus in English; which as he pretends in the title to
cure all Diseases for three pence charge: and in truth was never
acquainted with those Authors, which are reported to be his
Translation.*

Other dismissive comments on Culpeper ridiculed his work and attempted to undermine his
credentials. For example, on the use of alkanet (4lkanna tinctoria), Turner claims:

Culpeper teacheth how to kill Serpents with it; which he saith is done,
if any one hath newly enters the root and spits in a Serpents mouth,
the Serpent instantly dyes; but this is as ridiculous as Culpepper

83 In 1677 the frontispiece was used again, with the title erased and Brook’s name and address removed,
when the second edition of Joseph Blagrave’s (1610-1682) Supplement to the English Physitian was
published. . .

84 Robert Turner, Botanologia: The Brittish Physician (1664), title page.

% Ibid., M5".

% Ibid., L6".
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himself.*’
At the same time Turner’s text included over fifty references to Coles’s The Art of Simpling
and Adam in Eden, along with The Expert Doctors Dispensatory, all published by Brook.
Obviously, he had learnt from his competitor the value of self-advertisement through his
authors’ texts. The immediate publishing history of The English Physician, then.

demonstrates publishers’ responses to competition amongst the trade.

Translation and Public Learning

If the translator acts ‘as a bridge between cultures’, then Culpeper’s treatment of
Parkinson’s herbal, the source for The English Physitian, represents a transition of
knowledge from an expensive book into a general resource for the lay reader.®® Likewise,
Culpeper’s translations of the Pharmacopoeia transformed the learned experiences of
College Fellows into an accessible form. These works are not socially neutral but represent
the transference of knowledge away from the medical professional. Culpeper adopts a
‘puritanical’ approach to the practice of translation and produces an accurate reading of the
Latin original.”’ It is the structure of the book, its pages and paragraphs which interpret and
supplement the medical knowledge of the College and indicate Culpeper’s approval, or
otherwise, for this information. In her examination of modern scientific and technical
translation, Isadore Pinchuck stresses the qualities necessary for such a translator who, she
writes, ‘must have a broad general knowledge in addition to his language abilities; he
should also have a technical background; he must be intelligent; and he should have the
ability to express himself clearly in his native tongue’.”® I would suggest that Culpeper,
working over three hundred years earlier, would have met all these modern requirements.

In order to understand the function of a particular translation it is necessary to
consider the original form and language of the source text along with the intended audience
of the translation. Culpeper’s books were instructional in their aim, which would suggest
that his pragmatic reading of the College’s Pharmacopoeia and condensation of

Parkinson’s herbal was for the general lay reader. L.G. Kelly has briefly considered

%7 Ibid., C1". For further attacks on Culpeper see D5", E2", F6", L1%, N3",

88 1..G. Kelly, The True Interpreter: A History of Translation T heory and Practice in the West (Oxford:
Basil Blackwell, 1979), p. 213. . .

% Bishop Bramhall praised Culpeper’s utility of language in 1672 (4 Vindication (1672), cited by Richard
Foster Jones, The Triumph of the English Language: A Survey of Opinions Concerning the Vernacular
from the Introduction of Printing to the Restoration (London: Oxford University Press, 1953), p. 317)).

On the ‘puritanical’ approach see pp. 293-323. ’
% 1sadore Pinchuck, Scientific and Technical Translation (London: André Deutsch, 1977), p. 252.
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Culpeper’s translational style. However, because he interprets Culpeper’s translation as a
work primarily for the apothecary and medical practitioner, he suggests that Culpeper
‘takes his readers as being a little dense. Indeed he shows the technique of an elementary
teacher; ... [attempting] to drive home his point in a conversational a tone as necessary to
an unsophisticated readership’.”’ This is a little hard, and in a later work Kelly refines his
criticism when he identifies Culpeper’s style as ‘taken ultimately from the Puritan pulpit
and schoolroom, [it] is unadorned, accurate, and literal in that his versions respect the
discourse, order and content of the original’.”

In rendering the Latin Pharmacopoeia into English, Culpeper produced a literal
translation.” He included the limited information the College gave concerning ingredients
and the methods of preparing the medicines, which he then supplemented with his own
comments, often contradicting the preceding words of the College.” This meant that the

commentary Culpeper produced, according to Kelly, was an attempt-

To train his public in pragmatic observation, experience and even
common sense to get past the need for poring over books or running
to authority. On the principle that God helps those who help
themselves, divine illumination as well as good health would
necessarily follow.”

By the time Culpeper came to translate the Pharmacopoeia there were a number of
influential textbooks on language teaching and translation which he could have consulted.
Joseph Webbe utilised a complicated typographical method in The First Comedy of Pub.
Terentius, called Andria and The Second Comedie ... called Eunchus, both published in
1629, to ensure that each Latin phrase corresponded with its English equivalent.96 John

Brinsley (c. 1566-1630) was the author of a number of teaching guides and taught William

°1 Kelly, True Interpreter, p. 87.

%2 Kelly, ‘Plato, Bacon and the Puritan Apothecary: The Case of Nicholas Culpeper’, Target, 1 (1989),
95-109 (p. 95). . - '

% Culpeper sometimes uses the Latin word for a herb because there was no English equivalent which he
could supply. This technique of ‘borrowing’ was commonly employed by scientific translz.itors (see,
Kelly, ““The names of things not generall known ...”: Scientists, Translators and Terminology in the Age
of Newton’, Comparative Criticism, 13 (1991), 31-49 (p. 36)). '

%% For a more detailed treatment of Culpeper’s translation style see Kelly, ‘Plato, Bacon and the Puritan

Apothecary’, pp. 105-07.

9 17 .
Ibid., p. 103. | |
% See Vivian Salmon, ‘Joseph Webbe: Some Seventeenth-Century Views on Language-Teaching and the

Nature of Meaning’, Bibliothéque d’Humanisme et Renaissance, 23 (1961), 324-40. This essay is
reprinted in a volume of collected essays by Salmon (The Study of Language in 17th-Century E,ngland,
Studies in the History of Linguistics, 17 (Amsterdam: Benjamins B.V., 19’{9), 15-31). On Wc.ebbe s patent
for a publishing monopoly for his own textbooks, granted by the Stationers’ Corgpany in 1626, see
Salmon, ‘An Ambitious Printing Project of the Early Seventeenth Century’, The Library, Sth ser., 16

(1961), 190-96.
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Lilly, an associate of Culpeper’s.97 Brinsley’s work, which argued for “literal translation’,
evidently influenced Culpeper whose translation ‘is an excellent example of the
“grammatical translation” taught by ... Brinsley’.”® In the same year that Culpeper’s
translation first appeared, James Shirley also published a bilingual English/Latin grammar
book that was reprinted in 1654 and 1656, which may have been of use to Culpeper.”

The earlier work of sixteenth and seventeenth-century Biblical translators, who
were concerned to establish a correct and righteous system to render ‘the word’ into the
vernacular, also informed Culpeper’s translational style.'” He was critical of the
Authorised Version of the Bible, and his comments suggest the techniques he could have
favoured when producing his own translations. As Kelly has demonstrated, Culpeper
preferred a literal style and criticised the Authorised Bible for the ‘certain thousand of
words’ which the translators had added ‘thereby corrupting in many places the sence of the
Holy Ghost’.'”" In his address ‘To the Reader’, in Galen’s Art of Physick (1652) Culpeper
defended the Protestant Church for producing an English version of the Bible: ‘a mans
being like to God, the English Etymology fits it as well as can be’.' Unfortunately, he

continued,

They [have] given us such a Translation as may well call aloud for
amendment, in some places I suppose done ignorantly, In others I am
afraid wilfully, the effects of which are dangerous, and call for
Remedy.'®

In some places the translators had rendered the same Latin words in different ways, and
Culpeper complained that they had not included the whole text of the Bible. He referred
the translators to two books whereby ‘they might have given it a version into the English

Dialect, without Additions’.!® The first title is an unidentified edition of the Jewish

%7 Salmon, ‘John Brinsley: 17th-Century Pioneer in Applied Linguistics’, Historiographia Linguistica, 2
(1975), 175-89 (reprinted in The Study of Language in 17th-Century England, 33-46); Kelly, ‘Medicine,
Learned Ignorance, and Style in Seventeenth-Century Translation’, Language and Style, 19 (1986), 11-20;
Elsky, Authorizing Words, pp. 62-63.

% Kelly, ‘Plato, Bacon and the Puritan Apothecary’, p. 107.

% Salmon, ‘James Shirley and Some Problems of 17th-Century Grammar’, Archiv fir das Studium der
neueren Sprachen und Literaturen, 197 (1961), 287-96 (reprinted in The Study of Language in 17th-
Century England, 87-96).

100 gee Elizabeth L. Eisenstein, The Printing Press as an Agent of Change: Communications and Cultural
Transformations in Early-Modern England, 2 vols (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1979), 1,
360-61; S.L. Greensdale, ‘English Versions of the Bible’, in The Cambridge History of .the Bib{e.' T.he
West from the Reformation to the Present Day, ed. by S.L. Greensdale (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1963), 141-74 (pp. 164-68); Jones, Triumph of the English Language, pp. 53-65.

101 culpeper, Galen’s Art of Physick (1652), A6".

192 1bid., AS".

195 Ibid., A6'.

1% Ibid., A6".
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Talmud, a compilation of teachings from the Mishna and Gemara, and the second is Johann
Buxtorf’s Tiberias; sive Commentarium Masorethicus (Basel, 1620). An English version of
Buxtorf’s work appeared in 1656 entitled A4 Short Introduction to the Hebrew Tongue,
translated by John Davis. During the early years of the 1650s a number of works appeared
from the London press concerned with Biblical translation, for example, Hanserd Knollys's
The Rudiments of the Hebrew Grammar in English (1648); Pierre Martinez’s The Key of
the Holy Tongue, translated by John Udall (1650); and William Robertson’s The First Gate,
or The Outward Door to the Holy Tongue, Opened in English (c. 1654). Culpeper’s precise
reference to at least one of these titles suggests that he was familiar with the ongoing debate
over the nature of translation.

Other medical translators, such as Robert Wittie, preferred a plain style.'” Wittie’s
translation of James Primrose’s Popular Errours: Or the Errours of the People in Physick
(1651) was praised by Andrew Marvell, who described Wittie as ‘The good Interpreter®.'*
Wittie favoured what Kelly terms ‘oblique translation’, which although not being a literal
translation, sought to express the content and style of the source text rather than its
grammatical structure.

It was an established tradition in the preparation of English herbals to exploit,
utilise, supplement, and develop previous works. Although writers would copy sections
verbatim and translate foreign works without reference, to accuse this practice of plagiarism
would misunderstand the activities of Culpeper and other medical and non-medical writers.
In some cases italic type was employed to differentiate paragraphs copied from a source
text and marginalia would name the author, although more detailed referencing is rare.
Culpeper was not alone in utilising published sources which are diffused throughout his
work. Already mentioned is Gervase Markham’s The English Hus-wife (1615) which
contained a section on household medicine including many receipts derived from Banckes’s
herbal first published in 1525. Michael Best’s examination of Markham’s treatment of this
source text has demonstrated how he modified Banckes’s information to suit his
audience.'” Culpeper, himself, acknowledged that he ‘drew out all the Vertues ... out of
the best and most approved Authors’ (EP (Cole, 1652), A2"). In a similar style to

105 g elly, ‘Medicine, Learned Ignorance, and Style in Seventeenth-Century Translation’, p. 13.

196 Andrew Marvell, “To his worthy friend Doctor WITTIE upon his Translation of the Popular Errours’,
in James Primrose, Popular Errours: Or the Errours of the People in Physick, trans. by Robert Wittie
(1651), A8'-B1" (A8"). See Kelly, ‘Bibliography: Technical Translation in England, 1640-1800’,

Comparative Criticism, 13 (1991), 305-14 (p. 308).
107 Michael R. Best, ‘Medical Use of Sixteenth-Century Herbal: Gervase Markham and the Banckes

Herbal’, Bulletin of the History of Medicine, 53 (1979), 449-58.
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Markham, he tailored the vast detail of Parkinson’s herbal into a simplified form for his
audience. He managed to reduce the number of herbs in Theatrum Botanicum of nearly
3,800 plants to just 280, and supplemented this material with original comments drawn
from practical experience. Culpeper deviates from the traditional herbals of Gerard and
Parkinson because he supplemented the Galenic system of nature with an astrological
interpretation of the benefits of each herb and included advice on gathering and preserving
herbs, along with detailed procedures for preparing medicines. The subtitle to The English
Physitian makes this explicit: the book is ‘An Astrologo-Physical Discourse of the Vulgar
Herbs of this Nation’. All this information went to make The English Physitian a
‘Compleat Method of Physick’ (EP (Cole, 1652), title page). It was immediately successful
because, like A Physical Directory, it presented the user with authoritative medical
knowledge conjoined with Culpeper’s astrological interpretations and his impassioned
rhetoric.

Although Culpeper often copied passages verbatim from Parkinson’s herbal he
made no attempt to differentiate this material from his own. He actively and critically
evaluated the material from Theatrum Botanicum and included less than ten per cent of the
plants studied by Parkinson. The English Physitian was tailored to the needs and
aspirations of an English audience and included, as we have already seen, Culpeper’s own
astrological rationale behind the medicinal virtues of each plant. Because his herbal was an
attempt to catalogue and describe all known herbs and plants, Parkinson commonly
described and catalogued several species under one genus. In contrast, Culpeper only
included the common varieties of herbs and plants indigenous to England. For example,
under the heading of ‘Agrimonia sive Eupatorum Agrimonie’, Parkinson describes seven
different species, while in The English Physitian Culpeper only gave the description for
‘Eupatorium sue Agrimonia vulgaris Our common Agrimonie’ under the heading
‘Agrimony’ (Agrimonia eupatoria).108 Other examples include the herb ground ivy
(Glechom hederacea) and asarabacca (4sarum Europeeum); where Parkinson described four
and three species respectively, Culpeper only included the common species.109 He also
removed all references to European locations and omitted particular passages that

mentioned classical and European botanical authors. For example, he removed mention of

108 of EP (Cole, 1652), D1™; John Parkinson, Theatrum Botanicum (1640), 3E3". o
109 of EP (Cole, 1652), E2, X1™; Parkinson, Theatrum, 3M2™-3', 2A1"-2". ~Also see Devils-Bit
(scabiosa succisa), whereas Parkinson details four species, Culpeper describes only the common variety
(EP, O2"; Parkinson, Theatrum, 2T6™).
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Matthias de L’Obel and Sardus from the virtues of adder’s tongue (Ophioglossum
vulgatum), despite copying the rest of the material directly from Theatrum Botanicum.''°

Likewise, references to Serenus, Pliny, Virgil and Monardus were omitted from the virtues

of the ash tree (Fraxinus excelsior).'"!

This chapter has explored the development of Culpeper’s translations of the
College’s two Pharmacopoeias and The English Physitian. These texts presented official
and scholarly learning in an accessible form. Examination of their immediate publishing
histories reveals their fluidity in response to threats from rogue stationers and, later, the
new political climate brought in with the Restoration of the Stuart monarchy. This
demonstrates the importance of close bibliographical study of individual titles to reveal the

complexity of their production and subsequent transmission.

110 o¢ EP (Cole, 1652), DI; Parkinson, Theatrum, 2X1"-2".
111 of EP (Cole, 1652), F1"; Parkinson, Theatrum, 6E4".



4. Printed Manuals and the Midwife:
Culpeper’s A Directory for Midwives (1651-62)

The way is shorter, if they please to look,
Perusing heedfully this little Book
Of Natures Cabbinet, thou hast the Key,
Whereby her Secrets all those doest display.
Jer. Edmonds,
‘In Laudem Authoris’, in Culpeper,
A Directory for Midwives (1651), A8"

The history of midwifery is a story of how, in the space of two hundred years, the male
medical professional displaced the primacy of the female practitioner in the delivery of
British middle-class mothers." Running alongside this struggle for authority over the
organisation and administration of pregnancy and birth was the development and expansion
of medical publishing. Vernacular books on child-birth were written for literate laywoman
and medical practitioners. The general midwife, though, had little use for such manuals as
their knowledge was tacit rather than based on reading.” Nevertheless, these manuals are
important to an understanding of the position of the midwife in the social hierarchy of early
modern medicine and the emergence of the man-midwife.

Nicholas Culpeper’s 4 Directory for Midwives was first published in 1651
specifically for, the author claimed, the ‘MIDWIVES of England’ who ‘are of the Number of
those whom my Soul loveth, and of whom I make daily mention in my Prayers’.> While its
title page and Culpeper’s dedicatory preface appealed to a specific vocational audience, on

examination the Directory emerges as a site of complexity which reflects the debate over

! See Adrian Wilson, The Making of Man-Midwifery: Childbirth in England 1660-1770 (London:
University College of London Press, 1995); Dorothy Porter and Roy Porter, Patients Progress: Doctors
and Doctoring in Eighteenth-century England (Cambridge: Polity Press, 1989), pp. 179-83; David
Cressy, Birth, Marriage, and Death: Ritual, Religion, and the Life-Cycle in Tudor and Stuart England
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1997), p. 55.

2 Cressy, Birth, Marriage, and Death, p. 38. On the notion of ‘tacit’ knowledge’ see Allan Janik, ‘Tacit
Knowledge, Rule-following and Learning’, in Artificial Intelligence, Culture and Language: On
Education and Work, ed. by Bo Goranzon and Magnus Florin (London: Springer-Verlag, 1990), 45-55;
Dag Prawitz, ‘Tacit Knowledge — An Impediment for AI?’, in ibid., 57-59; and Ingela Josefson,
‘Language and Experience’, in ibid., 71-75.

3 DM (1651), 12" All subsequent references to editions of Culpeper’s 4 Directory for Midwives (DM) are
given briefly in the text by date.
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the role and control of the midwife during the 1650s. On the one hand, it revealed the
‘secrets’ of the classical anatomists, whilst at the same time omitting the actual procedures
followed during delivery. This ambiguity, which respected the monopoly of the midwife
while also asserting the importance of the democratisation of anatomical knowledge, marks
Culpeper’s manual out from those that had already been in print for over one hundred years.

Culpeper’s combination of information derived from classical medical authorities,
along with popular pseudo-medical folk-lore taken from previously published manuals,
proved popular with readers and his book continued to be published throughout the
eighteenth century. In 1681 the Dutch doctor, Joannes Groenevelt, then living in London
suggested a friend could be interested in Culpeper’s 4 Directory for Midwives, ‘the best
midwives’ book ever published or to be had in English’. Eighteenth-century readers
included Tobias Smollett who had a strong interest in the medical profession, especially
midwifery, through his association with the man-midwife William Smellie. According to
George Rousseau, Smollett’s second novel, The Adventures of Peregrine Pickle (1751),
was written whilst he prepared Smellie’s Treatise on the Theory and Practice of Midwifery
(1752-64) for publication.” In the novel, Mrs Grizzle prepared for her sister-in-law’s
pregnancy and Peregrine’s delivery by reading Culpeper’s manual:

She purchased Culpepper’s midwifery, which, with that sagacious
performance dignified with Aristotle’s name, she studied with
indefatigable care, and diligently perused the Compleat House-wife,
together with Quincy’s dispensatory, calling every jelly, marmalade
and conserve which these authors recommend as either salutary or
toothsome, for the benefit and comfort of her sister-in-law, during her
gestation.6

Rousseau quotes another eighteenth-century writer who referred to Culpeper’s Midwife
Enlarged.” In 1735 John Armstrong wrote a treatise critical of the high learning necessary

to become a doctor. Learning, he wrote, was ‘no more necessary to a Physitian than to a

4 Groenevelt to Casparus Sibelius, 16 October 1681 (BL Sloane MS 2729, ff. 85™), quoted by Harold J.
Cook, Trials of an Ordinary Doctor: Joannes Groenevelt in Seventeenth-Century London (Baltimore and
London: John Hopkins University Press, 1994), p. 120.

5 G. S. Rousseau, ‘Pineapples, Pregnancy, Pica and Peregrine Pickle’, in Enlightenment Borders. Pre-
and Post- Modern Discourses: Medical, Scientific (Manchester: Manchester University Press, 1991), 176-
99 (p. 178).

6 T(gbias )Smollett, The Adventures of Peregrine Pickle, ed. by James L. Clifford (London: Oxford
University Press, 1964), p. 21. Also referred to is John Quincy’s translation of The Dispensatory of the
Royal College of Physicians, 2nd edn (1727); E. Smith, The Compleat Housewife, 8th edn (1741); and
possibly one of the following: Aristotles Master-Piece, or the Secrets of Generation (1684); Aristotle’s
Manual of Choice Secrets ... Practiced by All Midwives (1699); or Aristotle’s Compleat and Experienc 'd
Midwife, trans. by W[illiam] S[almon] (1700).

7 Rousseau, ‘Pineapples, Pregnancy, Pica and Peregrine Pickle’, p. 179.
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Fidler’, but experience and self-instruction were essential.® If a young (male) trainee

wanted to learn ‘the Obstetrical Art’ then,

Let him turn over Culpepper’s Midwife enlarg’d night and day. That
little Book is worth a whole library. All that is possible to be known
in that Art is there treasur’d up in a small Duodecimo. Blessed, yea
for ever blessed, by the memory of the inimitable Author, who, and
who alone, had the curious happiness to mix the profound Learning
of Aristotle with the facetious Humour of Plautus!’

In this chapter, I argue that Culpeper’s Directory recognised the authority of the female-
midwife in the management of pregnancy and delivery, which, during the seventeenth
century was, in uncomplicated births at least, a wholly female affair.'’® But in the
eighteenth century, as the above quotation makes clear, male authors exploited Culpeper’s
name as a mark of authority.'"" It is only through appreciating the complex publishing
history of Culpeper’s manual that the social element to its textual transmission can be
understood.

In order to understand the importance of Culpeper’s book it is necessary to survey
the control of midwifery practice, principally in the capital, and the few printed midwives’
manuals. Before 1651, three manuals account for nearly twenty editions over a period of
one hundred years. During the 1640s no such manuals appeared, but in the 1650s two new
manuals, Culpeper’s and a translation of the work of the French midwife, Louise Bourgeois
(c. 1563-1636) went through at least six editions, along with a number of receipt and advice
books that include related information.

Historians have suggested that a population more eager to learn about sexual

pleasure rather than obstetrics often read midwives’ books. In a recent essay, Helen King

¥ [John Armstrong], An Essay for Abridging the Study of Physick (1735), p. 10, quoted by Rousseau,
‘Pineapples, Pregnancy, Pica and Peregrine Pickle’, p. 179.
® [Armstrong), 4n Essay for Abridging the Study of Physick, p. 17. Reference to the Roman comic
dramatist, Titus Maccius Plautus (254-184 B.C.).
10 The activities of a seventeenth-century midwife included providing advice for the mother during
pregnancy, management of birth and attending at baptism, and managing the mother’s lying-in and
attendance at the mother’s churching. She may also have served a juridical function, for example in
judgements of infanticide and paternity of bastard births, as well as providing other healing skills §ucb as
blood-letting and minor surgery. See Wilson, ‘Participant or Patient? Seventeenth-Century Childbirth
from the Mother’s Point of View’, in Patients and Practitioners: Lay Perceptions of Medicine in Pre-
Industrial Society, ed. by Roy Porter (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1985), 129-44; Wilson,
“The Ceremony of Childbirth and its Interpretation’, in Women as Mothers in Pre-Industrial England:
Essays in Memory of Dorothy McLaren, ed. by Valerie Fildes (London and New York: Routledge, 1990),
8-107.
‘61 For earlier examples see William Wycherley, The Plays of William Wycherley, ed. by Arthur Friedman
(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1979), The Plain Dealer, Act 111, 1, 282-85; [attributed to Aphra Behn], The Ten
Pleasures of Marriage, 1st pub. 1682-83 (London: privately printed, 1922;), pp. 91-92.
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questions the relevancy of these manuals to a midwife’s education.'? She suggests that
such books were not just meant for midwives but included information which would have
appealed to the general female reader. But such manuals also included material for a male
readership as well. The established patterns of learning for midwives were aural.
observation, and experience. In the case of Culpeper’s Directory the deliberate omission of
practical information on delivery and birth was an attempt to stave off the intrusion of the
man-midwife into the birthing-room, where ‘Dr. Experience’ was of more importance than

‘Dr. Reason’.

Midwifery Publishing in English

Demand for vernacular textbooks on midwifery was continuous from the publication of the
first such manual in English in 1540 and their popularity suggests a readership of literate
women as well as medical practitioners.

Eucharius Rdsslin (d. 1526) wrote the earliest printed textbook in German, entitled
Der Swangern Frawen und Hebammen Rosegarten (Strasbourg, 1512), which was derived
from the writings of Soranus of Ephesus (A.D. 98-138)."> A Latin translation by Christian
Egenolph was published at Frankfurt in 1532, entitled De Partu Hominis, from which
Richard Jonas prepared an English version which became the first midwives’ manual to be
published in English when it appeared in 1540."" Five years later, The Birth of Mankind
(originally published as The Byrth of Mankynde) was revised and greatly enlarged by
Thomas Raynald, and published either by a relative or himself.'” This book was extremely

popular, and is described by Elizabeth Tebeaux, as ‘perhaps the most technically advanced

"> Helen King, ““As if None Understood the Art that Cannot Understand Greek”: The Education of
Midwives in Seventeenth-Century England’, in The History of Medical Education in Britain, ed. by
Vivian Nutton and Roy Porter (Amsterdam: Rodopi, 1995), 184-98.

" John L. Thornton and Carole Reeves, Medical Book Illustration: A Short History (Cambridge: Oleander
Press, 1983), p. 34; Jean Towler and Joan Bramall, Midwives in History and Society (London: Croom
Helm, 1986), p. 26; Audrey Eccles, ‘The Early Use of English for Midwiferies 1500-1700°,
Neuphilologische Mitteilungen, 78 (1977), 377-85 (p. 380). Rosslin’s book was published to assist the
instruction of the State midwives of Frankfurt.

' Towler and Bramall, Midwives in History and Society, pp. 45-47; Eccles, Obstetrics and Gynaecology
in Tudor and Stuart England (London: Croom Helm, 1982), p. 11.

'* In the preface, Raynald wrote of how he came to revise Jonas’s work: ‘a certayne studious and dilygent
clarke, at the request, and desyre of dyuers honest and sadde matrones beynge of his acquayntaunce, dyd
translate out of Latin in to Englysshe a greate part of this books ... In which his translation be varyed, or
declyned nothynge at all frome the steppes of his Latine aut[hJor’ (Thomas Raynald, ‘A Prologue to the
Woman Reader’, in Rosslin, The Birth of Mankind, trans. by Thomas Raynald (1545), B2™" (hereafter
cited as BM)). Duff’s entry for Thomas Raynald suggests that Raynald the physician was also Raynald the
printer (E. Gordon Duff, 4 Century of The English Book Trade: Short Notices of All Printers, Stationers,
Book-Binders, and Others Connected with it ... 1457 to ... 1557 (London: Bibliographical Society, 1905),
p. 130-31). It is more likely, as the DNB suggests, that they were kinsmen.



166

volume for women printed in the sixteenth century’.'® At least thirteen editions had
appeared by 1634, and it monopolised the market until 1612 when a new manual was
published in English."”

This was Child Birth, or the Happy Deliverie of Women, originally written by the
surgeon Jacques Guillemeau (1550-1613), and based upon his teacher, Ambroise Paré's,
work."® A second English edition followed in 1635 published by Joyce Norton and Richard
Whitaker."” Two years later, in 1637, a third manual was published in English. The Expert
Midwife was an anonymous translation of the German manual by Jacob Riiff (1500-58)
originally published in 1554.%

These three manuals established a standard form of content and presentation which
later textbooks followed. They begin with a section on female anatomy, which might also
include male anatomy. There then usually follows a section dealing with pregnancy
followed by descriptions of the birthing process and instructions for safe delivery. Next the
care, nursing, swaddling and illnesses of children would be described, along with advice on
cures. Additional material would deal with diseases of women and, occasionally, female
beauty and hygiene. Illustrations could also depict the human body, birth instruments,
birthing figures, and the birth stool. If the titles and preliminary addresses to these manuals
genuinely reflect their intended audiences, then a degree of female literacy, at least amongst
midwives, is assumed. Audrey Eccles quotes from an unpublished manuscript written by

Edward Poeton early in the seventeenth century, called ‘The Midwives Deputie’, which

16 Elizabeth Tebeaux, ‘Women and Technical Writing, 1475-1700: Technology, Literacy, and
Development of a Genre’, in Women, Science and Medicine 1500-1700: Mothers and Sisters of the Royal
Society, ed. by Lynette Hunter and Sarah Hutton (Stroud: Sutton, 1997), 29-62 (p. 40).

17 Thomas Raynald published three editions of The Birth of Mankind from 1540 to 1552. Richard Jugge
then published a further four editions from 1560 to 1565, before his son, John, published an edition in
1585. On 7 October 1588 John’s former apprentice, Richard Watkins, gained the title (SR 1554-1640, 11,
501), but he only published one edition in 1598 before assigning the right over to Thomas Adams in
December 1598 who published two further editions in 1604 and 1613 (SR 1554-1640, 1, 132). On 6 May
1625 Andrew Hebb gained the right to thirty-four titles from Adams’s widow, which included The Birth of
Mankind (SR 1554-1640, 1v, 139-40); he published two editions in 1626 and 1634. See K.F. Russell,
British Anatomy 1525-1800: A Bibliography (Melbourne: Melbourne University Press, 1963), pp. 191-
94.

18 Jacques Guillemeau, De I’Hereux Accouchement Des Femmes (Paris, 1609).

19 Guillemeau, Child Birth, or the Happy Deliverie of Women, trans. (1612). Hereafter cited as CB. The
title was registered at Stationers’ Hall on 7 February 1612, by John Bill (SR 1554-1640, 11, 477). Bill was
a London bookseller and printer (1604-30), and also worked as an agent for Sir Thomas Bodley and
James I in acquiring books from abroad; he was appointed King’s Printer in 1617 (Dict. 1557-1640, pp.
31-33). He may have financed the printing of this edition, but it was only the printer’s name, Arnold
Hatfield, that appeared on the title page. Another edition followed in 1635.

2 Jacob Riiff, The Expert Midwife, trans. (1637). Hereafter cited as EM. Simon Burton registered the

title on 2 August 1637 (SR 1554-1640, 1V, 391).
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indicates that midwives at this time would generally be able to read English. In the
manuscript the midwife’s assistant complained that the remedies in contemporary books
were ‘fast lockt up in latine’ to which the midwife retorted, ‘I have them all in english for
mine own use’.?' Peter Earle’s study of the people of London from 1650 to 1750 suggests
that the level of literacy amongst midwives (eighty-six per cent) was second only to that of
school teachers (one hundred per cent).” Similarly, David Harley finds high levels of
literacy among provincial midwives in England from 1660 to 1760 judging by the evidence
of signatures and surviving letters.”

Iargue later in this chapter that the level of information in these early manuals went
beyond that necessary for a practising midwife. Percival Willughby, for example, writing
in the 1670s, advocated experience above reading for learning the art of midwifery, and
Culpeper similarly stressed the importance of practical experience.”* This raises the
question why midwives’ manuals were published at all if the tradition preferred experience
over book-based learning.  Adrian Wilson’s recent examination of Willughby’s
‘Observations’ reveals his daughter, Eleanor’s, experiences as a midwife. Through a close
reading of her father’s manuscript, ‘the contours of Eleanor’s practice are recoverable’.”
To determine this, Wilson first examines Willughby’s ‘Observations’ and considers the
midwifery practices to which it attests. Willughby’s rhetorical use of Harvey’s De
Generatione (1651) suggests that he distinguished between two types of medical

knowledge.”® On the one hand, there was the theoretical medical knowledge found in the

folios of the continental anatomists. Willughby did not expect midwives to read these

21 BL, MS Sloane 1954, quoted by Eccles, ‘The Early Use of English for Midwiferies 1500-1700, p. 378.
Poeton had ‘striven ... to use the most ordinary words and playnest phrases’ that indicates that midwives
had little knowledge of medical and anatomical vocabulary (quoted by Patricia Crawford, ‘Sexual
Knowledge in England, 1500-1750°, in Sexual Knowledge, Sexual Science: The History of Attitudes to
Sexuality, ed. by Roy Porter and Mikula§ Teich (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,.1994), 82-106
(p. 96)). The inclusion of a glossary of such terms in Culpeper’s Directory also suggests this to have been

the case.
2 peter Earle, A City Full of People: Men and Women of London 1650-1750 (London: Methuen, 1994),

. 120.
?3 David Harley, ‘Provincial Midwives in England: Lancashire and Cheshire, 1660-1760°, in The Art of
Midwifery: Early Modern Midwives in Europe, ed. by Hilary Marland (London and New York:
Routledge, 1993), 27-48 (p. 34).
24 percival Willughby, Observations in Midwifery, ed. by Henry Blenkinsop, 1st pub. 1863 (Wakefield:
S.R. Publishers, 1972). Willughby’s manuscript remained unpublished until 1863. In it, he argued_ that
midwives had little need of anatomical information contained in the Latin folios of the professional
physician. o .
25 Wilson, ‘A Memorial of Eleanor Willughby, A Seventeenth-Century Midwife’, in Women, Science and
Medicine 1500-1700, ed. by Hunter and Hutton, 138-77 (p. 138). . o
26 yilson, ‘A Memorial of Eleanor Willughby’, pp. 151-53; King, *The Education of Midwives’, p. 190.
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books because they ‘little belong to the knowledge of midwives’.”’ On the other hand,
medical skill could be learnt through practice and experience, a ‘hands-on’ approach
supported by what Evenden-Nagy terms an ‘unofficial system of apprenticeship® during the
seventeenth century.”® At least some midwives were critical of printed manuals, for
example Mrs Hester Shaw and Mrs Whipp discussed below (p. 170). In contrast.
Culpeper’s manual respected their monopoly over the management of a mother’s delivery.
Its appearance in print, imitative of the learned archetype, sought to raise the professional
standing of the midwife within the hierarchy of medical care provision.

As well as midwifery manuals, non-medical books were also published to guide a
mother through her pregnancy. Pregnancy and birth were subject to religious protocol that
governed its management as a social event, described by Adrian Wilson as a ‘ritual’.® A
mother’s delivery was organised by the midwife. The room was darkened and restricted to
the mother, midwife, and an attending female collective known as ‘gossips’. Following
delivery the mother would enter the ritualised process of recovery known as her ‘lying-in’
or ‘month’ which ended in her ‘churching’ when she was received into full social relations
again. Wilson suggests that this three-stage process can be described as a ‘rite of passage’
through ‘the demarcation of the lying-in room (separation), the isolation of ‘the month’
(transition) and the ritual of churching (reincorporation)’.3 * Prayers were recited at all
stages of this passage, which led to the publication of prayer books specifically designed to
accompany the mother and her ‘gossips’ through this ritual. For example, William
Herbert’s Child-bearing Woman (1648) contained devotional meditations, prayers, and
songs to be recited during the stages of pregnancy, birth, and post-natal care. These prayers
will have been said with as much hope and expectation of relief as might be brought by
medicinal oils, ointments, pills, and plasters. The book was addressed to the ‘Child-bearing
Women of Great BRITAIN’ and ‘all the Wise and Religious Midwives of England, Scotland,
[and] Wales’ 3! Herbert believed that children ‘conceiv’d and born with Prayers’ would

learn their moral and Christian duty, thereby ensuring a God-fearing and virtuous

27 Willughby, Observations in Midwifery, p. 1; Wilson, ‘Memorial of Eleanor Willughby’, p. 152.

28 Doreen Evenden-Nagy, ‘Mothers and their Midwives in Seventeenth-century London’, in The Art of
Midwifery, ed. by Marland, 9-26 (p. 9). On a midwife’s pre-licensed experience see Evenden-Nagy,
‘Seventeenth Century London Midwives: Their Training, Licensing and Social Profile’ (doctoral thesis,
McMaster University, Ontario, Canada, 1991; abstract in Dissertation Abstracts International, 53A
(1992), 275-A), pp- 105-60.

29 Wilson, ‘Participant or Patient?’, pp. 133-37; Sara Mendelson and Patricia Crawford, Women in Early
Modern England 1550-1 720 (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1998), pp. 153-54, 208-09.

30 wilson, ‘Participant or Patient?’, p. 141. |

31 William Herbert, Herberts Child-bearing Woman (1648), A5'-6".
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population. Following birth, one such prayer was the ‘Midwives Exhortation’:

The worke is done, the Childe borne, and the mother safe, and so each
of us may retire, except those few who are appointed for longer
service. Yet before we depart, let us againe Joyntly praise our good

God, for his blessing on our Labor; and also beseech him, to be still
gracious to us all. >

Although the focus of this chapter is obstetrical manuals, the publication of books like
Herbert’s are significant. Other religious and prayer handbooks for safe pregnancy and
delivery include Daniel Featley’s Ancilla Pietatis: or, The Hand-Maid to Private Devotion
(1626), John Cosin’s A4 Collection of Private Devotions (1627), and John Oliver’s 4
Present for Teeming Women (1663).> They show that it was not unusual for women to
turn to printed books for material on all aspects surrounding pregnancy and confirm the
existence of a literate group of women who were willing to pay for this information. In the
case of prayer books, readings from print brought with it spiritual comfort, whereas the
gynaecological detail included in the midwife’s manual was designed to promote physical
relief.

As well as the physical benefits to mother and child, the development of the
obstetrical book market was also related to the training that a woman followed in order to
become a midwife and gain an ecclesiastical licence.® Although no formal statute was
ever passed in England to regulate midwives, John Guy finds evidence of episcopal
licensing in the two Acts passed in 1512 and 1523 which governed the practice of medicine
in England.* In order to gain the required licence a midwife had to produce a testimonial
signed by witnesses (usually six) affirming her skill as a midwife, swear an oath, and pay a
high fee to the ecclesiastical court.*

By 1640 several members of the infamous Chamberlen family had attempted to
establish an independent society for midwives. In 1616, the London surgeon, Peter
Chamberlen (d. 1626), called on James I to establish a Society of Midwives, while in 1634

his son (also Peter) attempted to form a Corporation of Midwives.”” In January 1617,

2 Ibid., D1".
33 Cressy, Birth, Marriage, and Death, pp. 24-25.

34 Ibid., pp. 63-70. _
3 3 Henry VIII c.11; 14 & 15 Henry VIII ¢.5 (The Statutes of the Realm, ed. by John Raithby, 10 vols

(London: [n.p.], 1810-24), 11, 31-32, 213-14). See John R. Guy “The Episcopal Licensing of Physicians,
Surgeons and Midwives’, Bulletin of the History of Medicine, 56 (1982), 528-42. N
36 Thomas R. Forbes, ‘The Regulation of English Midwives in the Sixteenth and Seventeenth Centuries’,
Medical History, 8 (1964), 235-44; Evenden-Nagy, ‘Seventeenth Century London Midwives’, pp. 47-104.
37 Antonia Fraser, The Weaker Vessel: A Woman’s Lot in Seventeenth-Century England (Londpn:
Weidenfeld & Nicolson, 1984; repr. Mandarin Paperbacks, 1993), pp. 506-08; Lucinda M. Beier,
Sufferers and Healers: The Experience of lliness in Seventeenth-Century England (London: Routledge
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James I referred Chamberlen’s plan to the College of Physicians and in a series of meetings
in January and February the College concluded that a Society would raise standards
amongst midwives.”® In reaching this conclusion, though, the College sought to tighten its
control over all aspects of medicine because it wanted the right to examine midwives before
the granting of licences by a bishop. But no action resulted.* In 1634 Mrs Hester Shaw
and Mrs Whipp petitioned the College to stop Peter Chamberlen’s (1601-83) plans for a
Corporation of Midwives because, they argued, this was an attempt on his part to gain sole
control of the licensing of midwives.*” On 28 August 1634, the two midwives went before

the College to protest against Chamberlen’s plans.*!

The crux of their argument was his
inability to ‘teach the art of Midwifery in most birthes because hee hath no experience in
itt, but by reading’.*” The midwives stressed the importance of experience and practical
learning: ‘those women that desyre to learne must be present at the delivery of many
women, and see the worke and behaviour of such as bee skilfull midwives who will shew
and direct them’.”> This petition is important not only because of its criticism of the male
practitioner but also because it reveals that midwives were unsympathetic to book learning
over ‘continuall practise’. This project was resurrected in 1647 in Chamberlen’s 4 Voice in
Rhama but again was not implemented.**

During the 1640s two anonymous pamphlets petitioned Parliament and called for an
end to the Civil War. Midwives had previously been well paid and respected, but their
‘trade is now decayed’.* In the short pamphlet, The Mid-wives Just Petition (1643), the
author complained, ‘we were formerly well paid, and highly respected ... for our great skill
and mid-night industry, but now our Art doth fail us, and little gettings have we in this age

barren of all naturall joyes’.46 Male fatalities in battle, it claimed, ‘before they had

performed any thing to the benefit of Mid-wives’, were responsible for this drop.’ There is

and Kegan Paul, 1987), pp. 15-19.

38 J H. Aveling, The Chamberlens and the Midwifery Forceps (London: Churchill, 1882), pp. 20-24.

3 Donna Snell Smith, ‘Tudor and Stuart Midwifery’ (doctoral thesis, University of Kentucky, 1980;
abstract in Dissertation Abstracts International, 41 (1980), 2729-A), p. 60; Clark, pp. 235-38.

40 Smith, “Tudor and Stuart Midwifery’, p. 63, Aveling, The Chamberlens and the Midwifery Forceps, pp.
34-49.

1 Annals, 1, f. 141",

“2 Annals, 1, ff 143745 (f. 144).

3.
1bid.
“ Aveling, The Chamberlens and the Midwifery Forceps, pp. 49-59. In 1649, a pseudonymous reply to

Chamberlen’s plans, ‘Philalethes’ attacked his attempts ‘to get himself created vicar generall of the
Midwives’ (4rn Answer to Doctor Chamberlains Scandalous and False Papers (1649), A2").

45 The Mid-wives Just Petition (1643), A3",

“ Ibid., A2".

7 Ibid., A2".
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no reason to believe that this petition is meant satirically. According to its title page, the
petition was presented at Parliament on 23 January 1643. On 22 September 1646, this
petition was again presented in response to the fighting in Ireland.”® Annual figures for the
numbers of births during this period are difficult to assess because of the defective parish
registers kept during the Civil War period. In their exhaustive study of the population of
England, Wrigley and Schofield have attempted to convert the totals from parish registers
into annual figures that also offset the effects of the growth of nonconformity during this
period.”” Their results show that from 1620 to 1660 the total fluctuation from the highest
rate in 1640 to the lowest in 1659, was thirty per cent. The figures are sporadic but there is
a significant fall of twenty per cent from 1645 to 1650.>° These are national figures and the
situation in London may have been different, but they do show a fall in the number of births
at the same time as the midwives were petitioning Parliament. The suggestion, then, that
their trade did suffer during the 1640s is supported by the number of annual births, and this
could account for the drop in the number of manuals published in these years.

The abolition of the established church’s authority in 1643 meant that ecclesiastical
licensing lapsed until 1662 when the Act of Uniformity re-established the church courts.
During these years it is unclear how midwives were licensed. Both Forbes and Guy accept
Elizabeth Cellier’s account in A Letter to Dr. ------ , Concerning the Colledg of Midwives
(1688) of a struggle between the College of Physicians and the Company of the Barber-
Surgeons over the right to license midwives. According to Cellier,

The Physicians and Chirurgions contending about it [midwifery], it
was adjudged a Chyrurgical Operation, and the Midwives were
Licensed at Chirurgions-Hall, but not till they had passed three
Examinations, before six skilful Midwives, and as many Chirurgions
expert in the Art of Midwifery.”!

This account of licensing from 1643 to 1660, though, is probably unreliable. Writing nearly
thirty years after the Restoration, Cellier was herself petitioning the King for the right to
establish her own College of Midwives, and intended this self-serving pamphlet to gain

favour with the King.52 Nor could Helen King find any evidence of this procedure in the

48 The Mid-wives Just Complaint (1646).

* E A. Wrigley and R.S. Schofield, The Population History of England 1541-1871: A Reconstruction
(London: Arnold, 1981), pp. 2, 20,24, 27.

50 Gee Table A2.3: ‘Annual Total of Births’, in Wrigley and Schofield, Population History, pp. 496-502.

51 Elizabeth Cellier, A Letter to Dr. ------ _ Concerning the Colledg of Midwives (1688), A3". See Guy,
‘Episcopal Licensing’, p. 541; Forbes, ‘The Regulation of English Midwives in the Sixteenth and
Seventeenth Centuries’; Clark, pp. 362-63. . ' .

52 King, ‘The Politick Midwife: Models of Midwifery in the Work of Elizabeth Cellier’, in The Art of
Midwifery, ed. by Marland, 115-30 (p. 122). Wilson also suggest that Cellier is an unreliable source
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archives of the Barber-Surgeons, and Culpeper makes no mention of such licensing in his
Directory. Samuel Hartlib expressed similar concern with the state of midwifery training
during this period. Writing in his ‘Ephemerides’ for 1650, he suggests the country would
benefit from the establishment of a college:

At Vlme there is a Colledge of Midwives, who record all their cases
or Accidents. Miscarriages successes. etc. consisting of 7. or 8.
younger midwifes which are trained vp vnder them practically, some
of their Colledge always going along with the principle Midwife. But
all their observations in this kind are kept mighty secret and only
amongst themselves, which notable practise of theirs should bee
introduced into other Common-wealths.>

This is again suggestive that during the 1640s and 1650s London’s midwives, at least, were
free from regulation and under no obligation to be licensed.>*

The lack of control and official licensing does not necessarily mean that standards
in midwifery declined. Seventeenth-century mothers were apprehensive about their own
pregnancy and often feared birth.”> The role of the midwife was to dispel this fear and ease
the mother through her delivery. She had to demonstrate skill in order to secure her
position as midwife to the women of a particular village or parish. The appearance of
reading a printed manual may have been one way she could illustrate her ‘professional’
competence by emulating the bookish learning of the male physician.® Thomas Raynald
even suggested in The Birth of Mankind that passages were read aloud during birth to
comfort the mother. An ‘honourable Ladye’ or ‘worshipfull Gentlewoman’, presumably

the chief attendant of the female ‘gossips’ present in the birthing-room, would,

(‘Memorial of Eleanor Willughby’, p. 165).

> HP 28/1/40A.

% Evenden-Nagy agrees that the absence of documentary evidence for 1642-1660 supports the conclusion
that there was no licensing during the period (‘Seventeenth Century London Midwives’, p. 18; ‘Mothers
and their Midwives in Seventeenth-century London’, p. 14).

3% In fact there appears to have been an increase in maternal mortality from the period 1600-50 to 1650-
1700, but there was an average risk of between six and seven per cent of dying in childbed in the
seventeenth century (Roger Schofield, ‘Did the Mothers Really Die? Three Centuries of Maternal
Mortality in “The World We Have Lost™, in The World We Gained: Histories of Population and Social
Structure, ed. by Lloyd Bonfield and others (Oxford: Blackwell, 1986), 231-60). Also see Cressy, Birth,
Marriage, and Death, pp. 30-31. That seventeenth-century mothers did fear approaching delivery, see
Patricia Crawford, ‘The Construction and Experience of Maternity in Seventeenth-Century England’, in
Women as Mothers in Pre-Industrial England, ed. by Fildes, 3-38 (pp. 22-23); Sara Mendelson, ‘Stuart
Women’s Diaries and Occasional Memoirs’, in Women in English Society 1500-1800, ed. by Mary Prior
(London: Methuen, 1985; repr. Routledge, 1991), 181-210 (pp. 196-97); Li'nda Pollock, ‘Embarkir}g ona
Rough Passage: The Experience of Pregnancy in Early Modern So.ciety’, in Worfzen as Mothers in Prfz-
Industrial England, ed. by Fildes, 39-67 (pp. 46-49). Ralph Josselin rec.orded his lefe’s pregnancies in
his diary and noted on several occasions her concerns over delivery (Lucinda M. Beier, ‘In Sickness and
in Health: A Seventeenth Century Family’s Experience’, in Patients and Practitioners, ed. by Porter, 101-

28 (pp. 103-07)). -
56 Wilson, ‘The Ceremony of Childbirth’, p. 74.
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Carry ... with them this book in their hands, and causing such part of
it as doth chiefly concerne the [birth] ... to be read before the
Midwife, and the rest of the women being present, whereby oft times

... the laboring woman hath beene greatly comforted and alleuiated of
her throngs and trauaile.”’

Raynald is writing, of course, from a male perspective but this passage nevertheless shows
how the birthing ritual might be further supported by reading out loud and go some way to
raising the mother’s confidence in the women around her, if not actually bringing any
physical comfort.

Midwives were usually paid for their work.® For example after attending a
christening on 29 May 1661 the diarist Samuel Pepys gave the midwife 10s., and typical
fees may have been as much as 8s.”” Some midwives, at least, could have supplemented
this income by taking on other healing activities, often with greater success than their male
rivals, as this account by Hartlib demonstrates:

A Midwife advised a friend of Mr Cox’s that was mightily troubled
with the Piles that was sick vnto death with them and no ease could
bee found but tormented excessively that hee could not stand nor sit.
But the Midwife viewing the mans fundament she scratched the Piles,
after which hee voided a great stone and was never troubled with
them afterwards.*’

It has already been suggested that midwives reveal a higher than average level of literacy,
and the various sources of potential income would also mean they could have afforded to
purchase manuals and textbooks.

In the case of midwives’ manuals, The Birth of Mankind had sole domination of the
market for over seventy years with a new edition on average every ten years. The
publication of The Expert Midwife and a new edition of Guillemeau’s Child Birth and the
anonymously translated The Birth of Mankind in the 1630s was followed by a fourteen year

absence of editions.

57 BM (1634), BS'. | |
58 Mendelson and Crawford, Women in Early Modern England, p. 315, Cressy, Birth, Marriage, and

Death, pp. 72-73. o
59 Samuel Pepys, The Diary of Samuel Pepys: A New and Complete Transcription, ed. by Robert Latham

and William Matthews, 11 vols (London: Bell, 1970-83), 11, p. 110; Smith, ‘Tudor and Stuart Midwifery’.

pp- 10-11.
60 P 29/5/66B.
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Table 4.1: Midwifery Treatises in English, 1600-80

1600s | 1610s | 1620s | 1630s | 1640s | 1650s | 1660s | 1670s | 1680s || Total
BM 1 1 1 1 - 1 - - - 5
DM - - - - - 4 2 2 2 10
DMSP - - - - - - 1 2 i 4
CMP - - - - - 2 1 - 3 6
AM - - - - - - - 1 1 2
Other* - 1 - 2 - - 3 7
Total 1 2 1 3 - 7 5 8 7 34

Key to main works, with dates of first editions
BM (1540) The Birth of Mankind, or, the Woman’s Book
DM (1651) Culpeper, A Directory for Midwives
DMSP (1662) Culpeper, Culpeper’s Directory for Midwives, ... the Second Part
CMP (1656) Louise Bourgeois, The Compleat Midwifes Practice, trans. by Thomas
Chamberlen and others (1656) (... Enlarged from 1659; The English
Midwife Enlarged in 1682)
AM (1673) Frangois Mauriceau, The Diseases of Women with Child, trans. by Hugh
Chamberlen (first edition as The Accomplisht Midwife)
* Other works
1612 and 1635 (anon. trans. of) Jacques Guillemeau, Child Birth, or the Happy Delivery of
Women
1637 (anon. trans. of) Jacob Riiff, The Expert Midwife
1665 Dr Chamberlen’s Midwives Practice
1671 William Sermon, The Ladies Companion, or the English Midwife
1671 Jane Sharp, The Midwives Book
1671 James Wolveridge, Speculum Matricis: or the Expert Midwife's Handmaid

The reasons for this hiatus reflect uncertainty within the book trade, the social ramifications
of Civil War, and the disarray felt amongst midwives over the state of their practice. Mary
Fissell has recently examine a shift in the ‘elaborate systems of metaphor’ used in popular
health texts during the 1650s.5" She argues that this movement away from ‘male-
thematized metaphors’ used to describe reproduction and the genitals were due to the
experiences of the 1640s and 1650s, and identifies three ‘potential sources of tensions
which fostered a re-shaping of gender relations’.?? Firstly, ‘events during the English civil
war abolished parts of the customary framework which sustained family life at the village
level’; secondly, in the context of religion, gender roles were contested in the second half of
the century; and lastly, women increasingly took direct political action.”” Despite Fissell’s

literary focus, the above factors were also responsible for the revival in the market for

61 Mary E. Fissell, ‘Gender and Generation: Representing Reproduction in Early Modern England’,

Gender and History, 7 (1995), 433-56 (p. 434).

62 Ipid., pp. 439, 446. N |
& Ibid., p. 445. Elizabeth Tebeaux also notes that women assumed new roles during the Civil War which,

she argues, account for the publication of new technical books written by women (‘Women and Technical
Writing’, p- 58).
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gynaecological books. The political and social rhetoric employed by Culpeper, along with
his medical vocabulary, broke the hiatus of the 1640s, and signalled the emergence of a
new expanding market for the publication of midwifery manuals. The number of editions
published and the printing of a pirated edition indicate the popularity of his book. Its
appeal was not simply to the midwife but also to the gentlewomen and lay-reader, as its
combination of gynaecological and paediatric information allowed women to tend to their
own health needs without male intrusion. Editions of Culpeper’s Directory for Midwives
published during the author’s lifetime bear the familiar hallmarks of his personalised and
political voice, which is wholly lacking in the posthumous Culpeper’s Directory for
Midwives, enlarged and published in 1662 by Peter Cole to capitalise on the writer’s
established brand name. The early history of the Directory therefore reveals the altruism,
commercialism, and edification also evident in The English Physitian and Culpeper’s

version of the Pharmacopeoia.

A Directory for Midwives: Publishing History (1651-62)

Peter Cole registered Culpeper’s A Directory for Midwives at Stationers’ Hall on 13
February 1651 two weeks after Culpeper had written the book’s preliminary address.® If
Cole only began printing after this date, then it took two months to print before George
Thomason could purchase a copy on 12 April 1651. Previously Culpeper’s translation of
the College’s Pharmacopoeia had appeared in a quarto and a folio format, while Cole was
to print The English Physitian as a folio the following year. It is therefore significant that
he chose to publish the Directory as an octavo from its first edition onwards. Usually a
book would appear in a large format, with subsequent editions in smaller sizes securing a
more general readership. The choice depended upon the perceived audience, and a first
appearance in octavo is suggestive of a readership which could not afford an expensive
medical folio, though another motive may have been its more practical use, for example, in
the birthing-room. From the outset, then, A Directory for Midwives appeared as an
affordable practical book.

The first edition exists in two states which suggests an oversight during casting-

off.$> Even though the cost of setting new type and printing a single sheet will have been

6 oR 1640-1708, 1, 360. Culpeper’s address to the reader is dated 28 January 1651 (DM (1651), 18".

65 Comparison of a copy of the first edition at the Wellcome Institute Library (shelf-mark 19311/A) with
that collected by George Thomason (now BL E.1340.(1.)) reveals two extra leaves after gathering H in the
Wellcome copy. This constitutes the seventh and last chapter on the ‘Heat and Driness of the Womb’ to
the second section of Book 11, included in the contents, but presumably overlooked by the compositor and



176

small, it does suggests a willingness on the part of the printer to ensure the textual integrity
of this edition. Unique for one of Culpeper’s books published during his lifetime is the
inclusion of a dedicatory poem, ‘In Laudem Authoris’, which is printed at the beginning of
the book. An unidentified Jer. Edmonds, wrote this congratulatory piece and praised
Culpeper and his Directory.®® This endorsement was presumably meant to promote sales,

although its exclusion in later editions may suggest that it failed to do so.

Table 4.2: Publishing History of 4 Directory for Midwives (1651-62)

* I Year | Imprint | Format
A Directory for Midwives
F.1. 1651 By Peter Cole Octavo
F.2. 1652 | Printed [by William Bentley] Octavo
F.3. 1653 | Printed by Peter Cole ... sold by R. Westbrook Octavo
1654
1655
F.4. 1656 | By Peter Cole Octavo
1657
1658
1659
F.4.31). 1660 | By Peter Cole and Edward Cole (reissue of 1656) Octavo
1661
Culpeper’s Directory for Midwives
F.5. | 1662 | By Peter Cole | Octavo

* Reference to Descriptive Bibliography (Appendix 2).

The main text to 4 Directory for Midwives is divided into nine books which take the reader
through conception, pregnancy, and the immediate after-birth care and management of
mother and child. Each book is subdivided into sections and chapters, so that the
continuous prose never amounts to more than a few pages without a break. He frequently
uses the personal pronoun in his writing, and asks the reader ‘now tell me’, ‘I pray tell me’,
‘I hope you will give me leave’, ‘give me leave to speak a word or two ... (DM (1651),
E6', E4", L5"). In addition to gynaecological and paediatric information, advice is offered
on ‘what manner of Woman ought a Midwife to be’ and ‘what manner of Creature, a Nurse
ought to be’ (DM (1651), {5, O7"-P2"). Wet-nursing, according to Dorothy McLaren, was
common in the parishes within reach of London during the seventeenth century, as wealthy

middle and upper-class mothers would employ young women to suckle their children.”’

later corrected (DM (1651), G6"). |
6 Jer. Edmonds, ‘In Laudem Authoris’, in DM (1651), A8". He does not appear to have published any

other identifiable work, and nor did he attend Oxford or Cambridge.
67 Dorothy McLaren, ‘Marital Fertility and Lactation 1570-1720°, in Women in English Society 1500-
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For example, McLaren describes the nursing paid for by Katherine Poulett in 1650 for
eighteen months which cost thirty pounds.®® Culpeper intended that the Directory “should
be for every ones good, and therefore within the reach of every ones Purse’ (DM (1651),
P2%). The Directory addressed women who actually worked as wet-nurses and any woman
who would find herself pregnant at some stage during her life. That is, 4 Directory for
Midwives was intended, as its subtitle suggests, to serve as ‘A Guide for Women'.

In contrast to this philanthropy, the text of the Directory also included an
advertisement of Cole’s books and Culpeper himself included references to ‘my Translation
of the London Dispensatory’ (DM (1651), H4").* When Culpeper turned to the medicinal
benefits of herbs during pregnancy and delivery he criticised the College whilst advertising
his forthcoming herbal, The English Physitian:

I could wish from my heart you knew all these Herbs, you cannot
expect I should travel all over the Nation to teach you; you see what
Ignorance The Learned Colledg of Physitians have trained you up in,
instruct one as well as you can, know that you were not born for your
selves alone, and I will do what I can to instruct you in the knowledge
of Herbs before I am half a yeer older. (DM (1651), H2")

This form of self-advertisement stressed the complementary nature of Culpeper’s books and
ensured their continued popularity. Not only did this generate sales, but the continual
promotion of Culpeper’s name in the medical marketplace also brought customers to his
practice in Spitalfields. This commercial application of print is particularly interesting in
the case of 4 Directory for Midwives and its relation to Culpeper’s wife, because Alice
practised as a midwife. Her testimonial was discovered by Doreen Evenden-Nagy in a
collection of midwives’ testimonials at the Guildhall Library.”’ Despite Evenden-Nagy’s
claim that midwives did not advertise their skills in print, Alice must have traded on the
commercially valuable name ‘Culpeper’ to her own benefit. Although her testimonial is
dated 1665, eleven years after her husband’s death, and nine years since her marriage to
John Heydon, it is interesting that the name *Culpeper’ is retained. This suggests that Alice
had practised throughout her marriage to Culpeper and had established a reputation that
benefited from her surname. She clearly had her own incentive to secure the continued

good reputation of the name ‘Culpeper’, and to protect its portrayal in the large number of

1800, ed. by Prior, 22-53 (p. 30). Also see Mendelson and Crawford, Women in Early Modern England,

pp- 29, 155, 302.

%8 McLaren, ‘Marital Fertility and Lactation’, p. 45. . |

% Also see references to PD in DM (1651), G4'-5", H4', H4", H6', HY", 05". Cole’s advertisement is at
A6’-8". .

® Evenden-Nagy, ‘Seventeenth Century London Midwives’, pp. 213-14.
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books which appeared after 1654 claiming his authorship. The close pact she formed with
the publisher Peter Cole is evident by the fact that his signature is the third of ten on her
testimonial, claiming that Alice ‘hath demeaned herselfe very civil, and liked in very good
repute and esteem amongst her neighbours’.”!  This again highlights the symbiotic
relationship existing between publishers and medical practitioners, who both sought to
exploit the popularising medium of print.

Alongside this commercial advertisement, Culpeper made political attacks on the
College and its monopoly, as well as commenting on the true nature of a commonwealth.
In his address ‘To the Reader’ he attacked the College of Physicians for restricting medical
instruction to those who could read Latin, and later ridiculed the ‘Colledges Worm-eaten
Dispensatory’ (DM (1651), L3"). By keeping the population in ignorance, he claimed,
‘[tlhey kill Men for want of Judgment’ (DM (1651), A4"). As we have already seen above,
the midwives’ practice was a contentious issue during the 1640s and preceding years. The
College is compared with the Catholic church, that while ‘[o]ne holds the Word of God, the
other Physick to be a mystery’ (DM (1651), C3"). Religious imagery is important to the
history of midwives who held a favoured position in the Old Testament. On his title page,
Culpeper included a quote from Exodus 1. 21: ‘It came to pass, because the Midwives
feared the Lord, that God built them Houses’. Later in the text, he returns to the scriptures
to prove the midwife’s elevated status.”> God, he argued, would again protect the midwives
in the 1650s, ‘as he did the Midwives of the Hebrews, when Pharaoh, kept their Bodies in
as great bondage as Physitians of our times do your Understandings’ (DM (1651), 7.
Midwives, then, were the first group of medical carers to be assembled into an organisation
and if this was at God’s direction, what right then had the College or government to control
their practice?

Although it was principally from the late seventeenth, and more particularly during
the eighteenth, century that the male-midwife emerged, he was already making inroads into
the birthing-room primarily by attending at difficult births. Hartlib, for instance, notes a Mr
Capel from Kent, in his ‘Ephemerides’ of 1650, who:

Professed to have singular skil in all Women diseases and to be
assistant to Midwifes. Hee did helpe one at Hammersmith a Woman

" Guildhall Library, Dioceses of London, Licensing Papers, MS 10, 116 (box 4). Despite searching
archives at the Guildhall Library I have not been able to identify the other witnesses. There are all male
names, and were probably local traders and tradesmen, whose wives Alice had safely delivered.

72 The title page to Louise Bourgeois, The Compleat Midwifes Practice ... Wi{h instructions of the
Midwife to the Queen of France, trans. by Thomas Chamberlen and others (1656), included a quote from
Exodus 1. 17. Elizabeth Cellier also quoted from Exodus (1. 15-17, 20-21) in A Letter to Dr. ------ (AT).
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so troubled with the mother in an instant, When nothing would doe
her good of what others applied.”

Culpeper probably knew from Alice’s experiences of the increasingly intrusive presence of
the man-midwife. Culpeper’s ‘plain and easie’ rules for the midwife were intended to
enable her to ‘find [her] ... worke easie, [and] ... need not call for the help of a Man-
Midwife, which is a disparagement, not only to your selves, but also to your Profession’
(DM (1651), 14%)." Culpeper gave a glossary for thirty-two Latin medical terms used in
professional discourse and this again suggests that he sought to liberate his female reader
from the obscure language of the physicians (DM (1651), P6"-8"). Its interpretation of
medical terms was a useful addition to the text. The arteries, for example, ‘proceed from
the Heart, are in a continual motion, and by their continual motion quicken the Body: they
carry the Vital Blood to every part of the Body’ (DM (1651), P6"-7").

Culpeper’s manual was clearly popular as the swift appearance of an anonymously
published pirated edition in 1652 indicates. A copy, the only recorded in Wing, of this
edition is in the Hunterian Collection at Glasgow University Library (shelf-mark Add. 29).
Apart from excluding Cole’s advertisement and the ‘Errata Corrigenda’ the printer has
faithfully reproduced Cole’s first edition. Set in pica, it has an average of thirty-eight lines
per page against twenty-seven in Cole’s edition. This meant that the book required ten
sheets of paper, resulting in a forty per cent lower retail price for the pirated edition.

Along with 4 Directory for Midwives, The English Physitian and Culpeper’s
translation of the College’s Latin Pharmacopoeia were his most popular titles. We know
that William Bentley published pirated editions of the last two books and this therefore
raises the question whether he also published this pirated edition of 4 Directory for
Midwives. 1f it is the work of Bentley it is the first extant Culpeper-Cole title that he
pirated. As well as seizing Bentley’s press in October 1652, Cole printed and published a
new edition of A4 Directory for Midwives, which was sold at his shop in Cornhill and at
Richard Westbrook’s shop at Death’s Arm in Threadneedle Street.”” It was unusual for
Cole to include the name of another bookseller in the imprints of his Culpeper’s books. But

as Westbrook’s name or initials appear in only four imprints of extant books, all of them

> HP 28/1/65B. |
4 Tebeaux notes the development of a plain style of expression in technical manuals, which began to be

published during the Renaissance, and eventually displaced the tradition of oral transmission (‘Women
and Technical Writing’, p. 31).

75 The imprint reads: ‘Printed by Peter Cole in Leaden-Hall, And are to be sold at his Shop, at the
Printing-Press in Cornhill, neer the Royal Exchange: And R. Westbrook at Deaths Arm in Threadneedle-
street, against the Upper end of Broad-street. 1653’
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published by Cole, it appears that his shop was an additional retail outlet for Cole’s
books.”®

From 1651 to 1653, the book trade was effectively free from control following the
collapse of the 1649 Printing Act. In 1653, new measures were introduced and the Council
of State took over all control from the Company.”” Spurred on by the revival in the Printing
Act that covered the protection of publishers’ rights to copy, Culpeper and Cole prepared a
new edition of A4 Directory for Midwives. In 1653, they published this new edition
specifically designed to thwart sales of the pirated edition. In the new address to the reader,
undated but signed with Culpeper’s name, he wrote:

There is a Counterfeit Edition of this Book, which go[es] under my
Name, but I do disclaim it, for that it is notoriously false Printed: In
perusing one Sheet of the Counterfeit Edition, I find six Medicines
left out, and at least thirty gross Errors, such as corrupt the Sence, and
make the book none of my Issue, but a Bastard of their own; yet it
may be, they did it out of conscience, knowing themselves to be
Theeves in stealing the Right of other men by their Printing that false
Impression, and therefore they would have the child like the father,
viz. Horrible base and mischievous. (DM (1653), A4")

This passage is a comparison of the new 1653 edition with the pirated edition which
Bentley had accurately printed from a copy of the first edition. It deliberately misleads the
reader with the false impression that Bentley had introduced textual errors which would
prove dangerous if the receipts they occurred in were prepared.

In order to differentiate the ‘true impression’ from the pirated edition Culpeper gave
four typographical and bibliographical differences. Firstly, it is claimed the counterfeit
edition begins ‘Above all things, I hold it most fitting, that women, &c.’. The 1652 edition
does indeed begin with that line. In the revised edition (1653) Book Il begins at the top of
page 40, while it is correctly claimed that in the false edition it is at page 24. Thirdly, the
1653 edition has ‘the Figures of the Childs lying in the Womb ... inserted between page 54.

and 55.°, while in the false impression the plate was inserted between pages 44 and 45.

76 Westbrook first worked with Cole in 1648 when Jeremiah Burroughes’ Gospel-Worship: or, The Right
Marner of Sanctifying was printed for Peter Cole and R.W., however only Cole’s address was given in the
imprint suggesting the Cole was the dominant partner in the book’s production. On 9 September 1651,
Westbrook registered Christopher Love’s Mr Love’s Case (SR 1640-1708, 1, 377), eighteen days ear?y
George Thomason had already purchased a copy ‘for R.W. and Peter Cole at the Printing Press in
Cornhill’. In 1654 Westbrook worked with Cole for the last time when Simon Partlitz’s A New Method of
Physick, trans., was published by Cole, and sold by Samuel Howes, John Garfield, and Westbrook. The
two clearly had an established working relationship when Westbrooke’s name was included as one of
those authorised to accompany Cole on his seaches for seditious printing in August 1652 (Court Book C,

£. 269").
7 4&0, 11, 696-99.
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Finally, Book I1i in the ‘true’ edition begins at page 68, while it is claimed in the false
impression it begins at page 56. In the copy of the 1652 edition at Glasgow University
Library Book 11 actually begins at page 50, though a compositor’s error may account for
this difference by misreading the number six for a zero (see DM (1653), A4,

Culpeper had hoped that the 1653 edition might be ‘printed of a bigger letter’ than
the first, because ‘it being far more pleasant to reade in a fair Print than in a small’ (DM
(1653), A4"). This recognition of the importance of the choice of type-face for the
readability of a printed text is important because it indicates Culpeper’s involvement in the
print production of his Directory and that he appreciated his readers’ response to his printed
books. Despite Culpeper’s concern to produce a functional text this is belied by the
economic necessity of print production: the cost of such changes ‘would have made the
price higher than is now convenient’ (DM (1653), A4"). This is indicative of the decisions
made by publishers over the retail price of their books and expected sales. Culpeper’s
comment indicates that the primary motive was to keep retail costs low.

The 1653 edition is printed on eleven and a half sheets as against the seventeen and
a half sheets used for the first edition, despite a number of additions to the text. Cole
achieved this reduction in size, production costs, and in its final retail price, by following
the example of the pirated edition, and increasing the number of lines per page by thirty per
cent. In addition, on the verso of the title page, usually left blank, Cole printed his
advertisement, ‘The Titles of several Books, by Nich. Culpeper’, which included all
Culpeper’s books which Cole had published by 1653. A new section on ‘How to preserve
the Instruments of Generation’ dealt with diet and the importance of exercise to ensure the
production of healthy ‘seed’ (DM (1653), C8'-D4"). Furthermore, in Culpeper’s text the
opportunity is taken to advertise his own books through internal textual references. Thus
the reader is referred to his translation of Galen’s Art of Physick (1652), and new references
to The English Physitian, published the previous year, are added.”® 1 suggested above that
Cole made internal additions to Culpeper’s translation of the Pharmacopoeia and The
English Physitian which referred to his catalogue of books. We know that Culpeper’s
health deteriorated during 1653, and it is therefore possible that Cole made the textual
changes to this edition. As well as including advertisements, there is some evidence of

Cole censoring his author’s text. For example, the new address ‘To the Reader’ replaced

8 DM (1653), D1". The reader is also referred to Galen's Art of Physick (1652) to find information on
what the nature a wet-nurse ought to have (L6"). For references to The English Physitian and his
translation of the Pharmacopoeia, see G1¥, G4", K1".
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the attack on the College, and also removed was Culpeper’s original call for the
establishment of a free state, a system of government he likened to a band of ants who work
collectively for their common good without need of a monarchy (DM (1651), D5'-6").
These small alterations, presumably introduced as Cole saw the edition through the press,
reflect his growing sensitivity to a changing political situation.

The structure and organisation of Book 11 also differs from the first edition. A
distinction is made in the first between the physical and astrological development of the
foetus: in the second these are treated separately. New material is included on the
formation of the foetus, along with an expanded section describing its supposed astrological
development (DM (1653), E1™", E5'-F2"). Inserted into Book 1I is a new illustrative
engraving of the position of the foetus in the womb. It is far more detailed than the
illustration in the 1651 edition and is a more accurate copy of the figure in Adrian van den
Spegilius’ (1578-1625) De Formato Foeto ([Padua], 1626) (cf. Illustrations 9, 10, 17).
New remedies are given to promote conception, ease delivery, bring away the afterbirth,
and for the relief of afterbirth pains (DM (1653), K1%-2', K6', L2"). A new section on the
‘Content of [the] mind’ referred the reader to Jeremiah Burroughes’ The Rare Jewel of
Christian Contentment, a book first published in 1648 by Cole, for the best medicine to
ensure a contented mind (DM (1653), G7"). Despite claiming in 1651 that if he had missed
any terms in the glossary at the end of the book he would ‘willing[ly] ... satisfie all ... at the
next edition’, no changes were made when the text was revised (DM (1651), P8").

The increase in the number of obstetrical books following Culpeper’s Directory
brought new commercial pressures to bear. Cole’s 1653 publication was an attempt to
promote Cupeper’s Directory against the number of new titles that were appearing.79 These
new advice books were not specifically midwives’ manuals but appealed to a female
readership keen to assert control over the management of their body. Books began to
appear which included chapters or passages dealing with female illness. In 1652 an
anonymous translation of Nicolaas Fonteyn’s work was published entitled The Womans
Doctor. This book is divided into four sections that included explanations of the causes,
and herbal receipts for, diseases and discomfort specific to women. It also dealt with
pregnancy and labour, and gave remedies to cure barrenness, to guard against false

- 80
conception, to ease birth, and to promote the extraction of a dead foetus.” The anonymous

7 On the growth in the market for vernacular books on obstetrics in the 1650s, see Cressy, Birth,

Marriage, and Death, pp. 36-41. v ey ot
80 Nicolaas Fonteyn, The Womans Doctour, trans. (1652), 16-L4", O1"-5", O8 -P2..
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A Rich Closet of Physical Secrets (1652) included ‘The Child-bearers Cabinet’ consisting
of thirty-four paragraph length chapters which dealt with the ordering of pregnancy and
delivery.®’ The rest of the book gave remedies for more general ailments. The appeal of
the first section of the book was apparent to the publisher Simon Neale who, twenty-three
years later, published it as a small pamphlet ‘for the Publick Good’, entitled Every Woman
Her own Midwife: or a Compleat Cabinet Opened for Child-bearing Women (1675).
Leonard Sowerby’s The Ladies Dispensatory appeared in 1651, and is divided into sections
dealing with the causes of disease in particular parts of the body and possible remedies.
The section on ‘Simples serving the Matrix’ consisted of seventeen chapters, which gave
herbal concoctions to promote conception and cause miscarriage.*

In 1654 a new edition of The Birth of Mankind was published by the stationers
Henry Hood, Abel Roper, and Richard Tomlins. Culpeper’s book had taken over the
monopoly of the midwives’ book market from The Birth of Mankind, but its re-launch in
1654 threatened this position. Andrew Hebb, who published the previous edition in 1634,
had died ‘of a dropsie’ on 28 October 1648.2 On 2 July 1653 Hood, Roper, and Tomlins,
along with John Legatt, gained the right to the title from John Woodroffe, executor of
Hebb’s will.* The publishers of this new edition clearly intended to challenge the
Culpeper monopoly. It claimed to be ‘The Fourth Edition Corrected and Augmented’, but
on all three accounts this was an untruth. The influence of Culpeper’s Directory is also
immediately apparent when the title pages of the two books are compared (cf. Illustrations
11, 12). Before 1654, the title pages to the editions of The Birth of Mankind were made up
from woodcut panels forming a compartment in which only the title, subtitle and imprint
were printed.” In 1654, this style is replaced with a title page copied directly from A
Directory for Midwives. The new subtitle to The Birth of Mankind is the same and
according to this page the book was divided into the same nine books as Culpeper’s
Directory, although the text remained unaltered from previous editions.

This was a clear threat to Cole’s hold over the market which in 1656 was further

weakened by the publication of The Compleat Midwifes Practice (1656). This contained

81 A M., A Rich Closet of Physical Secrets (1652), BI"-E3".

82 [ eonard Sowerby, The Ladies Dispensatory (1651), L1*-M4".

8 Dict. 1641-1667, p. 95; The Obituary of Richard Smyth, ... Being a Catalogue of all such Persons as he
Knew in their Life: Extending from 1627 to 1674, ed. by Henry Ellis, Camden Society, 44, (London:
Printed for the Camden Society, 1989), p. 26.

8 SR 1640-1708,1, 421. . |

85 D’ Arcy Power, ‘The Birth of Mankind or the Woman’s Book: A Bibliographical Study’, The Library.

4th ser., 8 (1927), 1-37.



184

material from Observations Diuerses sur la Sterilité (Paris, 1617) by the French midwife
Louise Bourgeois, translated by Thomas Chamberlen and unidentified others, and was
published in 1656 by Nathaniel Brook, Cole’s trade rival.*® In the translator’s preface
Chamberlen grudgingly praised the intentions of the publishers of The Birth of Mankind
and The Expert Midwife, but disparages the content of both books. As for Culpeper,
Chamberlen took the opportunity to ridicule his rival.

Mr Culpeper, a man whom we otherwaies respect, should descend so
low, as to borrow his imperfect Treatise from those wretched
volumes, some of which are before mentioned and we must deale
faithfully with you [the reader], that, that small piece of his, intituled,
The Directory for Midwifes, is the most desperately defficient of them
all, except he writ for necessity he would could certainly have never
been so sinfull to have exposed it to the light.*’

Like all the midwives’ manuals of the period 4 Directory for Midwives was derived from
previously published books such as The Birth of Mankind and the other treatises on
midwifery, obstetrics and gynaecology discussed above. Therefore, although this criticism
is true, its assault on Culpeper’s reputation was commercially motivated. All protagonists
in the production of The Compleat Midwifes Practice and Culpeper’s Directory were
competing either for sales or patients. Similar attacks in later editions of both books, can
only fully be understood if the commercial milieu surrounding their publishing histories is
first appreciated.

In response to the expansion in the market for obstetrical books as well as the
attacks on Culpeper’s book, Cole printed another new edition of Culpeper’s Directory in
1656, to which he made minor alterations. In the struggle between Cole and Brook over the
rights to Culpeper’s legacy, the former had managed to secure the backing of Culpeper’s
widow, and he included her ‘Testimony, concerning her Husbands Books to be published
after his Death’, signed by Alice before ten witnesses on 18 October 1656. This attacked
Brook’s publication of Culpeper’s Last Legacy and asserted Cole’s right to her dead
husband’s manuscripts.88 Following this testimony, a note from Cole defended the book
from Chamberlen’s criticism, ‘because its conceived to be forged by a Man (without the

help of any Women) as impudent in this kind of forgery, as he [Brook] that is mentioned in

8 11 1650 Hartlib praised ‘The French Queen’s Midwifes Book written in French but translated also into
Latin is an excellent one but especially for the Mineral Medecin of Iron for opening of Women’s courses
and many other diseases’ (HP 28/ 1/69A). o
87 [Thomas Chamberlen], ‘Preface’, in Bourgeois, The Compleat Midwifes Practice, trans..(1656), A2 ‘-3
(A2"). On Bourgeois see Wendy Perkins, ‘Midwives versus Doctors: The Case of Louise Bourgeois’,

Seventeenth Century, 3 (1988), 135-57. ' -
8 Alice Culpeper, ‘Mris. Culpepers Information’, in DM (1656), A1°-3".
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Mris. Culpepers Epistle’ (DM (1656), A3"). The inclusion of these two sections indicates
that Cole intended this edition to establish his right to the medical works of Culpeper and
that he was prepared to defend his now deceased author from any criticism levelled at him.
Also included was a new advertisement for ‘Several Books printed by Peter Cole’ which
included eleven Culpeper titles (DM (1656), A7"-8").

The title page advertised ‘five Brass Figures, and Explanations of them ... never
printed before’, and inserted into Book 1t was an additional illustrative plate along with the
illustration of the foetus first used in 1653 (see Illustrations 13, 14). The new plate
contained five diagrams alongside accompanying explanatory text printed separately, and
depicted the foetal skeleton, foetus and placenta, and the circulation of blood to the
kidneys. The inclusion of costly new plates in each new edition of A Directory for
Midwives suggest that illustrative materials were an important feature to potential
purchasers.

The running title to this edition claimed that the text was enlarged, but it had
actually been set from a printed copy of the 1653 edition. Cole revised the preliminary
material which introduced the volume, but ‘was unwilling to make larg additions to this
smal Book’ because he did not want the price of the book to increase (DM (1656), M7"). It
is only in the penultimate gathering that the printer was forced to deviate from the layout
adopted in the 1653 edition. Some chapters in the earlier edition began on fresh pages if
the previous chapter had finished over half way down the preceding page. In 1656 the
printer ran the chapters on for the last two gatherings to ensure the edition did not exceed
twelve gatherings. The only alterations are the inclusion of new advertisements for
translations of the works of Vesling, Riolan, and Riviére.* For example, at the end of the
introductory passage to the first section of Book 1 Cole printed the following advertisement:

All these [the sexual organs] are far more exactly described in
Veslingus Anatomy in English. And also in Riolanus Anatomy they
are most cleerly described with the diseases incident to these parts
and the seat of the diseases. And for the cure of al diseases, see
Riverius Practice of Physick in English.”® (DM (1656), B2")

Further additions to the text refer the reader to The English Physitian Enlarged published in

1653, and the ‘last edition of the London Dispensatory’”" In the final gathering Cole

8 Cf. DM (1653 and 1656), B2", C3". In order to make room for the inclusion of the advertisement on
C3Y, Cole conflated a table of contents ((1653), C3") into prose ((1656), C3%). The referfar‘lces to
Culpeper’s translation of the College’s Pharmacopoeia are also revised to refer to the “last’ edition (ct.
(1653), G1%; (1656), G2").

% The advertisement is repeated on C3".

9 DM (1656), G1Y, G4", G5".
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printed a significant preview of his forthcoming books. He advertised a translation of
Lazare Riviére’s The Practice of Physick (1655), and Daniel Sennert’s Thirteen Books of
Natural Philosophy (1659), both supposedly translated by Culpeper. Cole even printed the
preface to the section ‘Of Womens Diseases’ and the contents of the entire book (totalling
24 chapters) of Culpeper’s translation of Riviere’s book (DM (1656), M7"-8"). Despite
these additions, Culpeper’s pledge, ‘to instruct you in the knowledge of Herbs before I am
half a year elder’, had not been removed, even though The English Physitian had been
published in 1652 and Culpeper had died in 1654 (DM (1656), F8").%2

Competition in the late 1650s had an adverse effect on Cole’s business, and in
1660, he reissued copies of the 1656 edition in partnership with his brother, Edward, who
had joined him in a business partnership.” In the 1660s, as we have already seen there is
evidence of Cole’s attempted reinvention of the Culpeper name with the publication of a
new edition of the Pharmacopoeia for which the original translation was radically revised
by unidentified members of the College. Likewise, in 1662, Cole published a new edition
entitled, Culpeper’s Directory for Midwives, which was not a revision of Culpeper’s book,
but is actually an abridged translation of the fourth book of Daniel Sennert’s Opera Omnia
(Paris, 1641).>* Cole marketed this title to exploit the Culpeper name. Firstly, the elevation
of his name to the head of the title page is a sign of the authoritative status which
‘Culpeper’ had obtained, while its subtitle, ‘a guide for women, the second part’, meant that
the book would have appealed to readers of the first book as it purported to contain
supplementary information. However, this book included little that would have been of
practical application for a midwife. The majority of the text is devoted to the symptoms
and cure of diseases of the womb and problems with menstruation and pregnancy, with a
final section on paediatrics. Although a few pages are given over to difficult births, there
are no illustrations of the various foetal positions which were a standard issue in midwives’

manuals, excepting Culpeper’s.95 In the text of Culpeper’s Directory there is no sign of

%2 Also still included is Culpeper’s plea in the conclusion to the book for new information which he would
then included in further editions (DM (1656), M3").

® According to Wing, extant copies of this edition are held in Yale Historical Medical Library and the
library of the College of Physicians of Philadelphia. I have not been able to physically examine either
g“olp();ng, ‘The Education of Midwives’, p 188. I have compared the contents of Culpeper’s Directory for
Midwives against the edition of Opera Omnia printed in four volumes at Lyon from 1654 to 1656. The
fourth book appears in volume four (pp. 627-790), and is divided into two sections. The first corresponds
to the first twelve books of Culpeper’s Directory, and the second section is translated as ‘A Tractate of the

Cure of Infants’. o
% Culpeper’s Directory for Midwives (1662), P1 -3%
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Culpeper’s authorial presence. The absence of the highly motivated attacks typical of his
earlier books and the date of publication indicate that Culpeper himself had nothing to do
with this translation. It is another example, therefore, of Cole attempting to profit from his
author’s name into which he had invested heavily. He also printed marginal references to
further books which he had published following Culpeper’s death, but which were written
in Culpeper’s voice. For example, ‘To cure al diseases Read my Sennertus, Platerus,
Riverius, Bartholinus, and Riolanus, of the last Edition’.”® In 1664, Peter Cole printed the
same text, only this time entitled Practical Physick: the Fourth Book and correctly
identified as a translation of Sennert’s book. Cole had set the type from the previous
edition, including the fictitious marginal voice of Culpeper, again advertising books with

7

which he had only spurious links.”” The removal of the Culpeper name reflected Cole’s

changing fortunes following the Restoration.

Birth Instruction and Illustration

Sixteenth-century medical writers and physicians attempted to limit the circulation of
medical knowledge by restricting it to the Latin language. During that century advances
were made in the anatomical procedures undertaken by continental physicians and, with the
development of printing techniques and the expansion of the publishing trade across
Europe, increasing use was made of the visual image. Patricia Crawford suggests that
‘diagrams of fémale anatomy in medical books were limited to male eyes only’.”® But this
was not the case. In the vernacular midwives’ manuals of the late sixteenth and
seventeenth centuries, descriptions and illustrations of the reproductive organs were
included.

In his recent essay, ‘Viewing the Body’, Robert G. Frank examines the way in
which anatomical knowledge and ideas about the body and its form ‘diffused across the

boundary between expert knowledge and middle-class structure’.”” T will argue that this

division was between professional scholarly learning and the tacit knowledge of the

% Ibid., 11*. Also, see N3', P1%, S6".

97 Daniel Sennert, Practical Physick: the Fourth Book, trans. by Abdiah Cole and others (1664). New
passages advertising Cole’s stock were also included to fill the blank space following the end of a chapter
(see H1", M1", N5", V7).

98 patricia Crawford, ‘Sexual Knowledge in England, 1500-1750, p. 86. |

9 Robert G. Frank, ‘Viewing the Body: Reframing Man and Disease in Commonwealth and Restoration
England’, in The Restoration Mind, ed. by W. Gerald Marshall (Newark: University of Delaware Press,

1997), 65-110 (p. 67)
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working midwife.'” Frank’s focus is on those translations and original surgical and
anatomical books published in English, such as the works of John Banister and Thomas
Vicary. Publishers and authors produced these type of books for surgeons and their
apprentices, rather than a lay audience. Midwives’ manuals, on the other hand, included
simplified information taken from these anatomical books and were read by lay readers as
well as professional audiences. Culpeper himself was claimed by Cole to have translated
Johann Vesling’s Syntagma Anatomicum (Frankfurt, 1641) into English as The Anatomy of
the Body of Man published in 1653 for ‘young Physitians and Chyrurgions’.'""" Although
Cole published this book during the author’s lifetime, Culpeper appears to have had little
influence on its contents. It contains none of the familiar Culpeper tirades against the
College or its monopoly. Again, in 1657, Peter Cole published a translation of
Encheiridium Anatomicum et Pathologicum (Leiden, 1649) by Jean Riolan, professor of
anatomy at Paris, intended for young physicians and surgeons. Midwives’ manuals,
including Culpeper’s, offered anatomical explanations necessary for the midwife to know
‘the Tools by which nature doth her work’, but their level of detail was far greater than was
necessary to the quotidian experiences of a midwife.

The founder of scientific anatomy is regarded as Andreas Vesalius (1514-64) who
became professor of anatomy at Padua in 1537.1% In 1543 Vesalius’s De Fabrica was
published at Basel, in which the structure of the human body was revealed in 663 folio
pages with over three hundred illustrations. The success of this book, and the source of its
subsequent fame, is founded upon its outstanding plates which are a landmark in the history

9 Numerous Vesalian copyists followed his illustrations. The

of anatomical illustration.'
work of one engraver, Thomas Geminus (d. 1562), associates the first midwives’ manual
published in English, The Birth of Mankind with the anatomical work of Vesalius.
Geminus was an émigré working in London, and he produced two simplified engravings
from De Fabrica for the publisher Thomas Raynald. These plates were included in the

revised edition of The Birth of Mankind published in 1545, and are believed to be among

10 O the contrast between ‘tacit’ knowledge and professional culture see Goranzon and Florin,
‘Introduction’, in Artificial Intelligence, Culture and Language, ed. by Goéranzon and Florin, 3-5.
11 yohann Vesling, The Anatomy of the Body of Man, trans. ( 1653), title page.

102 pussell, British Anatomy 1525-1800, pp. 2-3.
193 Op Vesalius, his career, and the background to the publication of De Fabrica see Thornton and

Reeves, Medical Hllustration, pp. 55-61; K.B. Roberts and J.D.W. Tomlinson, The Fabric of the Body:
European Traditions of Anatomical Illustration (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1992), pp. 126-43; Jonathan
Sawday, The Body Emblazoned: Dissection and the Human Body in Renaissance Culture (London:

Routledge, 1995; repr. 1996), pp. 66-78.
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the first copperplate engravings in an English book.'® Despite this, subsequent editions of
The Birth of Mankind reverted to inferior but cheaper wood-cut illustrations (see Illustration
15). In The Expert Midwife (1637), similar illustrations revealed the dissected structure and
arrangement of the female reproductive organs.

Along with such detailed illustrations, the use of the vernacular for texts on
obstetrics and gynaecology was also controversial. In The Birth of Mankind (1545),
Raynald was forced to defend the book’s appearance in English against objections that the
gynaecological information therein was being read by ‘euery boy and knaue ... as openly as
the tales of Roben hood’.'” Patricia Crawford gives the example of James McMath who,
in 1694, a hundred-and-fifty years later, omitted any account of the sexual organs in his
book, ‘lest it might seem execrable to the more chast and shamefast, through Bawdiness
and Impurity of Words®.'® A further example of this controversy is the early publishing
history of Crooke’s Microcosmographia (1615), already mentioned in Chapter One (pp. 29-
30). Crooke’s book included sections on the anatomy of the sexual organs accompanied by
illustrations borrowed from Vesalius, to which the College objected and tried to have
removed. In The Expert Midwife (1637) the translator answered the charge that ‘it is unfit
that such matters should bee published in the vulgar tongue, for young heads to prie into’,
with the following defence:

My intentions herein are honest and iust, and my labours I bequeath to
all grave, modest and discreet woman ... And whose helps upon
occassion of extreame necessity may be useful and good, both for
mother, child, and mid-wife. But young and raw heads, Idle
servingman, prophane fidles, scoffes, jesters, rogues: ... I neither
meant it to you, neither is it fit for you.'”

According to The Birth of Mankind, ‘the simplest Midwife which can reade, may both
. . , 108

vnderstand for her better instruction, and also other women that have need of her helpe !

However, the inclusion of anatomical information is also suggestive of a male readership as

Raynald acknowledged in his prologue to the “women Reader’:

There is no man whatsoeuer hee bee, that shall become an absolute
and perfect Physitian, unlesse he haue an absolute and perfect

104 Harvey Cushing, A Bio-Bibliography of Andreas Vesalius (New York: Schuman’s, 1943), pp. 119-22;
Thornton and Reeves, Medical lllustration, p. 61; Russell, British Anatomy 1525-1800, p. 3; LeRoy
Crummer, ‘The Copper Plates in Raynalde and Geminus’, Proceedings of the Royal Society of Medicine,
20 (1926), 53-56. | - |

105 ps (1545), preface, quoted by Eccles, ‘The Early Use of English for Midwiferies 1500-1700°, p. 381.
106 James McMath, The Expert Midwife (Edinburgh, 1694), preface, quoted by Crawford, ‘Sexual
Knowledge in England, 1500-1750°, p. 93.

107 EA£(1637), A4™-5".

108 BAf(1634), A2".
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knowledge of all the inwards and outwards of mans and womans
bodies.'”

These early midwives® books were written and translated by professional males and
established a trend that subsequent manuals followed.''® Guillemeau wrote his originally

for the ‘young Chirurgian’, in which he argued for the importance of a surgeon’s attendance

i1

at a mother’s delivery.'"" The inclusion of Latin receipts will have been of little use to the

practising midwife or a young surgeon, very few of whom could have read Latin.'"? In this
respect, the translator of Guillemeau’s book produced a work that fundamentally respected
the male dominated medical hierarchy.

Culpeper argued that it was vital for a midwife to possess knowledge of the
anatomy and workings of the reproductive organs:

Above all things I hold it most fitting, that Women (especially
Midwives) should be well skiled in the exact knowledge of the
Anatomy of these Parts. ... A Midwife is ... Natures helper, and how
can any help Nature, and not be well skilled in the Tools by which
Nature doth her work? (DM (1651), B1™)

A Directory for Midwives begins with an introducing to the ‘Vessels dedicated to
GENERATION’, and proceeds to describe both the female and male reproductive organs (DM
(1651), B1'-D4"). Culpeper briefly described the womb and ‘privy passage’, and singled
the classical works of Galen and Hippocrates for criticism. Describing the uterus, Culpeper
wrote:

It differs much in form from the Matrix of Beasts, and that Galen was
ignorant of, for indeed and in truth, Galen never saw a Man nor
Woman dissected in his life time, it being accounted abominable in
his time to use such supposed cruelty upon a dead Corps, and
therefore he dissected only Apes, which was the cause he wrote such
an Apish Anatomy. (DM (1651),D1")

In Book 11 on the ‘Formation of the Child in the Womb’, Culpeper admitted that it was
difficult to learn anything about this because ‘most Women that lie on their death beds
when they are with child, miscarry before they die’ (DM (1651), E4"). Despite this
warning, he still criticised Galen and Vesalius who, he claimed, ‘never saw a Woman
Anatomized’ (DM (1651), E4"). The basis for Culpeper’s attack was the medical hierarchy
which deemed it below a physician’s rank to dirty his hand in surgical practice. This was

traditionally the work of barber-surgeons. Physicians would attend dissections but would

19 1bid., B2". _
110 yzanne W. Hull, Chaste, Silent & Obedient: English Books for Women 1475-1640 (San Marino:

Huntington Library, 1982), p. 17.
1l cB 2nd edn (1635), 291". o
112 Bor examples of Latin receipts, see CB, 2nd edn (1635), F3', F3", F4", GI', G2', G3", G4", HI'.
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not demean themselves by taking up the knife. In contrast, Culpeper claimed to have seen
‘one Woman opened that died in Child-bed, not delivered, and that is more by one than
most of our Dons have seen’ (DM (1651), E4™). Culpeper also referred to the work of
Hippocrates, Realdo Columbus (1510-59), and Spegilius, who all described the position of
the foetus in the womb. Culpeper confirmed the accuracy of this depiction, and claimed to
have been ‘not unskilled in most Anatomists that have written, and have been an Eye-
witness’ to all the anatomical information in the Directory (DM (1651), B3".

In Jane Sharp’s The Midwives Book, the first manual authored by a female and
published twenty years after Culpeper’s Directory in 1671, anatomical descriptions and
illustrations of the reproductive organs were included.'”” Likewise, in James Wolveridge’s
Speculum Matricis: or, The Expert Midwives Handmaid, also published in 1671, similar
illustrations of the female organs copied from The Expert Midwife appear. However, the
vast majority of births that midwives attended were uncomplicated and delivered from head
presentations and the degree of anatomical detail in these manuals was therefore not

necessary for the everyday work of the average midwife.'"*

This raises the question why
this information was necessary at all. Audrey Eccles suggests, the ‘triumph of English’ was
inevitable due to ‘the social and educational status of midwives, and the state of
midwifery’.'”” Before Jane Sharp’s manual in 1671 all English midwiferies were written or
translated by male physicians. Their work sought to raise the professional standards of the
midwife in the hierarchy of practitioners by integrating the learning of the male medical
elite into a midwife’s portfolio of knowledge. That is, these manuals sought to apply
knowledge derived from the exclusively male dissection theatre to the midwives’ practice.
It is questionable, though, just how this type of information and level of anatomical detail
could assist a midwife.

Throughout his Directory Culpeper mentioned an array of medical and anatomy

authors.''® Despite the exalted medical ancestry evident in the passages on anatomy in the

early manuals, Roger Thompson in his study of bawdy literature identifies the ‘quasi-

113 Jane Sharp, The Midwives Book: or, the Whole Art of Midwifery (1671), BI-F8'. See Elaine Hobby,
Virtue of Necessity: English Women’s Writing 1 649-88 (London: Virago Press, 1988), pp. 18§-87.

114 Wilson estimates that normal births accounted for 95 per cent of deliveries that midwives attended
(The Making of Man-Midwifery, pp. 11-24; ‘Memorial’, pp. 143-46).

115 Eccles, ‘The Early Use of English for Midwiferies 1500-1700°, p. 377. . r

116 1n DM (1651) Culpeper refers to (among others): Avicenna (C2°), Andreas Vesalvlus (E4 )’, Jean Fernel
(E1"), Spegilius, Bartholomaeus (E1"), Albert Magnus (K2"), Rembert Dodoens (Kjl ), André Du Laurens
(K4"), Aétius of Amida (M7"), Helkiah Crooke (N6, Ale.xander Read (N5 ),‘ as well as Galen,
Hippocrates, and Aristotle. This does not mean that he necessarily read them: more likely, he copied them
out from reading secondary books and compiling them, possibly, in a commonplace-book.
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instructional manual of sexual technique’ as a popular medium for such literature to appear
in print.'””  David Cressy also believes that this genre of medical literature ‘risked
pandering to prurient interest in the slippery passage between gynaecology and
pornography’.''® Some contemporary readers did associate 4 Directory for Midwives with
sexual literature and this indicates that Culpeper’s and other manuals were read in at least
two ways: firstly, as instructive manuals, and secondly as a seventeenth-century sex book.
In his prefatory letter to John Hester’s translation of Leonard Fioravanti’s Three
Exact Pieces (1652), William Johnson attacked A Directory for Midwives. Johnson was
employed as the College of Physician’s chemist and his work was therefore politically
motivated. Nevertheless, he wrote of ‘a Gentleman and Scholars censure upon your Book,
who perusing some passage in it in a booksellers shop, asked whether Culpeper made that
obsceane book or no[t], and being answered he did, replied, truly Culpeper hath made
Culpaper fit to wipe ones breech withall’."" Culpeper replied in 1653 when he revised his

Directory and claimed to have written for ‘al honest people’ who had to:

Search out the secrets of Nature, whereby we may preserve our own
lives the more to glorifie our Maker, and to communicate that
Knowledge, which by our industry we have obtained, unto the Sons of
men our Brethren. (DM (1653), B1Y, B2")

Another example of the contemporary association between midwives’ manuals and more
bawdy literature given by Thompson is from the anonymous The Practical Part of Love
published in 1660."”° 1In the library of ‘Love’s University’, are Culpeper’s Directory, The

Compleat Midwife, The Birth of Mankind, and Child Birth or the Happy Deliverie of

1

Women, alongside more bawdy and pornographic titles."””' Later in the century, Thomas

Brown attacked John Dryden for translating ‘a certain luscious part of Lucretius ... [fit] only

to keep company with Culpeppers Midwife, or the English Translation of Aloysia Sigea’ 12

117 Roger Thompson, Unfit for Modest Ears: A Study of Pornographic, Obscene and Bawdy Works
Written or Published in England in the Second Half of the Seventeenth Century (London: Macmillan
Press, 1979), p.21.

U8 Cressy, Birth, Marriage, and Death, p. 39.

119 William Johnson, ‘Friend Culpeper’, in Leonardo Fioravanti, Three Exact Pieces, trans. (1652), B1'-4*
B3Y).

gzo T)hompson, Unfit for Modest Ears, p. 161. This claimed to be ‘extracted out of the Extravagant and
Lascivious LIFE of a Fair but Subtle Female’ (The Practical Part of Love (1660), title page).

120 1he Practical Part of Love, pp. 39-40. Titles included: Venus Undrest; ‘the Life of Mother Cunny
never yet printed in Folio’; Francious Bawdy History, Lusty Dollery, Venus her Cabinet Unlockt; ‘The
Chrafty Whore reprinted in Folio, with the English Bawd’ . o

122’ (ited in David Foxon, Libertine Literature in England 1660-1745 (New York: University B9oks,
1965), p. 6. Foxon does not give any substantive references, but Brown wrote the anonymously pub!lshed
The Reasons of Mr. Bays Changing his Religion (1688) in response to Dryden’s (Mr. Bay) translation of
passages from Lucretius in his Sylve: or, the Second Part of Poetical Miscellanies (1685). See The

Reasons of Mr. Bays Changing his Religion (1688), B1".
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Other contemporary readers also associated midwives’ manuals with titles that intended to
give sexual titillation rather than obstetrical instruction. Often young readers curious about
sex hoped to learn about such matters from a midwives’ manual or medical text. One such
reader, identified by Mary Fissell, was John Cannon who read his mother’s 4 Directory for
Midwives to glean sexual information.'?*

Aristotles Master-Piece (1684) is regarded by modern commentators as a piece of
lewd literature. In the 1680s, though, it was declared as ‘very necessary for all Midwives,
Nurses, and Young-Married Women’, and, along with other titles using the name
‘Aristotle’, offered a mixture of medical folk-lore and medical knowledge distilled from
printed authorities.'** In William Wycherley’s The Plain Dealer (1677), the litigious
widow Blackacre is offered Culpeper’s Directory, Aristotles Problems, and The Compleat
Midwife by the bookseller’s boy.'” The association between Culpeper’s manual and
Aristotles Problems, which historians treat as a vehicle for sexual titillation in the late
seventeenth century, is revealing. Aristotles Master-Piece included information on the
practice of midwifery which is very detailed and its author was wary less the description of
the female sexual organs ‘may be turned by some Lascivious and lude Person into
ridicule’.’® The illustrative material included in a particular book is often an indicator as
to its reader’s interests, and as I have shown the early midwives’ manuals included
woodcuts of the dissected sexual organs derived from the anatomical textbooks of the time.

If Aristotles Master-Piece might be read for titillation then we would expect the
illustrative woodcuts included in the book to be of the sexual organs. Instead, illustrations
of ‘monstrous’ births are given which demonstrate the folk-lore which surrounded
pregnancy and birth. For example, woodcuts of a half-man-half-dog and a winged child
with the foot of an eagle are given. Illustrations of these fantastical births pandered to the
public’s morbid fascination with such images and were included to show how God could
punish sinful and sexually deviant persons.127 These images are seen nearly fifty years

earlier in The Expert Midwife.'*® The public’s interest in such fantastical births is evident

13 John Cannon’s diary (Somerset Record Office, DD/SAS C/1193/4, p. 41), cited by Fissell, ‘Gender and
Generation’, p. 456, n. 93.

124 gristotles Master-Piece (1684), quoted by Thompson, Unfit for Modest Ears, p. 162.

125 Wycherley, ‘The Plain Dealer’, Act 111, 1, 282-85.

126 gristotles Master-Piece (1684), E4".

27 1bid., 117, 124, 137, 14", 15", 16".

128 For example, the following: ‘In the yeere 1547. at Cracovia, a very strange Monster was borne, which
lived three daies; his head did somewhat resemble the shape of a mans, but that his eyes flamed like fire;
his Nose was long & hooked; and stood like the shin-bone of the legge, or trunck of an Elephant, in the
joynts of his members, neere the shoulders, upon the elbowes and the knees, there appeared dogs heads:
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from further titles such as 4 Declaration of a Strange and Wonderfull Monster: Born in
Kirkham Parish in Lancashire published in 1646. This pamphlet included a wood-cut
illustration of a headless body on its title page and included testimonies to its existence by
the minister of the parish, Mr. Fleetwood, and the midwife, Mrs. Gattaker.

Roy Porter and Leslie Hall suggest that Aristotles Master-Piece should be ‘seen as
part of the commercialization of popular sexual beliefs into print culture than as a tool
crafted for the control of minds and manners’.'” Their analysis grants this book and its
predecessors a multifunctional status. The illustrations of ‘monstrous’ births sought to
deter illicit sexual practices in the population and as such were intended to direct sexual
belief and behaviour. However, the advice for midwives was excellent and the descriptions
of the sexual organs informative rather than titillating. To a twentieth-century reader this
book seems only quasi-medical due to its blend of folk-lore, sexual anatomical details, and
herbal receipts. But placed within the social complexity of its production and original
reception it was informative and instructive, and no doubt many readers will have read it as
such. The similarity between Aristotles Master-Piece, Culpeper’s A Directory for
Midwives, and the earlier The Birth of Mankind and The Expert Midwife argues that to
dismiss the ‘quasi-instructional manual of sexual technique’ as a form of lewd literature, as
Thompson appears to do, fails to relate their content to the experiences of sex, pregnancy,
and child-birth in the early-modern period.

In fact, The Expert Midwife, Guillemeau’s Child Birth, and The Birth of Mankind
included technical advice relating to actual delivery. They gave instruction on the use of
the birthing-stool during delivery, and included illustrations showing the different foetal
positions and the methods to deliver the child safely (see Illustrations 18, 19).”% These
birthing-figures were included in the manuals published in the 1670s but are conspicuous
by their absence in Culpeper’s Directory.131 Willughby was critical of the divisive use to
which such illustrative material could be put. He tells of one midwife who would show her

clients ‘these pictures of the children, assuring them, that, by these, they bee directed, and

his hands and feete were like unto the feete of a Goose; he had two eyes above his Navell; a taile behinde
like a beasts, having a hooke at the end’ (EM (1637), LT").

129 Roy Porter and Lesley Hall, The Facts of Life: The Creation of Sexual Knowledge in Britain, 1650-
1950 (New Haven and London: Yale University Press, 1995), p. 51.

130 BAf (1634), H2Y, HA™-5". CB, 2nd edn (1635), L3*-M4", N4"-R3",

131 Gimilar illustrations appear in BM (1634); EM (1637); CB (1612); Bourgeois, Compleat Midwifes
Practice, trans. (1656); William Sermon, The Ladies Companion, or The English Midwife (1671); Sharp,
The Midwives Book (1671); James Wolveridge, Speculum Matricis: or, The Expert Midwives Handmaid

(1671).
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perfected, and much enlightened in the way of midwifery’."””* From an analysis of
Willughby’s case notes, Wilson has calculated that ninety per cent of the births attended by
Willughby were problematic to some degree, while a female-midwife might see an arm
presentation, for example, only once every three years.'> In The Making of Man-Midwifery
(1995) Wilson identifies the presence of the male medical practitioner in the birthing-room
during difficult and irregular deliveries as the genesis of the man-midwife. The inclusion of
information on such deliveries in these manuals could therefore be indicative of a male
readership as well as a midwife seeking advice for those infrequent cases.

It is striking that Culpeper did not include similar instruction. However, in his
preface he argued that knowledge of ‘the Practical part’ of midwifery, the act of delivery
itself, belong to the midwife only (DM (1651), §4"). This omission appears to have been
deliberate, for Culpeper wrote,

I have not medled with your Callings nor Manual Operations, lest I
should discover my Ignorance like Phormio the Phylosopher, who
having never seen Battel, undertook to reade a Military Lecture
before Hanibal, the best Soldier in the World. DAME NATURE was
the Mother of what I have written, and it hath been verified by her
two Sons, Dr Reason, and Dr Experience.™ (DM (1651), M6")

The omission of the usually obligatory series of figures depicting various possible foetal
positions in Culpeper’s Directory is important. It makes a statement not only about the
content of his book but also supports the midwife in her battle with the male practitioner
infringing upon her vocation. By keeping such knowledge secret Culpeper hoped to protect
their monopoly. Culpeper knew midwives, probably through his wife who was no doubt
practising during this period, despite only receiving a licence in 1665, and was aware of
their uncertain predicament during the 1640s (DM (1651), D1").

The result of this exclusion again indicates that the book was intended to serve
more as a ‘guide for women’ rather than, as its title claimed, 4 Directory for Midwives. It
was not his intention Culpeper wrote ‘to teach Midwives how to perform their Office, for
that they know already, or at least should know, It being far beside my intent to tell them
what they know already, but to instruct them in what they know not’ (DM (1651), L8").

Most seventeenth-century mothers were delivered without problem following the course of

132 Willughby, Observations in Midwifery, p. 341, quoted by King, ‘The Education of Midwives’, p. 190.
133 Wilson, ‘Memorial of Eleanor Willughby’, pp. 143-46.

B4 This image is employed by Elizabeth Cellier in To Dr. -—--- (1688): she mocks the physician who
‘fetches his Book, studies the Case, and teaches the Midwife to perform her work; this is like the
philosopher Phormio, who read a military lecture to Hannibal the Great’ (p. 7). See King, ‘The Education

of Midwives’, p. 193.
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"DAME NATURE’ and there was therefore no need to describe a mother’s actual delivery.
Rather, as Culpeper argued, a midwife would learn the natural course of delivery through

experience; that is, through the ‘unofficial’ system of apprenticeship described by Evenden-

Nagy.m

Even non-specialist books, such as 4 Rich Closet of Physical Secrets, published in
1652, included information directly relevant to the procedures of birth."*® The midwife, it
reported, should follow the following custom:

WHen the pangs of child-bearing women increase more and more, let
the Midwife inwardly annoint the secret ... parts [with medicinal oils]
. nor let her set the woman in the seat, before she perceiveth the
womb to be loosed and ... the humours to flow ... Moreover, she
may not bring her to labour ... before the birth shew it self to her
view ... But she shall ... diligently observe on what part the birth
move itself, for if it come the right way, she shall annoint ... the
secret parts with ... Oils; and if it declineth to the sides, she shall with
both hands govern and dispose the belly, that it may fall to the mouth
of the womb ... And if the hand or feet shew itself first, the Midwife,
with a soft and gentle hand, ... shall gently reduce it into place."’

Likewise, in Chamberlen’s translation of Bourgeois’s The Compleat Midwifes Practice
(1656) chapters described the preparation of the birthing-room, and the procedures of

delivery in detail:

THe Midwife seeing the birth come naturally, ... must now encourage
her patient, admonishing her to shut her mouth, and to hold her
breath, and to strain and endeavour with her lower parts; Neither
ought the Midwife be too hasty, ... And here is to be noted, the
ignorance of some women, who for haste to be gone to other women,
do tear the membranes with their nail, to the danger, both of the
woman, and of the childe, ... When the head comes forth ... the
Midwife must take it gently between her two hands, and then when
the pains increase, slipping down her hands under the armholes,
gently drawing forth the Infant, ... This must be done with a very
delicate and tender hand."®

This is the very type of detail omitted in Culpeper’s Directory. Its exclusion was clearly
intentional because even if Culpeper himself had no practical experience of delivery this
material could easily have been copied from any one of the manuals already in print.139
Here is a male author, prepared to attack the College of Physicians and its medical

monopoly, while at the same time is willing to protect the secrets of midwifery knowledge.

135 Eyenden-Nagy, ‘Mothers and their Midwives in Seventeenth-century London’, p. 9.
136 A M., A Rich Closet of Physical Secrets (1652), B4"-C2".

7 Ibid., C1™.

138 Bourgeois, Compleat Midwifes Practice, trans. (1656), G1'-2",

139 Eor example, BM (1634), G5"-H7"; EM (1637), F6'-G5'".
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The fact, then, that Culpeper deliberately chose to respect the midwives’ monopoly is
important. His omission endorsed the system of apprenticeship, observation and experience
through which a midwife learnt this tacit knowledge.

During the 1660s there was a hiatus in the production of midwives’ books. This
may have been due to the reintroduction of episcopal licensing which gave control of the
profession to those who knew nothing about pregnancy. But, in the 1670s, manuals written
by midwives began to be published in which writers such as Elizabeth Cellier and Jane
Sharp decried the lack of medical education for midwives. New manuals by Sharp and
James Wolveridge included text borrowed from Culpeper’s Directory and The Expert
Midwife.'*°

William Sermon’s (c. 1629-79) The Ladies Companion, or The English Midwife,
also published in 1671, is addressed to the ‘most Accomplish’d Ladies and Gentlewomen
of ENGLAND’, and written for ‘the use and benefit of my country’.'*! Included are the
birthing-figures and procedures for delivery, along with the surgical methods to extract a
dead foetus, found in all but Culpeper’s midwives’ manual. Sermon argued from self-
interest that only a male surgeon should undertake to deliver a difficult labour.'** He
practised in Bristol where he received a certificate vouching for his cures after successfully
attending the Duke of Albermare for dropsy. Following this success he was awarded a
medical degree by Cambridge University at the request of Charles II, and was later made
physician-in-ordinary to the king.'*® As well as The Ladies Companion, Thomas printed
numerous editions of 4n Advertisement Concerning Those Most Famous and Safe

'*" This small pamphlet

Cathartique and Diuretique Pills for Sermon during the 1670s.
advertised Sermon’s pills and identified Thomas as their retailer. In The Ladies Companion

Sermon and Thomas took advantage of the advertising medium of print. The book includes

140 Por example, see passages on testing for pregnancy in DM (1651), 18"; EM (1637), N5*-6"; Sharp, The
Midwives Book, H4"; Wolveridge, Speculum Matricis, H1'-2". For similar attacks on anatomists, see
Sharp, The Midwives Book, K3"; DM (1651), E4™. On Sharp see Eve Keller, ‘Mrs Jane Sharp: Midwifery
and the Critique of Medical Knowledge in Seventeenth-century England’, Women’s Writing: The
Elizabethan to Victorian Period, 2 (1995), 101-11; Towler and Bramall, Midwives in History and Society,
pp. 91-96.

"1 Sermon, The Ladies Companion, A3™.

"2 Ibid., KT".

143 DNB; CSPD 1669, p. 441.

144 Wwilliam Sermon, An Advertisement concerning those most famous and safe cathartique and diuretique
Pills, 4th edn (1671). Thomas also published Sermon’s A Friend to the Sick, or, the Honest English
Mans Preservation. Shewing the Causes, Symptoms, and Cures of Diseases ... With a Particular
Discourse of the Dropsie, Scurvie, and Yellow Jaundice ... Whereunto is Added, a True Relation of Some
... Cures Effected by the Authors ... Cathartique and Diuretique Pills (1673).
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frequent references to the author’s cathartic and diuretic pills, and includes the following
advertisement, printed at the end of the first gathering:

Dr. William Sermon his Famous Cathartique & diuretique Pills, so
well known for the Cure of the Dropsie, Scurvy, and all other Salt,
Sharp, and Watry Humors, &c., are sold by Edward Thomas at the
Adam and Eve in Little Brittain; who is Solely Deputed by the said
Doctor to make the Sale thereof, and he to appoint others to sell them
not only in the City of London, But in all other parts of the Kingdom.

The 4s. Box contains 20 pills, the 8s. Box 40 pills, the 12s. contains
60 pills.'*?

Thomas and Sermon hoped to profit from exploiting the retail network which had
developed along with the expansion of the book trade. The experiences of the bookseller
could easily be adapted to profit from selling medicines. This resulted not only in the
promotion of new medicines from a bookseller’s stall but also the printing of pamphlets,
broadsheets, and sheets to advertise these medicines, their producers, and the outlets from
where they could be had.'*

James Wolveridge likewise called for the presence of the male surgeon in his
Speculum Matricis.'*" In the sections dealing with the art of delivery Wolveridge adopted a
catechistical structure relating a dialogue between a male doctor (Philadelphos) and a
female midwife (Mrs Eutrapelia). Birthing-figures are included in the book, and when Mrs
Eutrapelia is quizzed by the male physician he leads her into describing the birthing stool
and revealing the procedures of delivery.'*® Mrs Eutrapelia is presented as a midwife with
skill and knowledge derived from her own experiences. However, when the interlocutors
turned to the application of surgical procedures in difficult labours Wolveridge chose to use
Mrs Eutrapelia’s voice to recommend that such instances should be turned over to ‘learned

9

Physitians, and Chirurgeons, ... both for assistance and direction’.'® In contrast to

Wolveridge and Sermon’s manuals, Jane Sharp’s book on midwifery was written for the

female-midwife and sought to protect her practical knowledge."*°

145 William Sermon, The Ladies Companion, A8". For references to his medicines, see B§", C1", D1".

146 See John Alden, ‘Pills and Publishing: Some Notes on the English Book Trade, 1660-1715°, The
Library, 5th ser., 7 (1952), 21-37; and Decline, pp. 38-45. Another example of the use of print to
advertise a practitioner’s medicines is in Medicatrix, or the Woman-Physician (1675). This book was a
vindication by Mary Trye of Dr. Thomas O’Dowde ‘against [the] abusive reflections of Henry Stubbe, a
Physician at Warwick’ (title page). Although this title does not contain any medicinal information, Trye
does take the opportunity to advertise her medicines in the final leaf of the book.

147 Herbert R. Spencer, ‘Wolveridge’s “Speculum Matricis” (1671), with Notes on Two MS. Copies in the
Society’s Library’, Proceedings of the Royal Society of Medicine, 20 (1926), 1080-86.

148 Wolveridge, Speculum Matricis, C6", DA-FT".

' Ibid., GT".

150 See Hobby, Virtue of Necessity, pp. 185-86.
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Of all the manuals published during the century, Culpeper’s Directory is the only
one to exclude birthing-figures and the procedures to be followed during natural and
difficult births. Material on male and female anatomy attempted to supplement the
midwives’ knowledge, whilst at the same time subjecting the vocation to the male
professional hierarchy. This brought competition into the medical marketplace and led to
what Roy Porter has termed the ‘[plopularization of expertise’.'”’ These manuals
privileged formal and professional education over the daily experiences of the midwife
which remain unrecorded in these manuals. This movement towards the medicalisation of
birth was responsible for the emergence of the man-midwife. In the last decades of the
century, the midwifery manual was divisive in the dominance of the book learned male
over the formally uneducated but experienced female-midwife. However, if Culpeper’s

manual is located in the medical and book trade marketplace of the 1650s, then the

commercialism that Porter locates in the 1680s is already apparent.

151 Roy Porter, ‘The Literature of Sexual Advice Before 1800°, in Sexual Knowledge, Sexual Science, ed.
by Porter and Teich, 134-57 (p. 135).



S: Page-Layout and the Structure of Medical Books

The purpose of all printing, whether of words or

of pictures, is to communicate — ideas,
information, instructions or emotions.

Herbert Spencer,

The Visible Word (1969), p. 40

hereby tounges are knowen, knowledge
groweth, judgement increaseth, bookes are
dispersed, the Scripture is sene, the Doctours be
read, storyes be opened, tymes compared, truth
decerned, falsehode detected, and with finger
poynted, and all ... thorough the benefite of
printyng.'
John Foxe,
Actes & Monuments (1576)

The scope of bibliography is no longer restricted to the physical processes of production
and reproduction of printed books. Modern bibliographers are also concerned with the
transmission of meaning through the social network of author, printer and reader. In this
transmission the presentation of the text is an important facet of a reader’s understanding.”
Consequently, the decisions of the printer, compositor, and publisher concerning format,
style and type are important. From the sixteenth century, authors too were aware that
readers’ perceptions of their work was influenced by such decisions. Literary scholars have
only recently begun to appreciate the intricacies of this. Printed mise-en-page is of
paramount importance to the presentation of information and, as this chapter demonstrates,
in popular medical receipt books it offered new possibilities for the ordering of information.

In his work on the physical structure of a book and its production, Gérard Genette
argues that any text rarely exists in ‘an unadorned state’ but is accompanied by ‘a certain

number of ... productions ... [that] surround it and extend it, precisely in order to present

! Quoted by Frederick Kiefer, Writing on the Renaissance Stage: Written Words, Printed Pages,
Metaphoric Books (London: Associated University Presses, 1996), p. 65.

2 See George Bornstein and Theresa Tinkle, ‘Introduction’, in The Iconic Page in Manuscript, Print, and
Digital Culture, ed. by George Bornstein and Theresa Tinkle (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press,
1998), 1-6. William Slights’ case study of the relationship between the marginalia and main text of John
Dee’s General and Rare Memorials (1577), shows how this could influence a reader’s perception of the
work (‘The Cosmopolitics of Reading: Navigating the Margins of John Dee’s General and Rare
Memorials’, in The Margins of the Text, ed. by D.C. Greetham (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press,
1997), 199-227).
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it’.> These values form the paratext of a work that enable ‘a text to become a book and to
be offered as such to its readers and, more generally, to the public’.’ Authority for the
paratext is divided between its epitext and peritext. The epitext operates outside the book,
for example, reviews and author interviews, whereas the peritext functions within the
covers of the book, and often constitutes publishing house conventions which determine the
material construction of a book. The notion of a peritext when applied to early printed
books can reveal the complex relationships between author, compositor, printer and
publisher whereby the decisions they made determined the visual appearance of a printed
text.’ Socio-bibliographers, such as D.F. McKenzie, argue that the crux of any textual or
bibliographical study of an early modern text is the recognition of the complexity of this
relationship.

In this chapter I argue that the significance of typography and page-layout in
medical receipt books demonstrate the collaboration between the printer and writer, or, at
least, their manuscript. I examine its application by Culpeper and Cole in the two
translations of the Pharmacopoeia and The English Physitian. In the vernacular medical
books I discuss, the arrangement of the printed page, and the choices of type-face and size
were significant components allowing readers access to the information they contained.
Typical bibliographical factors such as format, frequency of publication and edition sizes
give clues about a book’s popularity and readers — the internal typographical arrangement

determine a reader’s understanding of that book.® I survey printers’ innovations to the

 Gérard Genette, Paratexts: Thresholds of Interpretation, trans. by Jane E. Lewin (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1997), p. 1. Peter Lindenbaum has usefully interpreted Genette’s conception
to include ‘all those textual phenomena which may not strictly be part of the text itself, but which in effect
reside at the margins, on the threshold of the work and which shape and even control how a reader
apprehends the text’ (‘Sidney’s Arcadia as Cultural Monument and Proto-Novel’, in Texts and Cultural
Change in Early Modern England, ed. by Cedric C. Brown and Arthur F. Marotti (Basingstoke:
Macmillian Press, 1997), 80-94 (p. 84)). Marie Maclean’s exposition upon the notion of paratext,
describes the ‘signs and “fringes” which accompany and surround the text itself” and include: the author’s
identity, be it by name or a pseudonym; a text’s title and subtitle; cover notes; blurbs; dedications; notes;
and prefaces (‘Pretexts and Paratexts: The Art of the Peripheral’, New Literary History, 22 (1991), 273-79
(p. 273)).

* Genette, Paratexts, p. 1.

> Pamela Neville-Sington has demonstrated how, what she terms ‘forensic bibliography’, that is, close
examination of the actual book which a contemporary reader held in their hands, ‘can reveal interesting
clue’s about an audience’s relationship to a specific text’ (‘““A very good trumpet”: Richard Hakluyt and
the Politics of Overseas Expansion’, in Texts and Cultural Change in Early Modern England, ed. by
Brown and Marotti, 66-79 (p. 67)). Neville-Sington examines readers’ response to the removal of
censored leaves in copies of Richard Hakluyt’s Principall Navigations (1589) by acquiring leaves from
pre-censored volumes. She shows that a seventeenth-century reader was at least aware of the constraints
placed upon a text’s appearance in print.

® Frans A. Janssen has recently argued for a new development to the tradition of analytic bibliography that
examines the history of typographical design and its function in textual transmission (‘Author and Printer



202

presentation of medical books, from the early decades of the sixteenth century through to
the publication of Culpeper’s work in the 1650s. The creation of multiple layers in a
printed book predates the applications of hypertext through the Internet by some four
hundred years, because the structure of printed and manuscript receipt books was such that
a reader could approach their contents in a variety of ways dependent upon individual
requirements.

Following the distinction I made in Chapter One, I refer only briefly to theory
books. These books were written for a professional audience in a discursive prose style and
the only textual division was into chapters. It is the popular receipt books and books of
simples by authors such as William Ram, William Bullein (d. 1576), and Andrew Borde (c.
1490-1549), whose works are the typographical precursors of Culpeper’s books. These
popular books of simples were designed to stress the medicinal benefits of the receipts and
herbs. In Culpeper’s herbal and his English versions of the College’s Pharmacopoeia the
use of typography and page-layout could establish textual authority on the one hand, and on
the other present easily accessible information. It is therefore also necessary to examine the
role of the printer, publisher, and author in the problematic decisions made over a text’s
physical appearance. The choices made concerning the internal organisation of a book
reflect the aspirations of these three agents, whose motives behind the production did not
always coincide. Examination of this structure, then, reveals the social network of print

culture during this period.

The Shift from Scriptoria to the Printing House
Commercially produced medieval manuscripts were the exemplars which printers copied in
the early years following the invention of moveable type.” During the Middle Ages, the
movement from the culture of the monastery to that of the scholar, brought about the
creation of different texts for new kinds of readers which demanded to be read in differing
ways. Monastic lectio, in the words of Malcolm Parkes, ‘was a spiritual exercise which
involved steady reading to oneself, interspersed by prayer, and pausing for rumination on

the text as a basis for meditation’.® Scholastic lectio, on the other hand, ‘was a process of

in the History of Typography’, Quaerendo, 21 (1991), 11-37).

7 Martin Elsky, Authorizing Words: Speech, Writing, and Print in the English Renaissance (Ithaca and
London: Cornell University Press, 1989), p. 131. For a general account of the manufacture of medieval
manuscripts books, see G.S. Ivy, ‘The Bibliography of the Manuscript Book’, in The English Library
Before 1700, ed. by Francis Wormald and C.E. Wright (London: Athlone Press, 1958), 35-65.

8 Malcolm B. Parkes, ‘The Influence of the Concepts of Ordinatio, and Compilatio on the Development of
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study which involved a more ratiocinative scrutiny of the text and consultation for reference
purposes’.” This approach required new methods of presentation and arrangement, known
as ordinatio, which early printers of scholarly works exploited. Scholarly texts had to
provide apparatuses and gloss for the academic reader. Scribes were able to create layers of
textual authority through a variety of choices concerning scripts, their size, style and colour,
the area of text on the page and its surrounding paraphernalia of margins and borders.'’
The use of initials and marginalia worked on two levels, functionally and decoratively, to
provide a textual structure and to guide readers through a text.'' Marginalia cited textual
sources, while rubrication structured the text. To quote Parkes again:

The scholarly apparatus which we take for granted — analytical table
of contents, text disposed into books, chapters, and paragraphs, and
accompanied by footnotes and index — originated in the applications
of the notions of ordinatio and compilatio by writers, scribes, and
rubricators of the thirteenth, fourteenth, and fifteenth centuries. "

The application of marginalia and indices begun in the scriptoria and the organisation of the
printed page derived from these kinds of visual devices.”> Compositors, like scribes, could
determine the allocation of space between the body of a text and its margins and borders.
But the development of moveable type allowed for technical innovation in the presentation

. . 14
of information.

the Book’, in Medieval Learning and Literature: Essays Presented to Richard William Hunt, ed. by J.J.G.
Alexander and M.T. Gibson (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1976), 115-41 (p. 115). Also see Ann Moss,
Printed Commonplace-Books and the Structure of Renaissance Thought (Oxford: Clarendon Press,
1996), pp. 43-44.

? Ibid.

10 Gee Michael Camille, ‘Sensations of the Page: Imaging Technologies and Medieval Illuminated
Manuscripts’, in The lconic Page in Manuscript, Print, and Digital Culture, ed. by Bornstein and Tinkle,
33-53.

11 On the shift from manuscript to print see Sandra Hindman and James Douglas Farquhar, Pen to Press:
lllustrated Manuscripts and Printed Books in the First Century of Printing (College Park: University of
Maryland Art Department, 1977); N.F. Blake, ‘“Manuscript to Print’, in Book Production and Publishing
in Britain 1375-1485, ed. by Jeremy Griffiths and Derek Pearsall (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1989), 403-32; Kathleen L. Scott, ‘Design, Decoration and Illustration’, in ibid., 31-64. The
Vernon Manuscript contains a range of religious texts copied out at the end of the fourteenth century.
Originally 420 leaves, it contains 377 items divided into five sections; each page is divided between two
or three columns, with border decorations and miniatures. The index at the beginning allowed a reader to
locate a particular text with relative ease. The manuscript is Bodleian Library MS Eng. Poet. a.l, a
facsimile edition was published in 1987 (The Vernon Manuscript: A Facsimile of Bodleian Library,
Oxford, M.S. Eng. Poet a.l (Cambridge: Brewer, 1987)). On the contents and structure of the Vernon
Manuscript, see Studies in The Vernon Manuscript, ed. by Derek Pearsall (Woodbridge, Suffolk: Brewer,
1990).

12 Par)kes, “The Influence of the Concepts of Ordinatio and Compilatio’, p. 135.
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of the Text, ed. by Greetham, 245-67.
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In the sixteenth century, printers began, in the words of Steinberg, to experiment

with,

Graduated types, running heads at the top and footnotes at the bottom
of a page, tables of contents at the beginning and indices at the end of

a tract, superior figures, cross-references, and other devices available
to the compositor.

Printing had come of age: the technology of the press allowed sophisticated uses for the
physical and visual space of the page to develop and, as Walter Ong claims, the application
of a new management of knowledge.' Through this technological revolution, new
processes emerged with which printers could order, present and disseminate written
knowledge."” Consideration of design and visual presentation, that is ‘typographic culture’,
allowed new opportunities for the structuring of information and were vital so that the
reader could access and apply this learning. Marginalia became a secondary site to the
main body of the text wherein further interpretations, meanings and authorities could be
established.'® Rather like the footnote today, the margins of the sixteenth-century book
revealed an author’s learning and the authorities from which his work was derived.'”” What
had once been a tool devised for the reader had become a manipulative device through
which authors could create the impression of erudition, while printers also used the margins
to provide repeat words or passages that could guide a reader through the text.”® The
technology of the printed page also allowed for complex visual systems for information
storage, for example, cross-referencing (marginalia), and retrieval mechanisms (indices and
headlines).”’ Through these mechanisms, examined below, typography and page-layout

lent clarity and usability to a text.””

' S.H. Steinberg, Five Hundred Years of Printing, 3rd edn (London: Penguin Books, 1974; repr. 1977),
. 29.

11)6 Walter J. Ong, Orality and Literacy: The Technologizing of the Word (London and New York:
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' See Ong, Ramus, Method, and the Decay of Dialogue: From the Art of Discourse to the Art of Reason

(Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1958); Elizabeth L. Eisenstein, The Printing Press as an

Agent of Change: Communications and Cultural Transformations in Early-Modern England, 2 vols

(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1979), 1, 88-107.

'8 William W.E. Slights, “The Edifying Margins of Renaissance English Books’, Renaissance Quarterly

42 (1989), 682-716; Slights, ““Marginal Notes that spoile the Text”: Scriptural Annotation in the English

Renaissance’, Huntington Library Quarterly, 55 (1992), 255-78; Richard W.F. Kroll, ‘Mise-en-Page,
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(1986), 3-40.

19 See Anthony Grafton, The Footnote: A Curious History (London: Faber and Faber, 1997).
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21 M.M. Slaughter, Universal Languages and Scientific Taxonomy in the Seventeenth Century

(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1982), p. 46. . .

22 For an examination of the functional clarity of modern typographic design see Rob Carter and others,
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The significance of the function of typography is hard to overstate because it is the
medium by which meaning is communicated: the ‘thoughts of readers’, Elizabeth
Eisenstein suggests, ‘are guided by the way the contents of books are arranged and
presented’.”> Modern psychological studies confirm the hypothesis that the typographical
semiology of a text, that is, its presentation, influences its reading and therefore
understanding.®* In a series of essays Randall McLeod (who also writes under the
pseudonyms Random Cloud and Random Clod) argues that it is necessary to concentrate on
the meaning of the physical appearance of a book as well as its verbal content.?* For the
modern textual editor this means they must examine the role of type and layout in the
production and transmission of meaning.*® D.F. McKenzie has shown how formal changes
(format, decoration, and marginalia) had an important effect on the interpretation of
Congreve’s work, and Roger Chartier has demonstrated how ‘readability’ is influenced by

the format of a book.”” The importance of the typographic function to the meaning of a text

Typographic Design: Form and Communication, 2nd edn (New York: Van Nostrand Reinhold, 1993);
Adrian Wilson, The Design of Books (New York: Reinhold Publishing, 1967); Herbert Spencer, The
Visible Word, 2nd edn (London: Lund Humphries, 1969); Michael Twyman, ‘Typography Without
Words’, Visible Language, 15 (1981), 5-12.

 Eisenstein, The Printing Press as an Agent of Change, 1, 88-89. Randall McLeod has also examined the
typographic medium use, either intentionally or inadvertently, to communicate meaning (Random Clod,
[Randall McLeod], ‘Information On Information’, TEXT, 5 (1991), 241-81), while Herbert Spencer’s
survey of ‘legibility research’ has shown how ‘comprehension of the printed word can be greatly
accelerated by typography’ (Spencer, The Visible Word, p. 6). Also see Edward A. Riedinger, ‘The Tales
Typography Tells’, Visible Language, 23 (1989), 369-74.

 For example, see Clive Lewis and Peter Walker, ‘Typographic Influences on Reading’, British Journal
of Psychology, 80 (1989), 241-57. For an artist’s appreciation of the relation between the visual aspects
of typography and the production of meaning in her own work see Johanna Drucker, ‘Letterpress
Language: Typography as a Medium for the Visual Representation of Language’, Leonardo, 17 (1984), 8-
16.
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wings’ in The Temple led to a mutation in subsequent and scholarly editions. Consequently, the physical
layout of the stanzas, their position and even their order has produced an array of mutant versions of the
poem, which results in a variety of different readings of the text (Random Cloud, ‘FIAT fLUX’, in Crisis
in Editing: Texts of the English Renaissance, ed. by Randall McLeod (New York: AMS, 1994), 61-172).
Also see Randall McLeod, ‘Spellbound’, in Play-Texts in Old Spelling: Papers from the Glendon
Conference, ed. by G.B. Shand and Raymond C. Shady (New York: AMS, 1984), 81-96.

% D.C. Greetham, Textual Scholarship: An Introduction (New York and London: Garland Publishing,
1992), p. 293. See D.F. McKenzie, The London Book Trade in the Later Seventeenth Century
(Cambridge: privately printed, 1976); McKenzie, ‘Typography and Meaning: The Case of William
Congreve’, in Buch und Buchhandel in Europa im achtzehnten Jahrhundert: The Book and the Book
Trade in Eighteenth-Century Europe, ed. by Giles Barber and Bernhard Fabian (Hamburg: Hauswedell,
1981), 81-125; McKenzie, Bibliography and the Sociology of the Texts (London: British Library, [1986]);
John Barnard, ‘Bibliographical Context and the Critic’, TEXT, 3 (1987), 27-46; David McKitterick, ‘Old
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is emphasised by McKenzie in the following passage:

The author’s preface, the readings of the text itself, its acts and scene
divisions after the neoclassical manner, its use of decorative head- and
tail-pieces, the ornamental drop initials for each act, the type
ornaments which separate the scenes, the size and styles of type, its
capitalization, punctuation, italicisation, its mise-en-page, paper, the
slighter bulk and lighter weight of its three-volume octavo format ...
the highly conscious deployment of all these resources makes it quite
impossible ... to divorce the substance of the text on the one hand
from the physical form of its presentation on the other. The book
itself is an expressive means. To the eye its pages offer an
aggregation of meanings both verbal and typographic for translation
to the ear; but we must learn to see that its shape in the hand also
speaks to us from the past.*®

In a recent examination of Renaissance poetry, A.R. Braunmuller illustrates how
typography served as an inseparable function to a reader’s perception of a text. On first
approach certain statements are made by page-layout that determines how the books is
subsequently read:

Non-semantic physical attributes — an unjustified right-hand margin,
capitals at the start of each line — signal formal properties of the text.
In turn these formal features stipulate conventional relations among
writer, text, and reader; they tell us how we are expected to regard the
text. These texts are poetry, or at least verse, and must be read as
such because of their margins and capitals.”

The examples of poetry and play-texts are probably the most obvious from the early
modern period to demonstrate how visual appearance can inform and alter a text’s

reading.30 But in the following section I explore the development of typographical

Books: Readers, Authors, and Libraries in Europe between the Fourteenth and Eighteenth Centuries,
trans. by Lydia G. Cochrane (Cambridge: Polity Press, 1994), p. 11. For an examination of format and
typography in the printed Bible see M.H. Black, ‘The Evolution of a Book-form: The Octavo Bible from
Manuscript to the Geneva Version’, The Library, 5th ser., 16 (1961), 15-28; Black, ‘The Evolution of a
Book-form: 1I. The Folio Bible to 1560°, The Library, 5th ser., 18 (1963), 191-203. T.A. Birrell has
demonstrated the importance of format, but treats the physical presentation of a text at the sole discretion
of the publisher, evidence in this thesis suggests that during the seventeenth century it was not always this
simple (‘The Influence of Seventeenth-Century Publishers in the Presentation of English Literature’, in
Historical & Editorial Studies in Medieval & Early Modern English for Johan Gerritsen, ed. by Mary-Jo
Am and Hanneke Wirtjes with Hans Jansen (Groningen: Woltens-Noordhoff, 1985), 163-73).

2 McKenzie, ‘Typography and Meaning: The Case of William Congreve’, p. 82.

2 A.R. Braunmuller, ‘Accounting for Absence: The Transcription of Space’, in New Ways of Looking at
Old Texts, ed. by Speed Hill, 47-56 (p. 47). Also see Arthur F. Marotti, ‘Malleable and Fixed Texts:
Manuscript and Printed Miscellanies and the Transmission of Lyric Poetry in the English Renaissance’, in
ibid., 159-73.

30 Sasha Roberts uses the example of Shakespeare’s The Rape of Lucrece (1594) to demonstrate how the
‘material artefact of the book’ shapes a reader’s interpretation of the text in it, and shows how the use of
section divisions, marginalia, and italics in various editions of the poem influenced readers’ interpretation
of Lucrece’s character (‘Editing Sexuality, Narrative and Authorship: The Altered Texts of Shakespeare’s
Lucrece’, in Texts and Cultural Change in Early Modern England, ed. by Brown and Marotti, 124-52
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applications primarily in medical receipt books but also in herbals.

Gentlemanly Herbals and Medical Receipt Books

The price of paper during the sixteenth century amounted to around seventy-five per cent of
the production costs for any edition.® The space of the page and the economy of its form
consequently ensured that the presentation of texts were optimised to meet the financial
constraints on the printer. The page itself presented several discrete spaces within which
the textual layers of a book could operate. The central space of the page contained the
primary and privileged main text of the work, tagged by the marginal surrounds of the
header and tail, and the inner and outer margins. The ordering and allocation of the borders
to a printed page stressed the relative importance and status of particular statements made
in the margins.”®> In his study of the London book trade, McKenzie examines the visual
presentation of the books themselves and reveals the affinities between speaking and
writing which were represented through the development ‘of different registers to signal
that variety of forms’.” Between the margins and the body of a printed page, there is, in
McKenzie’s words, ‘a form of communicative interchange’ that reflects the public nature of
print.34

Culpeper brought together the trends in typography already established in the genres
of the gentlemanly herbal and popular receipt books in the visual presentation and
organisation of his translations of the College’s Pharmacopoeias and his reworking of
Parkinson’s Theatrum Botanicum. The general structure of the herbal remained fairly
consistent from the publication of Richard Banckes’ herbal in 1525 through to Theatrum
Botanicum published on the eve of the Civil War in 1640 (see Illustrations 20-24). The
emphasis upon the order of the herbs expressed their taxonomic hierarchy in the plant
kingdom rather than medical applications which are treated as secondary. William
Turner’s three-part folio herbal recognised the division between botanical descriptions and
the virtues of the simples. Without an index to these medicinal virtues, though, the book

was of little use for a reader hoping to locate a remedy for a particular ailment without

31 By the eighteenth century this had fallen to fifty per cent (Philip Gaskell, A New Introduction to
Bibliography (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1972; repr. 1985), p. 177).

32 See Twyman, ‘Typography Without Words’.

33 D.F. McKenzie, ‘The London Book Trade in 1644°, in Bibliographia Lectures I 975-1988 by Recipients
of the Marc Fitch Prize for Bibliography, ed. by John Horden (Oxford: Leopard’s Head Press, 1992),

131-52 (p. 141).
3 Ibid., p. 141.
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having to plough through the whole volume. One exception is Laurence Andrew's
translation of Brunschwig’s The Vertuose Boke of the Distyllacyon of all Maner of Waters
of the Herbes (1527). This included a short section on herbal medicine consisting of a table
of medicinal applications referring to a specific folio (by roman numeral) and paragraph (by
capital letter). Usually, each herb is illustrated by a simple woodblock, followed by a series
of medical receipts identified by capital letters.

Later herbals, notably those by Gerard and Parkinson, included tables of medicinal
benefits and made similar use of capital letters to locate particular passages. In Gerard’s
Herball (1597) this table included page numbers and a capital letter that corresponded to
marginalia which differentiated individual paragraphs describing a herb’s medical
applications (see Illustrations 22, 23). In his herbal (1640), Parkinson deliberately excluded
this system of marginalia for two reasons (cf. Illustration 24). Firstly, he falsely argued that
their inclusion would have produced a book of excessive size. Secondly, and more
importantly, he explained that ‘in recompense of the time spent in looking for what you
seek, you may read that which may be more helpfull and beneficiall to you’.>> The benefit,
then, lay in the possibility of stumbling across something useful during perusal, which
reflects the desires of a gentlemanly audience with the leisure time to do so.

In contrast, printed medical receipts appear in two genres for professional and lay
users. There are the professional books of theory and surgical textbooks in which Latin
receipts were reproduced, and the general and medical collections of vernacular receipts.
In the professional volumes the Latin language protected the monopoly of the practising
medical profession, while in the popular receipt books the presentation of material reflected
manuscript receipt books.

Vernacular books written for a professional audience include the surgical manuals
by Thomas Bonham and John Banister. These books, and others like them, frequently
included sections of receipts. The typographical arrangement of these formularies created
layers of authority which recognised the professional hierarchy of medical practice. They
provided a model followed by Culpeper in his translation of the College’s Pharmacopoeias,
although he did away with the adherence to Latin for the ingredients and quantities used. In
John Banister’s Workes (1633) the bulk of the volume was given to descriptions of surgical
procedures relating to tumours, wounds, ulcers, and fractures, but the final section was an

‘ Antidotary’ of receipts first published in 1589 (see Ilustration 25). Banister was aware of

35 John Parkinson, Theatrum Botanicum (1640), n4".
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the usefulness of an index to receipt books, and wrote:

I have not a little helped the Reader by a Table which I have gathered,
wherein, as the Booke keepeth an alphabeticall order, for the formes
of remedies, among which to choose, so the Table plenteously

containeth the notes and names of such affects as the receipts in the
Booke doe serve unto.*

The receipts are divided into medicinal types, as was usual for these professional
formularies. Each receipt has an italic heading describing its use, followed by the
ingredients and quantities in Latin and roman type. The method of preparation is printed in
English and italic type, while in the margin the source of the receipt is given. At the end of
the volume a table of medicinal applications allowed the young surgeon to locate specific
receipts.”’  Banister’s Antidotary (1589) was the source for many of the receipts in
Bonham’s The Chyrurgians Closet (1630). This was prepared for the press by Edward
Poeton who, like Banister, directed the reader to a table of virtues at the end of the volume:
‘the table will direct you both to the malladie, and the medicine’, he wrote.”®  The
formulary to The Chyrurgians Closet is also ordered by medicinal type, although the
headlines that usually identified the use of each receipt have been dropped (see Illustration
26). Instead, each receipt runs on from the previous one, only separated by a paragraph
break and the receipt sign B. As usual, the ingredients and quantities are in Latin and the
methods of preparation and application in English distinguished, respectively, by italic and
roman type. An asterisk appears in the receipt to differentiate the method of preparation
from the following description of its use:

B. Lytharg: auri, % vj. olros. omph: ¥6 j B. aceti ros. 1b 5. Boyle
them together at an easie fire (with constant stirring) vntill it waxe
very blacke, then make it in rowles. *. It generateth flesh in hollow
vlcers.”

The key to the whole volume is the detailed table of virtues, printed over twenty-four
columns, which gave page numbers and a capital letter which corresponded to the
marginalia against each receipt (see Illustrations 26, 27). These letters serve as a finding
device which linked the table to the text of the receipts. For example, ‘Bleeding at the nose

to stay’ directed the reader to ‘Cataplasmes 36.A. 53.D. an Epitheme 111. a Fume 127.B.%

36 John Banister, ‘An Antidotary Chyrurgicall’, in The Workes of that Famous Chyrurgian (1633), A3™".
The ‘Antidotary’ has a separate register.

7 Ibid., Q1™-7".

3% Bdward Poeton, ‘To the Reading Artist’, in Thomas Bonham, The Chyrurgians Closet: Or An
Antidotarie Chyrurgicall (1630), a4".

% Ibid., 2H1".

0 Ibid., *a2".
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Turning to the appropriate page the reader could locate the particular receipt from the
marginal capital letters.

An index of medicinal use was vital to a book’s utility. William Langham’s The
Garden of Health (1597), is ordered alphabetically by plant name, ‘so that thou mayst
without any difficulty finde them by the titles of the pages’.*' The inclusion of several
tables in the book added, Langham claimed, to his book’s utility, as:

For thy better direction, ... to euery Simple is annexed a briefe Table
of the effects thereof. There are moreouer two generall Tables: the
one at the beginning of the booke, contayning all the Simples in order,
with numbers directing to the seuerall places where they are to bee
found: the other at the end, setting downe the names of the diseases
and other operations, hauing those Simples which afford any remedy
for the same, added vnto them in order so plainely, as thou canst not
erre therein.*?

In order to locate a particular remedy a reader would consult the index at the back of the
book and this would direct them to a particular simple in the text. Here Langham’s focus
was exclusively medical, and there are no physical descriptions of the herbs. Langham
adopted an unusual system of ordering the details on each simple, whereby an alphabetical
table of virtues followed each entry. The entries describing the virtues were numbered and
tied to correspondingly numbered sentences in the preceding text. For example, the entry
for moonwort is reproduced below.

Lunaria, or Moonwort

LVnaria or Moonwort: it ig of the nature of @dders tongue amd Pivola, in
bealing all twounds both intoard and outvard. It stoppeth the whites and red red [sic]
floters in women. 3t helpeth burstings of Children. 2 The potoder of it i good for
the tobites, reds, and bloudy flux. 3 Ffor a blast and to heale kankers, stamp it with
ag much Pimpernell, and apply the iupce. 4 TWounds bleeding, stamp it and apply it.
(&ee Adders tong.) Fralling gicknesse, drinke it when Luna is in Virgo in the
ware.

If a reader sought a cure for the falling sickness, they would have first turned to the index at
the back of the book where particular simples are listed under descriptive headings of their
medical uses. Turning to the entry for a particular simple in the book, he or she could then
either have read the whole entry or consulted the table at the end of the passage. The
distinction by type-face between the descriptions of use (black-letter) and the table (roman)
is significant. Traditionally black-letter was used for lay books rather than scholarly Latin

titles, which were usually printed on the continent in roman type and imported into

41 William Langham, The Garden of Health, 2nd edn (1633), €2"".

2 1bid.
B Ibid., Y4".
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England.** In Langham’s book the two traditions merge and create a work operating on
two levels. On the one hand, it provided descriptions of medicinal applications, while on
the other, it presented an analysis and breakdown of this material derived from the
ordinatio of the medieval manuscript. In manuscripts handwriting, and occasionally the
use of colour, were used to highlight important details, but the introduction of roman and
italic type meant that a printer could create such visual textual differentiation on the printed
page.®’

Other botanical books took advantage of different type-faces and sizes to influence
a reader’s understanding of a text and its claims for authority. William How’s (1620-56)
Phytologia Britannica (1650) is an alphabetical list of herbs with no medical information at
all and, despite its Latin title, included English names and locations. The text was
structured on three levels distinguished by difference type-faces. The Latin names for the
herbs are printed in roman; English names, the source of the information and locations are
in italic; and black-letter is used for the remainder of the English text. For example:

Ammi vulgare, Dod. Ger. Bishops-weed in many places, as by the Hedge
teyond Greenwich i the way of Graves-end. Parkinson, pag. 912.4

Printers commonly made use of type to indicate textual hierarchy. This was usually used to
differentiate Latin and English texts in professional manuals, primarily to respect the
physicians’ monopoly over medical prescrip’cions.47 In 1612, John Cotta claimed to
‘refreshing onely the learned in the margine’ with Latin quotes and sources in A4 Short
Discoverie*® Another staunch defender of the College, James Hart, made extensive use of
Latin marginalia in his The Diet of the Diseased (1633), which, despite the main body of
the text being written in English, received the imprimatur of the College. The use of Latin
marginalia was a device which testified to the legitimacy and authority of the information.
The medical receipts in professional books and surgical manuals were printed in

Latin in recognition of the division between professional medicine and social life. Books,

4 Arthur F. Marotti, Manuscript, Print, and the English Renaissance Lyric (Ithaca and London: Cornell
University Press, 1995), pp. 282-83. Marotti suggests that the introduction of roman type for sixteenth-
century vernacular verse ‘suggested that such texts were becoming canonized, monumentalized, set within
a national literary tradition’ (p. 283). Also see Keith Thomas, ‘The Meaning of Literacy in Early Modern
England’, in The Written Word: Literacy in Transition, ed. by Gerd Baumann, (Oxford: Clarendon Press,
1986), 97-131 (p. 99).

45 Qee Antonia McLean, Humanism and the Rise of Science in Tudor England (London: Heinemann,
1972), pp. 15-19; Elsky, Authorizing Words, p-130.

46 William Howe, Phyfologia Britannica (1652), B3".

47 For example, see William Clowes, 4 Prooued Practise for all Young Chirurgians (1588); the fourth
section in Thomas Gale, Certaine Works of Chirurgerie Newily Compiled (1563); Peter Lowe, The Whole
Course of Chirurgerie (1597).

48 yohn Cotta, 4 Short Discoverie (1612), A3".
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such as the surgical manuals by William Clowes and Thomas Gale, respected the monopoly
of London medical practice. Of course, in reality the turmoil and unrelenting struggle
which most of the population faced ensured that the threats from diseases were a continual
presence. Communities had established systems of medical care based on their
experiences; we see fragmentary evidence of this tradition in the commonplace books kept
by families whose successive generations recorded successful receipts. [ turn briefly to
examples of seventeenth-century manuscript receipt books later to demonstrate how both
traditions influenced each other. First, though, I examine printed books of simple
medicines and receipts.

Professional receipt books were complex antidotaria ordered by medicinal type.
Popular receipt books of the seventeenth century were simpler receptaria, structured
according to the type of disease they could cure, or by some other rationale, or without any
apparent system of organisation.49 Thomas Moulton’s This is the Myrour or Glasse of
Helthe ([c. 1531] is one of the earliest medical books to be published in English. The
internal organisation of the book is simplistic; there are no marginalia or indices, and the
text is printed in black letter without any variation in type-size. Only the inclusion of the
symbol @, used to separate paragraphs, provides any textual structure. Even in 1580, the
printer of another new edition chose to ignore the advances in typography and set his copy
from the first edition (see Illustrations 28, 29). Not all receipt books remained
typographically fixed, though. Later editions of Andrew Borde’s The Breviary of Health
(1547), one of the popular medical books published in the sixteenth century, show gestures
towards the increasing use of roman type for vernacular books. Probably of primary use for
training physicians or surgeons, The Breviary of Health is ordered alphabetically by the
Latin name of each disease, and refers to the ‘counsell of some expert phisition’.so Because
of this arrangement anyone ignorant of Latin would have found it difficult to locate the
relevant chapter dealing with a particular disease. This is in spite of Borde’s claim in his
preface that he had ‘translated all such obscure words & names into English, that euery man
openly and apartly may vnderstand them’.”! In an edition printed in 1552 we begin to see
the emergence of a trend towards carefully devised page-layout (see Illustration 30).

Material is divided into paragraphs and discrete sections, as oppose to the lengthy,

49 yennifer K. Stine, ‘Opening Closets: The Discovery of Household Medicine in Early Modern England’
(doctoral thesis, Stanford University, 1996; abstract in Dissertation Abstracts International, STA (1996),

2169), pp- 19-23. V
50 A ndrew Borde, The Breviary of Health, 1st pub. 1547 (1598), A4".

51 1bid., AS".
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unbroken prose which was, until this time, usual for vernacular medical books, with
printer’s symbols used to highlight passages. The introduction of ‘white space’ created a
fragmented page and a segmented text with discrete headings which enabled easier reading
by those with basic literacy (see Illustrations 30, 31).® For example the entry on worms

read:

AStarides, ig the greeke tworde. In Englpshe it is Iptle smal wormes, the which
megt comonly doth [pe in the longacion othertopse named the ars gut. dnd there thep
wpll tpcle in the fundament.

& The cauge of the breding of such wormes.
U Such wormes be engendred of coler or of fleumatyke humours,
@ A remedy.
& The ugage of eatpng of Garlpke doth &pll all maner of Wormes in a mans belly,
ag it doth more largelper appere in the Chapitre named Lumbrici. Sr elg take of the
jupce of Lauander cotton and put to it the poudre of Wwormesede, and drinke it. iii
tpmes euery mornpnge fagtynge, and drynke not an houre or ii. after.”>

In the 1598 edition roman type replaces the black-letter for the headline title, black-letter
being kept for the general text, and is representative of the emerging trend for roman type to
replace gothic in new editions of popular books (see Illustration 31). Importantly the
marginalia, not shown in the quotation given above but which repeat the English name of
each disease, continued to be included (in black-letter in 1552 but roman in 1598), which
would suggest that they were a useful tool for the reader.*

Robert Wyer printed Robert Copland’s (fl. 1508-47) translation of Guy de Chauliac
in ¢. 1542 for Henry Dabbe and Richard Banckes. The only visual organisation of the prose
descriptions of surgical procedures and the formulary of receipts is the use of the paragraph
sign. When the text was revised in 1579, opportunity was taken to use more complex
typographical functions to display the information on the page. George Baker, who revised
Copland’s translation for Thomas East, criticised the standards of printing and typography
in the earlier translation. He wrote of the earlier work, which had ‘so many faults, so euill
Orthographic, so ill poynted, ill distinct, and in many places whole lynes left out’.”” Baker
was one of the first exponents of mise-en-page and typography to increase the utility of

medical theory and receipt books. The receipts in the formulary are printed in italic and

2 See Joad Raymond, The Invention of the Newspaper: English Newspapers 1641-1649 (Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1996), p. 266. Raymond’s work relates to the development of newsbooks but is equally
relevant to the presentation of receipt books from this period. On the development of ‘white space’ in
popular receipt books, cf. Thomas Moulton, This is the Myrour or Glasse of Helthe ([c. 1531]),
Iustration 28; Borde, The Breviary of Health (1598), lllustration 31.

53 Borde, The Breviary of Health (1552), C3'.

5* See Slights, ‘The Edifying Margins’, p. 682.

55 George Baker, ‘To the Reader’, in Guy de Chauliac, Guydos Questions Newly Corrected, ed. by Baker
(1579), A2"-3" (A2").
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black-letter to differentiate the Latin receipt from the English method of preparing and
application; sources appear as marginalia, while headline titles describe the use of each
receipt.’®

William Bullein’s project to produce a series of vernacular medical books for the
lay reader was the forerunner to Culpeper’s more successful programme nearly a century
later. Motivated by similar concerns about the welfare of the population, Bullein wrote:

1 beyng a childe of the common wealthe, am bounde unto my mother,
that is, the lande, in whom I am borne: to pleasure it, with any good
gift, that it hath pleased God to bestowe upon me, not to this ende, to
instruct the learned, but to helpe the ignoraunt.”’

The presentation of simple and compounded medicines in his Bulwarke of Defence (1562)
is in the form of dialogues. This deviation from the standard presentation of receipts either
in prose or lists reflects an oral structure. The layout of the page distinguishes between the
common language of dialogue, and the book based learning by which it is informed. In the
book of simples, Marcellis quizzes Hilarius on their virtues; the later refers to classical
authors in his prose, while marginalia identify uses and sources. Again, in the book of
compounds, a dialogue takes place between Sickness and Health over the uses of these
medicines. The lack of headline titles limits, however, the ease with which receipts could
be located. Bullein also uses a dialogue structure in 4 Newe Booke Entituled the
Gouernment of Healthe ([1558]). In these examples, the authority invested in each
medicine derived from the authoritative voice of either Hilarius or a character called
Health. The rarity of this form of presentation in medical books suggests it was a failed
attempt to make the information user-friendly.

The use of type to differentiate levels of information, primarily ingredients and the
procedures for preparing medicines, from their applications was established during the
second half of the sixteenth-century. It was in 1652, with the publication of The English
Physitian, that Culpeper restructured the material in Parkinson’s herbal in order to stress
medicinal applications over botanical descriptions. This represented a synthesis that
brought together the traditions of the gentlemanly herbal with that of vernacular medicine.
However, there was already at least one model for this integration which Culpeper may
have been aware of whilst he prepared The English Physitian. In 1606, William Ram’s
abridged edition of Henry Lyte’s translation of Dodoen’s herbal was published. Lyte had

% See ‘An Antidotarie of Picked Medicines’, in Chauliac, Guydos Questions Newly Corrected, 2C3'-

3B3". |
57 William Bullein, Bulwarke of Defence (1562), €2"".
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prepared a large folio volume, published in 1578, which was of little use to a lay reader
hoping to find medical advice, but Ram shifted attention from botany to the medicinal
applications of the herbs and simples. Rams Little Dodoen is also an unusual
typographically designed book, whose physical make-up and visual appearance is an
integral component to the text and must have been carefully planned by Ram and his printer
(see Illustrations 32, 33).

Ram had worked his way through Lyte’s translation and reduced the book into, in
his own words, ‘a brief and short Epitome: wherein is contayned the disposition and true
declaration of the phisike helps of all sorts of herbes and plants, vnder their seueral names
& titles”.”® The medicinal detail in Lyte’s translation is presented in a series of charts and
tables, which replaced the convoluted prose of the original. This visual ordering of
information, such as diet and exercise, meant that this information was more easily
accessible to a lay reader. The emphasis is upon the medical application of the simples and
their receipts rather than botanical descriptions. Following information on herb cultivation
and regimen, Ram and his printer produced two parallel texts printed opposite each other,
one running over from verso to verso and the adjacent text, recto to recto. On the left-hand
opening (verso) is a list of all the particular herbs under headings describing their medicinal
application. Parallel to these tables, printed on the adjacent recto, are receipts that could be
prepared to cure the ailments listed on the left. On occasions, no receipts are given and the
recto is blank and it is rarely fully printed.59 This constitutes a costly waste of paper but
Ram must have persuaded his publisher that such a design was integral to the text. It may
have been that this white space was intended for a reader to added their own additional
receipts, as someone did to the copy microfilmed for the STC edition (reel 1481). The
printer must also have had to adapt his usual printing procedures as catchwords run from
recto to recto and verso to verso. Clearly this structure was determined by Ram and his
publisher in advance and its complex arrangement is representative of collaboration
between author, printer and publisher.

Following the publication of Culpeper’s translation in 1649, new printed collections
of receipts began to appear during the 1650s, notably 4 Rich Closet of Physical Secrets
(1652), Elizabeth Grey’s (1581-1651) 4 Choice Manuall, or Rare and Select Secrets
(1653), Queen Henrietta Maria’s (1609-69) The Queens Closet Opened (1655) and Alethea

58 william Ram, Rams Little Dodoen (1606), A2".
59 Blank pages occur on the recto of leaves E5, G2, L1, 02, 03, P1, P5, Q1 and Q6.
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Talbot’s Natura Exenterata, or Nature Unbowelled (1655). These books relate closely to
the manuscript tradition of commonplace and receipt books of the seventeenth century and
earlier. Manuscript receipt books reflect the personal considerations of their compilers and
the medical needs of their communities. They represent a body of knowledge endorsed by
experience and approved by practice. In those printed receipt books listed above, authority
for a particular receipt derived from the individuals whose names would often appear
adjacent to these receipts, and were most notably, royalty and aristocrats. This was to be
exploited, later, in some of the medical advertisements published from the 1660 onwards
which included the names and addresses of successfully cured patients who could testify to
the powers of a particular remedy.®

Prior to the 1650s, the most popular medical receipt book was A Closet for Ladies
and Gentlewomen, first published in 1608. The order of receipts has no apparent structure,
and only the headline titles describe their uses. The lack of a table of medical uses,
however, severely limits its utility. In the receipt books of the 1650s, the introduction of
more sophisticated methods of presentation and structure appear. For example, although 4
Rich Closet of Physical Secrets (1652) has no index to medicinal virtues, receipts are
arranged alphabetically by their use, and in Grey’s 4 Choice Manuall, or Rare and Select
Secrets (1653) a table of contents was included. In these books, the language is simple
rather than technical prose, supplemented with the apothecaries’ symbols for weights and
measures in earlier books, and the receipt sign, R, is replaced with the directive ‘Take of
e ’ .61

An important example of the development of the pragmatic function of typography
and layout in the receipt books from the 1650s is Alethea Talbot’s Natura Exenterata
(1655), which contains nearly two thousand receipts, and is derived from two manuscript
receipt books, and personal letters and experiences.”® The structure of this book reflects the
technical arrangement usual in professional medical manuals as the receipts and
experiments are organised by medical type or method of preparation rather than by ailment.
This style represents a synthesis of the printed structure of professional books with the

privately produced knowledge embodied in the manuscript tradition. Natura Exenterata

60 See a collection of printed medical advertisements in the British Library (shelf-mark 546.d.44).
Especially, Excellent Helps ... by a Warming Stone (1660), and Smart’s Aurum Purgans ([c. 1663]).

61 'See Elizabeth Tebeaux, ‘Women and Technical Writing, 1475-1700: Technology, Literacy, and
Development of a Genre’, in Women, Science and Medicine 1500-1700: Mothers and Sisters of the Royal
Society, ed. by Lynette Hunter and Sarah Hutton (Stroud: Sutton, 1997), 29-62.

62 See Lynette Hunter, ‘Women and Domestic Medicine: Lady Experimenters, 1570-1620", in Women,
Science and Medicine, ed. by Hunter and Hutton, 89-107 (p. 103).
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includes an index of ailments reflecting the former genre, while the list of personal sources
at the beginning of the volume reflects the latter.

During this period, then, there was a mutual relationship between manuscript and
print publication. Works like Natura Exenterata and The Queens Closet Opened were
derived from manuscript sources, while some manuscript receipt books include material
taken from printed sources. For example, in a few late seventeenth-century manuscripts
compilers have copied material out from Culpeper’s The English Physitian. 1 discuss this
material further below (pp. 244-49), and show that the printed receipt book did not
supersede the manuscript tradition, but, rather, that both existed concurrently, each

influencing the other.

Printers and Typography
The examples above have briefly outlined the typographical developments found in books
of simples and receipts during the late sixteenth and early seventeenth centuries. During
the hand-press period type would be set from copy, proofs pulled and errors corrected in the
press.63 In the seventeenth-century some authors would also often oversee the printing, as
Richard Newton suggests, ‘as a standard obligation’, and Eisenstein argues that scholars
were often present in Renaissance printing-houses supervising presswork.64 Evidence of
the author’s absences from the press while their books were printed can be found in the
errata. The printer of John Cotta’s A Short Discoverie (1612) included the following
apology: ‘Gentle Reader, I pray thee to correct these faults, escaped partly by reason of the
difficultie of the copie, and partly by the absence of the Author’.*® Thomas Brugis’s The
Marrow of Physick, published in 1640 included a similar statement: ‘READER, My
absence from the Presse, hath caused some faults, which I shall desire thee to correct’.®®
John Hart in The Diet of the Diseased (1633) also apologised for errors in the text due to his

absence from the press.67 The implicit suggestion is, then, that these authors would usually

attend at the printing-house and oversee their work through the press.

83 Gaskell, 4 New Introduction to Bibliography, pp. 40-56, 343-57.

% Richard C. Newton, ‘Jonson and the (Re-)Invention of the Book’, in Classic and Cavalier: Essays on
Jonson and the Sons of Ben, ed. by Claude J. Summers and Ted-Larry Pebworth (Pittsburgh: University of
Pittsburgh Press, 1982), 31-55 (p. 42); Eisenstein, The Printing Press as an Agent of Change, 1, 18.
Timothy Murray has shown Ben Jonson to be an unusually active participant in the printing process
(‘From Foul Sheets to Legitimate Model: Antitheater, Text, Ben Jonson’, New Literary History, 14
(1983), 641-64.

65 Cotta, A Short Discoverie, S4".

66 Thomas Brugis, The Marrow of Physick (1640), 22B3".

67 John Hart, Klinikh, or The Diet of the Diseased (1633), 304"
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Although Joseph Moxon’s Mechanick Exercises on the Whole Art of Printing
(1683-84) described the ideal practices of printers, it reflects the social procedures
surrounding the production of a printed text. An important figure was the compositor, who:

By the Laws of Printing, ... is strictly to follow his Copy, viz. to
observe and do just so much and no more than his Copy will bear him
out for; so that his Copy is to be his Rule and Authority: But the
carelesness of some good Authors, and the ignorance of other
Authors, has forc'd Printers to introduce a Custom, which among
them is look’d upon as a task and duty incumbent on the Compositer,
viz. To discern and amend the bad Spelling and Pointing of his Copy,
if it be English.%®

In a later section, Moxon described how the compositor could alter the typographical
arrangement of an author’s work:

A good Compositer is ambitious as well to make the meaning of his
Author intelligent to the Reader, as to make his Work shew graceful
to the Eye, and pleasant in Reading: Therefore if his Copy be Written
in a Language he understands, he reads his Copy with consideration;
that so he may get himself into the meaning of the Author, and
consequently considers how to order his Work the better both in the
Title Page, and in the matter of the Book: As how to make his
Indenting, Pointing, Breaking, Italicking, &c. the better sympathize
with the Authors Genius, and also with the capacity of his Reader.®’

When composing a previously unpublished book a compositor would work from a
manuscript copy appropriately marked-up by the author or master-printer, and Moxon
included a series of procedures that an author should ideally follow when preparing their
manuscript copy. These involved indicating relative type size and face (italic, roman,
capital), and line and paragraph breaks, and indicate that printers expected authors to
provide information concerning type and layout: ‘Thus in all particulars he takes care to
deliver his Copy perfect: For then he may expect to have his Book perfectly Printed’.”
Moxon’s ideal procedures are supported by studies by Jan Moore, and Percy Simpson’s
earlier work, on proof reading in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries which demonstrate

the role an author may have played in the mechanical preparations of their works.”!

88 Joseph Moxon, Mechanick Exercises on the Whole Art of Printing (1683-84), ed. by Herbert Davis and
Harry Carter (London: Oxford University Press, 1958), pp. 191-92. In a further passage Moxon again
stressed that a compositor should be ‘a good English Schollar’ who would set and point type be it ‘in
Italick or English Letters’, in order ‘to render the Sence of the Author more intelligent to the Reader’ (p.
193).

 Ibid., pp. 211-12.

 Ibid., pp. 250-51. | |
71 Jan K. Moore, ‘Copy and Print in English Books of the Sixteenth and Seventeenth Centuries’, (D.Phil

thesis, Oxford University, 1989; abstract in Aslib Index to Theses, 39 (1990), 5386); Percy Simpson,
Proof-Reading in the Sixteenth Seventeenth and Eighteenth Centuries (London: Oxford University Press,

1935).
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From her examination of printers’ copy in the libraries of Oxford Colleges, Moore
reveals how many authors were heavily involved in all stages of printing. They prepared
accurate manuscripts or revised previously printed editions with a keen awareness of the
functions of typography, its importance to meaning, and the mechanics of its arrangement
upon the page. Archival evidence, discussed by Moore, proves this was the case for
professional Stationers’ Company writers. Printer’s copy survives for the almanacs of
William Lilly and John Booker in the Ashmole Collection at the Bodleian Library, Oxford.
Although Lilly himself was little concerned with the use of typography in his books,
following a period of ill-health, he worked with a scribe, Henry Coley, from 1675, who
prepared his manuscripts for the printer. Coley was far more aware of the typographical
function in the presentation of Lilly’s text, and he gave the printer instructions concerning
format, running-titles and type-size.”> The surviving manuscripts of Booker’s almanacs
show the degree to which he controlled the use of typography in his books. Examples from
the seventeenth century reveal that ‘many authors were conscious of the printed form their
manuscripts would take and prove themselves to be thinking typographically’, and would
provide instructions concerning format and type.73 One example offered by Moore is the
printer’s copy for a translation of Italian phrases by B.S., Raccolta die Frasi Italiane
(1686). B.S. instructed the printer on the format of the book, the arrangement of the page
and the type-face to be used.”* In another instance, John Evelyn (1620-1706) instructed the
printer of the second edition of his Tyrannus or the Mode, first published in 1661, on the
use of type faces and asked for a running-title to be added.” Similarly, William Lambard
(1536-1601) revised a copy of the first edition of his 4 Perambulation of Kent, printed in
1576 by Ralph Newberry for William Bollifant. He made extensive revisions to the text,
including adding a table to help the reader through the text.”® Sir William Dugdale (1605-
86) also revised a printed copy of his 4 Short View of the Late Troubles in England (1681)
for a second edition. Although never reprinted, Dugdale had ‘underlined direct quotations
in red ink and asked them to be set in “English letter”; the marginalia notes in the edition

are all in roman, and he directed that authors, titles and months be set in contrasting

72 Moore, ‘Copy and Print in English Books’, I, 149-54; and 11, 85-87.

 Ibid., 1,231.

7 Ipid., 1, 233. B.S. wanted the edition to appear as a quarto, the text was to be divided between two
columns; the English translation was to appear in roman type while the Italian text should be printed in
italic (BL MS Harley 3492, f. 12%).

™ Ibid., 1, 79.

7 Ibid., 1, 81-85.
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italic’.”” Likewise, William Sancroft’s (1617-93) notes for the reprinting of the Book of
Common Prayer are detailed and precise; he ordered the printer, ‘Adde nothing. Leave out

nothing. Alter nothing®.”®

The above examples indicate that it was not unusual for authors to bear some
responsibility for the appearance of their work, and that they were prepared to revise and
proof copies provided by the printer to ensure the integrity of an edition. As I show below,
the function of typography in Culpeper’s books is specifically designed to produce a
functional text. Presumably, Culpeper must have prepared an accurate manuscript copy for
Cole’s compositors to set from, because this would have been the only way that the
arrangement of type, and the particular faces and size which were used for elements of the
text, could have been expressed. This would also explain how it was possible for the index
to the first edition of A Physical Directory (1649) to be printed before the main text
(mentioned above in Chapter Three, p. 127). It appears that Culpeper usually attended the
printing-house when his books were being printed, and probably proofed material, as his
apology in A Directory for Midwives (1651) suggests: ‘my absence from the Press [has]
beget a generation of Errors’.”

The typographical function in Culpeper’s work, then, almost certainly had both
authorial and compositorial authority, reflecting the collaboration between the printing-
house and author. The seventeenth-century market, though, was not just constrained by the
practicalities of printing, but also by the economic realities of publishing. The changes
made to Culpeper’s books during his lifetime seem to be the result of collaboration between
author, printer and publisher. Some of the alterations made to these texts attempted to
increase the potential usability of the volumes. Cole was also prepared to make additions
and alterations to texts and their presentation in response to the piratical actions of William
Bentley. It is easy to set type page for page from a previously printed edition, but if new
material is included then the compositor must recalculate the amount of paper and ‘cast off’
a new copy. Cole was ready to find the cost of new enlarged editions and Culpeper was
equally willing to provide additions to these texts. Both parties were eager to limit
Bentley’s infringement on their right to profit from publication, although Culpeper masks

this commercial consideration through his apparent altruism.

7
1bid., 1, 87.
7 From a copy of the 1634 edition of the Book of Common Prayer, marked up by William Sancroft for

another edition (Bodleian Library, Auct. V.3.16), quoted by Moore, ‘Copy and Print in English Books’, 1,
234; and 11, 103.
™ DM (1651), P6'.
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An examination of the function of typography and page-layout utilised in
Culpeper’s books indicates the author’s perception of his readers. The presentation of
learned and elite knowledge within a structured and ordered typographical framework
enabled his books to meet the needs of the medical practitioner while simultaneously

appealing to an unlearned vernacular reader.

Knowledge Boundaries and Information Retrieval in Culpeper’s Books
By the time Culpeper came to prepare his translation of the College’s Pharmacopoeia and
re-work Parkinson’s herbal there was a considerable range of presentational techniques
already developed specifically for the printed book. In this section I discuss Culpeper’s
eclectic use of the available styles and how he conflated the established genres of
gentlemen’s herbals with the presentational style apparent in popular receipt books.

Culpeper and his printer used marginalia to create different textual voices for an
accurate translation of the College’s Pharmacopoeia subjected to Culpeper’s criticism
through his own typographically distinct voice. This book combined the authoritative
knowledge of the medical professionals contained in their Latin volumes with the tradition
of ‘popular’ vernacular receipt books. In a similar way, The English Physitian conflated
the work of John Parkinson in Theatrum Botanicum with Culpeper’s own medical agenda.
In The English Physitian, he tailored its contents to the needs of his perceived reader. For
example, indices allowed access to particular herbs and remedies and he removed the
expensive illustrations and the descriptions of herbs not indigenous to England.

When we read the prefatory material to Culpeper’s books and study his frontispiece
portrait it is necessary to question how these works presented themselves to a potential
reader. In his prefaces Culpeper made a variety of statements about the nation’s right to
free and indigenous medicines and herbs, the corrupt nature of the College and its
physicians who practised for financial gain and protected their monopoly through the use of
Latin, and the religious righteousness of free medicine. These strengthened his claim as an
altruistic writer. However, this offensive is followed by his publishers’ advertisements for
his own stock of books. Rather than placing this announcement at the end of the book,
which was usual, Cole promoted it to the front matter. These polar statements, one
altruistic the other commercial, present the reader with a dichotomy. In order to understand
how an early modern reader could have read or rather used the books it is necessary to
consider the whole text and the set of circumstances encircling its publication.

Although all printed books, by their very nature, possess a typographical element, in
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particular cases authors and printers appreciated and exploited its function as a
communicative medium to a greater degree, for example, in Hobbes’s Leviathan (1651).%°
In The English Physitian the use of layout is tailored to facilitate ease of information
retrieval, while in Culpeper’s translations of the College’s Pharmacopoeias typography is
also used to create differing textual voices.

In the original, each page of the College’s Latin Pharmacopoeia is sparsely printed
in a folio format, offering only minimal information, with a systematic and efficient
presentation of the simples and compounded medicines. This uncluttered text was divided
between two columns of type, which listed the names of the simples and the compound
receipts under relevant headings (see Illustrations 34, 35). The models for this type of
presentation were the continental pharmacopoeias that had been the inspiration for the
College’s plans for its own Pharmacopoeia in 1585.*' For example, the Medical College at
the city of Florence prepared Nuovo Receptario Composto dal Famosissimo (Florence,
1498), which was a folio with list of ingredients and receipts divided spaciously between
two columns of type. The Italian city of Bergamo’s official pharmacopoeia, Pharmacopoea
Collegeii Medicorum (Bergamo, 1581), utilised a similar presentational style.** Such an
arrangement enabled an apothecary to locate a particular remedy by the running titles or by
the index, while the surrounding margins provided space for his own notes.*

In contrast, Culpeper translated the College’s list into prose and exploited the entire
page in his 1649 and 1653 translations to create three distinct textual voices (see
Illustrations 36-39, 41, 43). Firstly, in the main text of the 1649 edition, the translation of
the College’s Latin text appears, followed by Culpeper’s own commentary, sometimes
offering advice and often critical of the College, while in the margins a further personalised
voice is produced. For example on the uses of black hellebore (Helleborus niger),
Culpeper added in his commentary: ‘dropped into the ears helps deafness coming of
Melancholly, and noise in the ears”. In the margin, tagged by an italic lower-case A, he

added: ‘(a) You must boil them but very little, for the strength wil soon fly away in vapor’

30 peter Campbell, ‘The Typography of Hobbes’s Leviathan’, forthcoming.

81 Annals, 111, f. 17", |

82 For further examples, see A Facsimile of the First Edition of the Pharmacopoeia Augustana (Hollister
Pharmaceutical Library, 1 (Madison: State Historical Society of Wisconsin, 1927); Dispensatorum Vaerii
Cordi (Nuremberg, 1546). . N

83 Some copies of the Latin Pharmacopoeia in the British Library include manuscript additions. See R.C.
Alston, Books with Manuscript: A Short Title Catalogue of Books with Manuscript Notes in the British
Library (London: British Library, 1994), p. 347.
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(see Tllustration 36).** On another occasion, Culpeper exploited the margin to attest to his
own knowledge of the county of Sussex where he grew up. On bugloss (Echium vulgare),
he added, ‘in Sussex (because they must be Francified) called Langue-de-beef: in plain
English Ox-tongue’.85 On the benefits of tobacco (Nicotiana tabacum), he wrote, that
‘applied hot to the side, they loosen the belly and (%) kill worms being applied to it in like
manner’. In the margin, tagged by a lower-case A, Culpeper added his own personal
testimony: ‘a) this I know by experience even where many other medicines have failed’.*
Likewise on the medicinal benefits of a viper’s flesh, Culpeper added *“ I take our English
Adder to be the true Viper, though happily not so venemous as they are in hotter

Countries’.®’

In the section dealing with the compounded medicines an italic headline introduces
each receipt, which is followed by Culpeper’s accurate translation of the ingredients and
methods of preparation in roman type.** An italic capital A then marks Culpeper’s
additional comments on the uses and benefits of the receipt. On many occasions, Culpeper
added marginalia on the College’s receipt. Here Culpeper did not want to differ from the
College’s original but sought to voice his disapproval or comments through his marginal lay
voice. For example, the receipt for wormwood water includes marginal references:

Wormwood Water, the lesser Composition
TAKE of dried (*) Wormwood two pound, Annis seeds bruised half a
pound, infuse them in six (°) congies of (°) smal wines for 24. hours,
then draw out the spirit with an Alembick, adding to the distillation so
much Sugar as is sufficient.”’

Running alongside this are the following marginalia:

() take common wormwood, but you may use which you will, for
their prescript gives you latitude enough.

(®) congies among the Romans contained about five pints and an half:
but our Physitians use the word for 6. sextaries: the meaning of which
you shall find in the beginning of this book

(°) A strong-water-stiller will tell you what it is.”

Culpeper translated another receipt as:

A Carminative Decoction
TAke of the °seeds of Annis, Carrots, Fennel, Comin, & Carraway, of

8 pD (1649), D1".

85 pD (1649), F4".

8 pD (1649), H4".

7 pD (1649), L2".

88 Culpeper deviates from this pattern when dealing with preserves, conserves and sugars to save space
(PD (1649), U3"-X2).

% pD (1649), M4".

% Ibid.
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each three drachms; Camomel flowers, half a handful; Raisons of the

Sun an ounce and an half, boyl them in two pints of water, till almost
half be consumed.

In the margin he noted, ‘°you must bruise the seeds, else the Decoction wil be but little the
better for them’.”’ Marginalia were also used to voice his objection that ‘too many
Physitians in England being like Balaams Ass [that] ... will not speak unless they see an
Angel’.”> One final example will suffice to demonstrate how Culpeper offered an accurate
translation of the Pharmacopoeia, but then in his own textual and typographically distinct
voice criticised the College’s perceived wisdom. For one receipt for a medicinal syrup,
Culpeper translated the College thus:

Syrup of the Infusion of Clove-Gilliflowers
Take a pound of Clove-Gilliflowers, the white being cut off, infuse
them at *3 times in three pints of spring water al night, afterwards
with two pound of sugar, boyl it into a syrup according to art.”®

Tagged in the margin is his observation upon the College’s knowledge:

“ whether one pound at three times, or three pounds at three times
might be som question, yet not so great an one but experience will
decide it: howsoever let it pass for one of the Colledges misty
recepts.94

Marginalia are used, then, to comment on the ingredients and their quantities, to clarify
misunderstandings from the Latin, or to mock the College.

In Margin and Marginality: The Printed Page in Early Modern England (1993),
Evelyn Tribble argues that the presentation of early modern literature has been divorced
from its original layout, and he follows the work of McGann and McKenzie in seeking to
situate the text within the cultural context of its production. Tribble’s suggestion that,
‘[rleading the margin shows that the page can be seen as a territory of contestation upon
which issues of political, religious, social, and literary authority are fought’, clearly applies
to Culpeper’s book.” William Slights has shown how the development of marginalia
through the Renaissance made texts accessible for a general reader, and in his translation of
the College’s Pharmacopoeia Culpeper exploited the surrounding space at the edges of the

main text to address a specifically non-professional audience.® The visual here

L PD (1649), P2".
2 pD (1649), P3".
% PD (1649), Q3".

94 .
Ibid.
% Evelyn B. Tribble, Margins and Marginality: The Printed Page in Early Modern England

(Charlottesville and London: University Press of Virginia, 1993), p. 2. Also see Elsky, Authorizing

Words, pp. 101-09.
% Slights, ‘The Edifying Margins’.
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distinguished the sub-text from the main text through the differentiating use of type and
typography. This appeal to typographical and bibliographical factors as a means of
distinction suggests that Culpeper’s audiences were alert to the nuances of print culture.”’

The differences between the 1649 and 1653 translations of the College's two
Pharmacopoeias are visually striking. Despite revising the 1619 Pharmacopoeia in 1650,
the College still produced a book that in its structure and visual appearance did not differ
from previous editions, or the continental examples upon which its based (see Illustrations
40, 42). The differences in Culpeper’s two translations, then, are a result of his intervention
rather than emulation of a College innovation. In 1653 Culpeper included the old catalogue
of simples, from the 1619 Latin edition, which appeared in a small type divided into two
columns; again the Latin name appeared in italic, followed by Culpeper’s comments in
roman. However, in the second catalogue of simples, translated from the revised
Pharmacopoeia, Culpeper listed the simples and included an innovative analysis of the
simples in order to demonstrate their medical applications. Under separate headings, he
listed the simples:

1. The Temperature of the Roots, Herbs, Flowers, &c., are of, viz.
Hot, cold, dry, moist, together with the degree of each quality.

2. What part of the body each root, herb, flower, is apropriated to,
viz. head, throat, breast, heart, stomach, liver, spleen, bowells, reins,
bladder, womb, joynts, and in those which heat those places, and
which cool them.

3. The property of each Simple as they, bind, open, mollify, harden,
extinuate, discusse, draw out, suppure, clense, glutinate, break wind,
breed seed, provoke the terms, stop the terms, resist poyson, abate
swellings, ease pain.”

The translated list of simples from the Latin Pharmacopoeia are printed in italic and
introduced by the tag ‘Colledg]’, whereas Culpeper’s additions appear in roman type. This
typographically distinct voice was identified by the tag ‘Culpeper]’ which introduced the
additional lists of the simples divided by their temperatures, properties, and the parts of the
body they cured. This device was also used in Culpeper’s supposed translation Galen’s Art
of Physick (1652), wherein Culpeper’s own comments are usually identified by the italic
heading ‘Culpeper’ centred over his commentary.

Culpeper again produced a multi-layered catalogue of compounded medicines. The

original work of the College is in italic type, followed by Culpeper’s comments printed in a

7 See Jack Goody, The Domestication of the Savage Mind (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,

1977), pp. 60-61.
% pL (1653), N2,
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roman face. A new addition were cross-references to the new Latin edition (1653) that

enabled a reader to compare the two versions of a receipt:

Spiritus et Aqua Absinthii minus Composita. Pag. 30.
Or, Spirit and Water of Wormwood the lesser Composition.
The Colledg] Take of the Leaves of *dried Wormwood two pounds;
Annis seeds half a pound; steep them in six gallons of small wines
twenty four hours, then distil them in an Allembick, adding to every
pound of the distilled water two ounces of the best sugar.”

Compared to the previous receipt for wormwood water, given above, the College had
slightly revised the quantities, perhaps having accepted Culpeper’s marginalia criticism
from 1649. Nevertheless, in the margin to this new version he explicitly addressed the
reader and attempted to undermine the College. He wrote: ‘* You may take what
Wormwood you pleas; what care they so they get money, they have their desire’.'® Despite
carefully translating the receipt for ‘Syrupus Raphani. Page 63. In the L. Book. Or, Syrup
of Rhadishes’, Culpeper dismissed its inclusion:

Culpeper] A. A tedious long Medicine for the stone: I wonder why
the Colledg affect such L ON G Receipts, surely it will be LONG
enough before they be wiser.'"!

The receipt for ‘Oleum Vulpinum. Page 150. in the Latin Book. Or, Oyl of Foxes’,
included ‘a fat Fox, of a middle age’, which Culpeper tagged in the margin with another
caustic observation:

That was wel put in, therefore when you have caught a Fox, bring him
alive to the Colledg, and let them look in his mouth first and tell you
how old he is, so shall your Oyl be cum previlegio.'*

This creation of a three-tier text was dependent on Culpeper and Cole’s manipulation of
page-layout and typefaces, an arrangement acknowledged on the title page of the 1653
edition. However, innovative book design also assisted the reader’s approach to the text.
All of the editions of Culpeper’s two translations published by Cole included running
headlines indicating the type of simples or compounds on each page. The inclusion of three
tables, at the back of the book, to the English names, and, most importantly, to the medical
benefits of the simples and compounded medicines, were important devices for information
retrieval.

In contrast to Culpeper’s first translation of the Pharmacopoeia, the presentation of

The English Physitian followed the established practices of popular herbals, as Rex Jones

? PL (1653), U1".
1 Ipid.

101 pr (1653), 2B2".
192 p1, (1653), 2Q2".
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writes:

The division of physical description, time, place and virtues are made
clear both by the layout of each page and by the use of different fonts.
Although no space is wasted in wide margins, there are still enough
open areas on the page to enable the user to locate information easily.
The back matter contains a table of diseases and an appendix on
gathering, storing, and administering herbs.'®

Cole printed the first edition of The English Physitian in a folio format and divided the
main text between two columns on each page (see Illustration 44). The main text is
arranged alphabetically according to the English names of the plants. The name for each
particular plant is printed over a series of paragraphs, in roman type with italic headlines
identifying its appearance, the areas where it could be found, its seasons, and its medicinal
benefits. Tagging the paragraph of virtues, in both the inner and outer margins, Culpeper
listed the diseases and ailments that each herb could cure.

The English Physitian worked on two levels. It could either be consulted as a
botanical reference book or as a medical guidebook. Culpeper clearly devised its structure
for the second use. The key to the work is the table of diseases at the back of the book and
indicates how Culpeper expected a reader to approach the information of the book (see
Illustration 44). He included instructions on how to locate particular material, which
suggest a reader would start with an ailment and then search for a remedy:

With the Disease regard the Cause and part of the Body afflicted, for
example, suppose a Woman be subject to miscarry through wind, thus
do,

1. Look [4bortion] in the Table of Diseases, and you shall be
directed by that how many Herbs prevent miscarriage.

2. Look [Wind] in the same Table, and you shall see how many of
those Herbs expell wind.
These are the Herbs Medicinal for your Grief.'™

Tables of virtues were included in the herbals by Gerard and Parkinson, but were detailed
and descriptive lists. In The English Physitian Culpeper reduced the numbers of entries, for
example from the eight dealing with blood in Parkinson’s herbal to just three, and gives
only one entry for ulcers against the five in Theatrum Botanicum. In the first edition of The
English Physitian, 263 ailments and diseases are alphabetically listed together with the

page numbers where a cure could be found, and ranging from abortion to yellow

103 Rex F. Jones, ‘Genealogy of a Classic: “The English Physitian’ of Nicholas Culpeper’ (doctoral thesis,
University of California, San Francisco, 1984; abstract in Dissertation Abstracts International, 46A

(1986), 780-A), p. 203.
104 £p (Cole, 1652), 272"
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jaundice.™ The importance of the index for locating information is clear from a copy of

this edition in the Wellcome Institute Library (shelf-mark 19318/C/ 1). Once in the
possession of a G. Fetherston, it includes numerous manuscript additions in both Latin and
Greek, indicating that he was an educated reader. At the front of the book Fetherston went
to the trouble of producing a brief personalised contents for the sections he found most
useful and, at the end of the book, he compiled an alphabetical list of all the herbs included
in The English Physitian. Unlike the traditional herbals of Gerard and Parkinson, where the
structure and presentation stressed the botanical properties of the plants, Culpeper’s herbal
presented the information on the herbs in a simple alphabetical order which enabled a user

to locate a particular herb easily.'*

That is, this structure reflected Culpeper’s interest in
medication rather than botany.

The importance of the table to the commercial popularity of the book becomes
more apparent when we examine the pirated duodecimo edition. Bentley managed to
reduce Culpeper’s herbal to a smaller format through a small typeface and by restricting the
variety of typography in Cole’s original. For example, he moved the headlines labelling the
description, place, time, and virtues of each herb into the body of the text, and only used a
line rule between each entry, replacing the ornamental type used by Cole. Although the
main text does not differ in any significant detail from Cole’s original edition, Bentley
altered the table of virtues, producing a fuller and tidier version. The number of entries is
318 against 263 ailments in Cole’s edition, while for some the number of herbs referred to
had been increased. These changes were the result of a critical reading of Cole’s original
edition. The entries for ‘Clotted Blood’ and ‘Congealed Blood’ had been placed under the
letter ‘C’ in Cole’s index, while in Bentley’s edition they had been placed under the more
appropriate letter ‘B’ as ‘Bloud clotied’ and ‘Bloud Congealed’. Similarly Cole had placed
‘Milk Curdled’ under ‘C’ while in Bentley’s edition it was listed under the letter ‘M’. In
Cole’s edition, a list of the ailments each herb could cure was printed in the margin against
the relevant entry. Identifying ailments listed as marginalia but which Culpeper had not
indexed, added further new entries to Bentley’s index. For example, Bentley includes
‘Catarrah’, ‘Carbuncle’, ‘Difficulty of breathing’, ‘Digestion helped’, ‘Faces Red’, ‘Falling

of hair’, ‘Lethargy’, ‘Pestileness’, and ‘Green sickness’, all of which had been omitted in

195 Ep (Cole, 1652), 3A2"-3B2".

106 parkinson’s Theatrum Botanicum was arranged into seventeen sections, grouping, according to Raven,
‘into chapters plants which bear a similar name or are related by shape of leaf or of flower or by similarity
of structure’ (Charles E. Raven, English Naturalists from Neckam to Ray: A Study of the Making of the
Modern World (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1947), p. 257).
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Culpeper’s index. Likewise, for a number of entries Bentley’s edition included more
references. For example, although the benefit of fennel (Feeniculum vulgare) for treating
the afterbirth is noted in the margin to the section on the herb, it is not referred to under the
original entry on the ‘After Birth’, but is included in Bentley's edition.'”’

In 1653 Cole published The English Physitian Enlarged, which despite including
forty-six new herbs he managed to reduced the format to an octavo that required only half
the amount of paper as the first folio edition. The loss of marginal space in this format
meant that the lists of diseases were often printed in the main text cluttering its appearance.
Despite this loss, this edition acknowledged the value of the table of virtues. Culpeper
included the additions made by Bentley plus nearly three hundred new entries. These
additions were more precise in describing a particular disease or minor affliction. Readers
could now locate herbs for, amongst other conditions: ‘Arm-pits ill scent’, ‘Biting of Mad
dogs’, ‘Bleeding in the Nose’, ‘Dulness of Spirit’, ‘Eyes red’, ‘Fat decreaseth’, ‘Hair
restoreth’, ‘Loss of voice’, ‘Pains in the neck’, and ‘Vomiting blood’. This enlarged and
developed the original index; although forty-six new herbs were included, they do not
account for the vast increase in entries. Rather, this revision reflected the table’s
importance as the reader’s primary point of entry to the text.

The typographical function in The English Physitian was pragmatic: it worked to
guide the reader through the text and served as a visual tool for information storage and
retrieval. Robert Pemmel followed a similar arrangement in his Tractatus de Simplicium
Medicamentorum Facultatibus, published in two parts in 1652 and 1653, by Philemon
Stephens. Despite its Latin title, his Tractatus was in fact an English book of herbs ordered
alphabetically by their Latin name. Each entry is divided into sections dealing with the
inward and outward uses and administrations of the simples along with their doses, and the
usual treatment of names, although no information was given on locations. Like The
English Physician, Pemmel’s work stressed the medicinal value of the simple remedies and
the inclusion of an index detailing over hundred ailments ensured that readers could locate
their desired information.

In Culpeper’s A Directory for Midwives the use of typography and page-layout is
simpler than it is in The English Physitian and his translation of the College’s
Pharmacopoeias. Whereas Culpeper and Cole had exploited the textual margins to create a

distinct authorial voice in the Directory this space is little used. Earlier midwifery manuals,

107 of, EP (Cole, 1652), Q2", 3A2"; (Bentley, 1652), 12"-3", 2B1".
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including The Birth of Mankind (1540) and The Expert Midwife (1637) contained extensive
marginalia which provided summaries to the main text and included references to classical
works such as those by Hippocartes.'” In contrast, the appearance of 4 Directory for
Midwives is more conventional and is suggestive of a different type of reader. Culpeper
wrote his Directory for literate females and midwives, whereas the majority of other
manuals had stressed the importance of the male professional (principally the physician and
surgeon). Its title page included a precise description of its chapters and this suggests that
its simple arrangement was functional and appealed to certain readers. This is also clearly
the case with later manuals by Jane Sharp and James Wolveridge, both published in 1671.
The fact that these two manuals on midwifery were both published in the same year
suggests that they targeted different readers. Sharp drew upon her ‘long Practice of
Midwifery’ whilst preparing The Midwives Book and was disparaging of the man-
midwife.'” In his manual, Wolveridge stressed the importance of the male professional to
a mother’s successful delivery. This division is highlighted not just by the authors’ texts,
but also by its printed arrangement. Sharp’s manual is visually very similar to Culpeper’s
and is written in simple prose divided into chapter and books, whereas in Speculum
Matricis Wolveridge included running titles and Latin marginalia.

The presentation of information through a variety of typographical devices is
suggestive of how it was received by readers. Innovations throughout the sixteenth and
seventeenth centuries allowed printers and writers to prepare complexly organised books in
which textual arrangement was an integral component to a reader’s perception,

understanding, and application of the printed work.

Frontispieces, Portraits and Illustrations
On an extra-textual level, exploitation of the printed medium could also create a public

persona for an author.''® Not only did Culpeper exploit the different textual voices which

198 por example, see Jacob Riff, The Expert Midwife, trans. (1637), C3".

199 yane Sharp, The Midwives Book: or, the Whole Art of Midwifery (1671), 2E1". ‘

110 I, an examination of the print promotion of Jonson’s identity, Richard Newton suggests that ‘printed
books offer to authors two new things: completeness, an assurance of the self-contained work ... and
epynomity, a name attached to the work — author and authority’ (‘Jonson and the (Re-)Invention of the
Book’, p. 33). John Jowett suggests that with the publication of Sejanus (1605) Ben Jpnson first de-clared
an interest in typography. Jonson ‘appropriated [the] functions of the stationer and printer, hame551ng fqr
himself the work of compositor to establish the equivalent of a house style and standard which bear his
own distinctive hallmark’ (‘Jonson’s Authorization of Type in Sejanus and Other Early Quartos’, p. 177).
Also see Kiefer, Writing on the Renaissance Stage; Marotti, Manuscript, Print, and the English

Renaissance Lyric, pp. 238-47.
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typography allowed him but he also used the frontispiece. The appearance of his portrait in
all the books published during his lifetime by Cole and Brook suggests that he controlled
their inclusion.

Marotti argues that the frontispiece was ‘a common means in print culture for
elevating the sociocultural status of authorship’.'"! However, Gary Spear’s study of the
frontispiece to Milton’s 1645 volume of poetry suggests that a portrait is also an ‘emblem
of the contradictory enterprise of constructing and contesting authorial identity’.'"? The use
of the frontispiece to necessarily establish literacy property is problematic, and textual
authority is diffused between ‘the material and commercial relation of seventeenth-century
print culture’.'® That is, textual authority and author identity depends upon the printer and
publisher, as well as the author, whose motives for publication may not necessarily be the
same. For example, both Alethea Talbot’s Natura Exenterata (1655) and Henrietta Maria’s
The Queens Closet Opened (1655) were introduced with frontispiece portraits that

functioned to endorse the receipts contained therein.'!*

As Talbot was dead by the time of
publication and Henrietta Maria was in exile, they clearly did not benefit from increased
sales by establishing their authorial ownership. The frontispiece portrait of Louise
Bourgeois, ‘the expert and famous ... Midwife to the Queene of France’, which introduced
the English translation The Compleat Midwifes Practice (1656), stressed royal approval.
Instead, as I suggested above, their publishers thought that with their aristocratic
associations these books would be an acceptable alternative to the College of Physicians
without the political rhetoric employed by Culpeper and others.

In contrast, Culpeper’s portrait was a marketable commodity designed to promote

115

sales and the author’s image in London’s medical marketplace. ~ In fact, this portrait bears

" Marotti, Manuscript, Print, and the English Renaissance Lyric, p. 240.

"2 Gary Spear, ‘Reading Before the Lines; Typography, Iconography and the Author in Milton’s 1645
Frontispiece’, in New Ways of Looking at Old Texts, ed. by Speed Hill, 187-94 (p. 188). On the visual
assemblage of title pages as a creative space, see L. Tongiorgi Tomasi, ‘Image, Symbol and Word on the
Title Pages and Frontispieces of Scientific Books from the Sixteenth and Seventeenth Centuries’, Word
and Image, 4 (1988), 372-82; on the emblematic frontispiece, see Margery Corbett and Ronald
Lightbown, The Comely Frontispiece: The Emblematic Title-Page in England 1550-1660 (London:
Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1979).

'3 Spear, ‘Reading Before the Lines’, p. 189. -

"4 The frontispiece engraving of Alethea Talbot was a single portrait taken from Van Dyck’s painting of
Alethea and her husband, Philip Howard (see Hunter, ‘Women and Domestic Medicine’, p. 104).

"> In the eighteenth century, but probably also earlier, title pages were posted in shops anfi in streets Fo
help sell books (James McLaverty, ‘Questions of Entitlement: some Eighteenth-Century Title Pag'es", in
The Margins of the Text, ed. by Greetham, 173-98). In 1669, Coxe wrote the.re was ‘scarce a pissing-
place about the City’ which was not adorned by posters advertising some medical quack ([D. Coxe], 4
Discourse Wherein the Interest of the Patient in Reference to Physick and Physicians (1669), p. 313,
quoted by Keith Thomas, Religion and the Decline of Magic: Studies in Popular Beliefs in Sixteenth and
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a striking resemblance to both Milton’s portrait and that of William Lilly both engraved by
William Marshall (see Illustrations 45, 46)."'° All are dressed in a long black cloak with
lace collars and cuffs; their hair is black and long; and their are pictured with one hand
hidden under the folds of their cloak. This similarity indicates political sympathy with
Parliamentary Roundheads, which aligned Culpeper with Milton and Lilly. This emblem

bore Culpeper’s authority and tacit approval, while the verse printed below asserted his

intellectual vigour:

The shaddow of that Body heer you find
Which serves but as a case to hold his mind,
His Intellectual part be pleas’d to looke

In lively lines described in the Booke.'"

In contrast, the Greek verse at the bottom of Milton’s frontispiece suggest that Milton did
not think highly of Marshall’s engraving.''® The inclusion of a variation of this image in all
Culpeper’s books, including those published by Brook, suggests that Culpeper himself was
responsible for its inclusion. It contrived the Culpeper image and promoted the whole
series of his medical books. This device worked and even the pirated editions printed by
William Bentley include a frontispiece likeness of the author.

Another source of authority was the inclusion of visual material within the main
body of the text. In A Directory for Midwives illustrations of the foetus derived from
Spegilius” De Formato Foeto ([Padua], 1626) were inserted in all the editions published by
Cole. The fact that either Cole or Culpeper were prepared to pay for the production of an
engraved plate indicate its importance to the book. In later editions more elaborate plates
were produced and advertised as such on their respective title pages. This suggests that
illustrative material was an important component to the book, increased sales, and
influenced a reader’s reception and understanding of Culpeper’s text (see Illustrations 9, 10,
13, 14).

It is clear from the examples taken from Culpeper’s books that his work operated on
two levels. On a commercial level, title pages and frontispieces were designed to increase

sales (the concern of author and publisher), and promote the Culpeper name in the medical

Seventeenth-Century England (London: Weidenfeld & Nicolson, 1971; repr. Harmondsworth: Penguin,
1991), p. 14.

He T)wg of Marshall’s engravings of Lilly are in Merlini Anglici Ephemeris (1649) and Christian
Astrology Modestly Treated (1659). Both these books had different publishers, which could indicate that
Lilly was responsible for their inclusion.

W gp (Cole, 1652), frontispiece.

118 peter Lindenbaum, ‘Milton’s Contract’, in The Constructions of Authorship: Textual Appropriation in
Law and Literature, ed. by Martha Woodmansee and Peter Jaszi (London: Duke University Press, 1994),

175-90 (p. 187).
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marketplace (primarily the concern of Culpeper, but his publishers would also have
benefited). The internal arrangement of these titles, operating at another level, reveal how
typography can function pragmatically to create a user-friendly book, and to create an
authorial text whose contents claim legitimacy through their marginalia, differentiation of
type-faces, and illustrative material. In the following section I examine the tradition of
manuscript receipt books, in which individual compilers were responsible for the
presentation of material. Unlike print, the form of presentation does not grant the authorial

legitimacy of the receipts, but provides a context for understanding their transmission and

application.

Manuscript Tradition and the Printed Medium of Medical Receipts
Despite the technological impact of print, manuscript books continued to be compiled well
into the seventeenth century and beyond. Medical manuscripts from the medieval period
can be divided into three distinct structural forms. First, there were the antidotaria of
complex traditional receipts ordered by medicinal type. Secondly, there were the
receptaria, which included simple receipts, structured according to the type of disease they

119
could cure.

Thirdly, a tradition of compiling commonplace-books developed during the
Renaissance which contained collections of quotations gathered through an individual’s
reading and learning.'* Manuscript commonplace-books are not the same as receipt books,
although both genres demonstrate wide variation in form. They are different examples of
how printed sources, correspondence, and oral communications were recorded in
manuscript. In her recent study of the printed commonplace-book Ann Moss demonstrates
how its structure and presentation were arranged ‘in such a way as to ensure maximum ease

"?I' In spite of the publication of

and efficiency in retrieving the information it contained’.
popular receipt books in the 1650s, it is clear from the evidence of manuscripts prepared
during the seventeenth century that print did not supersede the practice of recording

medical advice in manuscripts.

119 See Stine, ‘Opening Closets’, pp. 19-23.

120 The process of compiling quotes and ordering them by headings in Michel de Montaigne’s Les Essaies
(1580-88) is a possible connective between the manuscript and commonplace-book tradition with the
printed page. Francis Goyet argues that Les Essaies followed the practice of commonple}ce-boo.k
production in its organisation and use of marginalia (‘The Word “Commonplaces” in Montaigne’, in
Topos Commonplace Cliche: Approaches to Analogical Reasoning, ed. by Lynette Hunter (London:
Macmillan Press, 1991), 66-77).

121 Moss, Printed Commonplace-Books, p. vi, also see pp. 29-31; Peter Beal, ‘Notions in Garrison: The
Seventeenth-Century Commonplace Book’, in New Ways of Looking at Old Texts, ed. by Speed Hill, 131-

47.
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The association between the two media is complex as they have a symbiotic
relationship. The large number of sixteenth and seventeenth-century manuscript books in
the Wellcome Institute Library are testimony to the close relationship between the two.
Examples exist of manuscripts containing material copied out from printed sources, while
receipts taken from manuscripts also appear in printed books. As we have already seen
above, the technology of print allowed for the creation of an authoritative textual voice
through the page-layout and typography. In the manuscript tradition, visual organisation
did not constitute a system of authorising, but layout was employed to provide a
conventional context for a receipt’s use. This constituted the personal decisions responsible
for a manuscript’s appearance, and included personal testimonies to successful outcomes,
the use of tables to structure material, and, on occasion, references to printed books.

Many of the herbal and dietary manuscript receipt books which survive from the
seventeenth century reveal the high level of responsibility taken on by individuals, usually
women, to provide basic medical care for their family and neighbours. If Culpeper and
similar writers of the period were intending to popularise medical knowledge, then we need
to know what the reader did with the information they gleaned from the printed book.
According to Andrew Wear the structure and contents of many of these manuscripts
indicate, ‘that people were not merely passive readers of medical knowledge but took an
active interest in bringing it together’.122 The inclusion of material from printed sources in
the composition of manuscript receipt books reveal how readers valued and treated the
information which they chose to record. For example, a number of extant seventeenth-
century manuscripts exploited the information in The English Physitian and Culpeper’s
translation of the Pharmacopoeia. Their compilers did not passively copy material but
selected and interpreted information relevant to their particular situation and needs. By
exploring the mutual dependencies evident in the two traditions, it is possible to reveal
examples of particular readers’ responses to the printed medium, and their application of
layout and design in the manuscripts which they prepared.

Some seventeenth-century manuscript books are structured according to the type of
disease they could cure, but frequently there is no apparent system with receipts added over
a number of years. On occasion, in the latter case, compilers and later owners have tried to

impose a sense of order by creating a table to the receipts’ medical uses. These

122 Andrew Wear, ‘The Popularization of Medicine in Early Modern England’, in The Popularization of
Medicine, 1650-1850, ed. by Roy Porter (London: Routledge, 1992), pp. 17-41 (p. 35).
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manuscripts reflect a popular and localised medical practice within communities, compiled
by that elusive ‘middling-sort’ which emerged in the seventeenth century.'”

From a brief examination of these manuscripts a picture emerges of active
compilers who organised the medical information they received, and presented it in a form
best suited to their needs. Jennifer Stine suggests that the structure of manuscript receipt
books was similar to that used in printed books of the late sixteenth century. However, this
was not entirely the case. A printed receipt, was, as Stine writes, divided into ‘title or
rubric, drugs and quantities [ingredients], direction for preparation, directions for
administration, and [a] statement of efficacy such as “proved” or “probatum est”’.'** In
manuscript this division was conflated and usually a title would describe particular benefits,
followed by a prose description of preparation and application. This visual arrangement
constituted a simplified version of the printed text. Following the title, are the necessary
ingredients and method of preparation. A number of manuscripts also have tables at the
beginning or end, to enable the user to locate a particular receipt.125 The application of the
index or table brought a degree of order to an eclectic mix of medical anecdotes. Many of
the printed medical receipt books which began to be published in the 1650s were either
ordered thematically, or created a notional structure through the inclusion of a contents list
or an index to medical titles or ailments cured.'*

It was usual for the directive ‘Take of ...” to introduce the method of preparation
and this was taken up by printed receipt books in the 1650s. The infrequent occurrence of
the abbreviation receipt sign, ‘R’, in a manuscript usually suggests a book compiled from

professional sources, such as that copied out for a W. Coleman from a chemist and

'2 On the notion of a ‘middling-sort’ see Brian Manning, 1649: The Crisis of the English Revolution
(London: Bookmarks, 1992), pp. 60-64.

124 Stine, ‘Opening Closets’, p. 40.

125 For example, see RCP MSS 501, 513, 654; WIL MSS 213, 1340. Peter Beal and G.G. Meynell have
recently examined the structure and method of preparing indexes in commonplace-books (Beal, “Notions
in Garrison: The Seventeenth-Century Commonplace Book’; Guy Meynell, ‘Locke’s Collaboration with
Sydenham: The Significance of Locke’s Indexes’, The Locke Newsletter, 27 (1996), 65-74; Meynell,
‘John Locke’s Method of Common-placing, as Seen in his Draft and his Medical Notebooks, Bodleian
MSS. Locke d.9, f. 21 and {.23°, The Seventeenth Century, 8 (1993), 245-67).

126 In M.A.’s A Rich Closet of Physical Secrets (1652) medical receipts are arranged in alphabetical
sections by the ailment each would cure. For example under ‘A’ are remedies for aches and ague, whilst
under ‘B’ are receipts for bruises and nosebleeds (see ‘Choise and Seclect Medicine’, F1-K4").
Allexander] Rlead]’s Most Excellent and Approved Medicines and Remedies (1651) included ‘An
Alphabetical Table Directing to the Principall Matters contained in this Book’, 1i§ting ailments and then
giving page numbers on which a remedy was given (A3-8Y). In Thgma§ Collins’s Choice afad Rqre
Experiments in Physick and Chirurgery (1658), the receipts are given in different sections dealing with
the diseases of different parts of the body.
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physician’s book.'?” The use of typography and page-layout, examined above, was a means
whereby authors and printers created authoritative claims to the validity of the medical
information they published. In a similar way, a few compilers of manuscripts exploited
coloured ink to highlight specific words in an index of ailments. For example, in one
manuscript now held at the Bodleian Library, key words such as ‘sweat’, ‘ague’ “head-ach’
and ‘bleeding ... Nose’, were written out in red ink.'?® One manuscript also used coloured

ink to differentiate the prose descriptions of preparation and application with key words

marked out to identify the several stages.'”

Endorsement and Experience:
Communities, Acquaintances and Correspondence
Another means of establishing the value of a particular recipe was the inclusion of
individual names which served to endorse the usefulness of a particular receipt, or the more
general probatum est."*° Manuscript receipt books had often cited sources which indicate
the importance their compilers placed on an individual’s name. It was also in the tradition
of print culture to include sources, but these were often the classical names such as Galen,
Hippocrates, and Avicenna, for example, or continental physicians and their printed books.
That is, the inclusion of sources stood to enhance the scholarly image of the author or editor
of the printed book; it was a statement about bookish knowledge on their part, rather than
an endorsement of a particular receipt’s usefulness. In those receipt books which began to
be published in the 1650s individual names appeared alongside particular medicines either
as a source or as testimony to its success. Many of these books derived from manuscripts,
for example, the recipes in Alethea Talbot’s Natura Exenterata (1655) were often
accredited to individuals whose names served as proof of circulation within a community.
For example a Mrs. Dawson, whose book, printed or manuscript it is unclear, was Talbot’s

' Also included in her book is a list ‘of

source of a method to distil compound waters."”
such Persons of Quality .... by whose Experience, these Receipts ... have been approved’.

Four Knights, sixteen Doctors, thirty-four Misters, thirteen gentlewomen, and thirty-one

127 \WiL MS 1710. On the last leaf is written: ‘Finutur ... Feb: 19°. 8" 30". P.M. 1657/8. Per W. Coleman
per W.C. ... out of y© originall of a deceased Chymist and Physitian being brother in law to W. Coleman.’
128 Bodleain MS Don. e. 11, ff. 1'-3".

129 gee WIL MS 213. For example, the command ‘Take’ is written in red ink (p. 130).

130 Gee. for example, John Tanner, The Hidden Treasures of the Art of Physick (1656); Lancelot Coelson,
The Poor Man’s Physician and Chyrurgion (1656).

131 [ Aletha Talbot], Natura Exenterata, or Nature Unbowelled (1655), G4".
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Mistresses are listed, including Sir Kenelm Digby and Sir Walter Raleigh.'”> Personal
testimonies also began to be used to promote particular medicines. For example, in
Excellent Helps Really Found Out ... by a Warming-Stone (1652) the names and addresses
of individuals who had benefited from Carew’s invention are given. This pamphlet was
published by John Bartlet, who had himself been cured of sciatica by the stone, and,
significantly, it was Bartlet who also sold the warming-stones from his shop.'*

Although some manuscripts included receipts copied from printed books, the
sources given in the majority of cases reflected a local community or network of interested
individuals who shared in a collective base of medical experience. For example, in her
receipt book Diane Astry gave an indication of the identity of individual sources in all but
twenty-seven of the 375 recipes she compiled.”** Other manuscript books confirm that this
was a general practice. In the receipt book compiled by Katherine Jones, Lady Ranelagh,
Robert Boyle’s sister, a large number of named individuals were associated with the

family.'?’

One manuscript, now at Glasgow University Library, compiled from 1616 by
James Fowler, Rector of Minchinhampton in Gloucestershire, acknowledged several
notable people as sources, included Alexander Ramsey."”® Ramsey had a M.D. from Basle,
was elected to the College of Physicians in 1618, and later worked as Charles I’s physician.
Fowler himself graduated MA from Magdalen Hall, Oxford, in 1583 and many of the

137

names of his contributors were acquaintances from his college days.””" One individual is

named Culpeper who is credited with a receipt ‘to help the plague and an admirable
preservative against ... pox and purple’.””® The date assigned is 1634, which means it
cannot refer to Nicholas, but it is again evidence of the circulation and communication of
medical advice through a group of like-minded individuals.

I have already mentioned the important circulation of pragmatic advice within the

body of correspondents that formed around Samuel Hartlib. A series of letters written by

Cheney Culpeper to Hartlib reveal the distribution not just of individual receipts but also of

B2 Ibid., A2

133 Richard Carew, Excellent Helps Really Found Out ... by a Warming-Stone (1652), A4".

134 Diana Astry, ‘Diana Astry’s Recipe Book c. 1700°, ed. by Bette Stitt in The Bedfordshire Historical
Record Society, 37 (1956), 83-168.

135 WIL MS 1340. Named sources are also included in WIL MS 4338 and RCP MS 499. See Hunter,
‘Sisters of the Royal Society: The Circle of Katherine Jones, Lady Ranelagh’, in Women, Science and
Medicine, ed. by Hunter and Hutton, 178-97.

136 gee John Young, ‘Three English Medical MSS.’, Essays and Addresses (Glasgow: MacLehose, 1904),
1-14. Glasgow University Library, MS Hunterian 169, ff. 17', 152".

137 Ror example, Samuel Smyth (ff. 227, 74").

133 GUL MS Hunterian 169, f. 262",
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entire manuscript books. For example, in October 1646, Cheney Culpeper sought Hartlib’s
receipt for the stone, from which Hartlib suffered intermittently throughout his life. At
sometime during September 1647 Culpeper lent Hartlib his wife’s receipt book, and in July
1648 again lent a receipt book in which he had ‘turned downe some leaues in the booke
which I heartily wishe might be copied out’.'** In July 1657, Culpeper acknowledged ‘your
receipte againste the piles’, a remedy which was given to Hartlib by John Dury, who had
acquired it from Sir John Barkstead.'*® Hand-written medical recipes, some carefully
recorded in commonplace-books, others hurriedly added on scraps of paper, reflect the
proliferation of medical knowledge through communities. However, not all advice was
derived from personal acquaintances, and some recipes were, importantly, copied out from

printed books.

Books, Readers and their Chosen Receipts

The evidence of manuscript receipt books containing passages taken from printed books
reveal that readers were not passive recipients, but were critical participants in the flow of
information from the printed text to its eventual application. In one particular case,
examined below, a compiler ran together Culpeper’s additional commentary with the
translation of the College’s text, thereby breaking down the typographical distinction which
had differentiated these separate passages in the printed book. As we have already seen,
print lends itself to conferring authority upon the material it reproduces. This is achieved
through typography, the simple fact that a publisher has made a financial investment in
publication and, often, by the identification of an individual on a title page or in passages of
text as an author(ity). In the manuscript tradition, the fact that a compiler has taken the
time to write out a receipt suggests that they have personal experience of its success. Often
individuals’ names are given alongside the medicine or in a headline that establishes its
worth based upon personal testimony or its association with either a trusted, respected, or
famous individual.

Comparison of printed and manuscript receipts reveal evidence of mutual influence,

1

but the textual differences suggest revision on the part of the compilers.14 Two possible

explanations may account for the reproduction of printed material in manuscript form.

139 gee “The Letters of Sir Cheney Culpeper, 1641-1657’, ed. by M.J. Braddick and Mark Greengrass,
Camden Miscellany 33, 5th ser., 7 (1996), 105-402 (letters nos. 114, 139, 156).

140 1pid. . letter no. 191.

141 Stine, ‘Opening Closets’, p. 171.
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Firstly, there is Peter Jones’s suggestion that this could mean individuals did not own the
book but had borrowed a copy simply to write out specific passages.'* Another possibility,
though, is that a tailored version of the printed text was required, which could be placed
within the context of the compiler’s own medical knowledge and experiences. This allows
for a degree of sophistication on the part of the compiler, who having perused a printed
book took out that material which seemed pertinent to their own situation.

The influence of printed receipt books on the compilation of manuscript books is
clear in a manuscript held in the Royal College of Physicians’ Library. In it the compiler
mentioned the College’s Pharmacopoeia, John Gerard’s Herball (1597), and Elizabeth
Grey’s, A Choice Manuall of Rare and Select Secrets (1653)." Also credited is Dr
Edward Alston, President of the College from 1655, as the source for a number of receipts
in the book, but the note ‘vide Pharmacop. Londin.” indicates that they were derived from

the Pharmacopoeia.'**

In a passage on vulnerary drinks, the compiler referred to John
Gerard: ‘The herbe of greate Daysy is put into vulnary drinks as of greate effect. Gerhard’s
Herball.”'* The references to the College’s Pharmacopoeia and Gerard’s Herball are brief
and suggest that the compiler did not own a copy of either, but had been passed the
information from an unacknowledged source. The fact that Gerard’s name and the title of
the Pharmacopeia are placed alongside particular remedies is indicative of the influence of
the printed medium. Appearances in print now stood as a testimony to a medicine’s
success, supplanting the names of acquaintances. Further passages are copied out directly
from print and here suggest ownership, or at the least careful study of a borrowed copy. In
total, five pages of recipes are copied from Elizabeth Grey’s Choice Manuall. Again,
affirmation to their usefulness is derived from the fact that the original source was not only
a printed book, but also one professing the authorship of a notable titled lady. The heading
with which the compiler chose to introduce this series of receipts claimed as much, for they

wrote, ‘Now follow some collect [receipts] out [of] a choice Manuall pract. by the Countess

of Kent published by W.J. Gent, printed 1653°.1*° Thirty-five selected receipts are copied

142 peter Murray Jones, ‘Reading Medicine in Tudor Cambridge’, in The History of Medical Education in
Britain, ed. by Vivian Nutton and Roy Porter (Amsterdam: Rodopi, 1995), 153-83.

> RCP MS 500.

144 For example see the recipes for ‘Pulvis Bezourtick Magistralis’ (‘D" Alston vide Pharmacop. Londin.”),
‘Opiatu Magistrale Astrigens’ (‘D" Alston. vide Pharmacop. Londin. subtitulo Phylon. Persic’), and
‘Pulvis Bezoardicus Magistralis’ (‘D. Edw. Alston Eg. Aur Med. Profess. v. Pharmacop. Londin.’). Ibid.,
ff. 36" and 55".

' Ibid., f. 104",

146 rpid., ff. 22"-24". Elizabeth Grey, Countess of Kent, A Choice Manuall of Rare and Select Secrets
(1653). The introductory preface was written by “W.J.".



240

out verbatim and constitute over ten per cent of the print book. The compiler had preserved

the general order but only included those receipts that met their requirements.

Table 5.1: Comparison of extracted recipes from Elizabeth Grey’s 4 Choice Manuall
(1653) in RCP MS 500

MS Receipt Title CP MS 500 Choice Manuall
S" John Digbie medcins for y Stone in y Kidnies 227 B1"
Another for y Stone in y Kidnies 22 B3'-4
To make Horse Radish drink 22V B4*
A cordiall for Winde in Stomach or any part 23" B8"
For gripings of the belly 23" C3'
A gentle purge 23" 4
Another purge 23" C4'-5"
For winde in y Stomach and for the Spleen 23" C6'
Aproved Mediun for y° Jaundies 23" D2"
Pectoral Roules for a Cold 23" DI’
Another way of Pectorall Roules 23" D2"-3°
For one y piss bloud 23" D7"-8'
For the falling Sicnkesse or Convulsions 23° E3"
For a Tetter, preceding of a salt humour, in y Breast & 23° E3Y
papps

For the bloudy Flux 23" E3"-4"
For a pin or Webb in the Eye 23" F4"
Remedy to be used in a Fitt of y Stone, when the water 23" F4"-5°
Stopp

A most excellent pouder for y¢ Collick and Stone 23" F7'-8"
A pouder for Green Sicknese approved w™ good success 23" F8'-G1'
on many

The Manner of using the pouder 237 Gl'
The Patients Diet 237 G1™Y
A medicine of potage to purge and amend the heart 237 G2™
Stomach Spleen Liver Lungs & Brain

For the Black Jaundies 237 G3'
For the Strangullion or the Stone 23" G3'
For the Stone 23" G3'
For the Stone 24' GSY
For a Lask 24" G6'
For an itch or dry scurf of the Body 24" G6'
For the Emeroides 24 G6"
For the Wind Collick 24" H1'
To comfor y brain and procure Sleep 24° H2'
For one y cannot make water & to break y Stone 24" H6"
For one y cannot make Water 24 H7™
A pouder for y Stone 24" I18"-K1"
For the Collick & the Stone 247 K1"

Even in circa 1775, Grey’s Choice Manuall was the source for a small collection of recipes

copied out in a short manuscript book.'*” Since Grey’s Manuall was in print until at least

147 WIL MS 2630.
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1726 the evidence of this manuscript demonstrates that its contents were still being studied
and practised over a hundred years after it was first published. It is also apparent that print
did not supersede the tradition of manuscript compilation, but that the two existed
concurrently. In another example, again in the Royal College of Physician’s Library, a
series of recipes have been copied out alongside the note: ‘These following are taken out of
M’ Markams booke called the English Houswife & printed at London 1660°.'4®

In the following pages I give a number of examples to illustrate the specific
techniques and devices which were used in manuscripts to record medical receipts.
Following this, I shall give an expansive example taken from an individual manuscript that
explores how one anonymous manuscript made use of Culpeper’s The English Physitian

and his translation of the Pharmacopoeia.

Revision of Printed Receipts
Diana Astry’s receipt book, kept in the very early eighteenth century, contains twenty-one
medical receipts and fifty-two for wines and cordials. These include plague waters, the
Lady Hewet’s cordial water, ‘aqua mirabillis’, a palsy water for an apoplexy, a powder of
earth worms for jaundice, and an ‘excellent remedy for vapours when very bad with

them’.'* Astry emphasised the medical benefits, for example, on ‘aqua mirabillis’, she

wrote:

It mollifieth the lungs, it helpeth mightily the perishing lungs &
comforts them. It suffereth not the body to corrupt but cherisheth it in
such a maner that the user hearof shall selldom heed to be let blood.
It suffereth not the heart burning nor mallancholly, nor flegm to
abound, it greatly expels all rheum & helpeth the stomach. It keepeth
a man in strength, it preserveth the colour & memory, it sufereth not
the palsie of the limbs. If a spoonful be given to a labouring man
toward death it reviveth him."

Included in Astry’s book are directions for Dr Stephen’s Water credited to a Dr Culpeper.
This follows closely Culpeper’s translation for the water from the Pharmacopoeia, both in
the ordering and quantities of ingredients used and the description of its virtues. The
receipts from both sources are reproduced below, the one on the left being from Astry’s

book:

Dr Stephens’ Water (Dr. Culpeper) Dr Stephens Water
The Colledg]

148 RCP MS 513, p. 4. Gervase Markham, The English Hous-wife Containing the Inward and Outward

Vertues, Tth edn (1660).
149 <Djana Astry’s Recipe Book c. 1700”, see receipts nos. 115, 118, 274, 327, 329, 334, [373], and [374].

150 1bid., receipt no. 327.



Take of cinamon, ginger,
galanga, cloves, nutmegs,
graines of paradice seeds, of
annis seeds, fennil & carraway
seeds of each 1 dram, hearbs of
time, mother of time. mints

sage, pennyroyal, pellitory of the
wall, rosemary flowers, of red
roses, chamonell, origanium,
lavander, of each 1 handfull;
infuse them in 12 pts.

Gascoing wine 12 hrs.,

then with an alembick

draw of 6 pts. strong water from
it.

It is good for wemon in labour &
brings away the afterbirth."*!
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Take of Cinnamon Ginger,
Galanga, Cloves, Nutmegs,
Grains of Paradice, Seeds of
Annis, Fennel, Caraway of
each one drachm; Herbs of
Time, Mother of Time, Mints,
Sage, Penyroyl, Pellitory of the
Wall, Rosemary, flowers of red
Roses, Chamomel, Origanum,
Lavender, of each one handful;
infuse them twelve hours in
twelve pints of Gascoign wine,
then with an Alembick, draw
three pints of strong water from
it.

Culpeper] A. Authors hold it
profitable for women in labor,

that it provokes the terms, and
brings away the after-birth.'*

The only deviation between the two is the volume of water drawn off from the alembic at
the final stage. This suggests that Astry, or one of her circle, had experimented with the
receipt and experience had taught that is was more profitable to draw off six pints as
opposed to three. Although Dr Steven’s Water was a popular remedy throughout the
seventeenth century, the ingredients and their quantities could vary considerably.'”” The
fact that Astry’s version followed closely Culpeper’s translation mean that the Dr Culpeper
she credits is Nicholas Culpeper, the original source being his translation. Another
manuscript receipt book, this time kept by Sarah Wigge also contains a reference to
Culpeper and his translation. Wigge wrote: ‘Nich Culpeper found of vertues of flas
unguntor in an old Manu-script writen anno: domo 1543 ... but he did not put it in

» 154

dispensatory but only y° vertues as it was known by’. This precise reference to

Culpeper’s translation suggests that she, or an acquaintance, had read at least part of this

printed work. Another seventeenth-century woman made use of Culpeper’s books:

Elizabeth Freke recorded ‘446 prescriptions’ of herbal medicines adapted ‘outt of

Culpeper’ 13

1 Ibid., receipt no. 118.

152 pr,(1653), Y1". .
153 See receipts for Dr Steven’s Water in WIL MS 1071, p. 38; and WIL MS 4338, . 25". A version of

the receipts was included in many medical printed receipt books, for example, M. B., The Ladies Cabinet
Enlarged and Opened (1654), B12""; Hugh Platt, Delightes for Ladies (1602), E4".

154 RCP MS 654, p. 356. This is probably a reference to the receipt commonly called ‘Flower of
Oyntments’ by Culpeper. In his descriptions of its benefits Culpeper mentioned ‘an old manuscript
written in the year 1513’ (PD (1649), 2P3Y).

155 Mrs Elizabeth Freke, Her Diary, 1671 to 1714, ed. by Mary Carley (Cork, 1913), quoted by Margaret
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Reduction and Referencing

Explicit references to books by Robert Pemell and Lazare Riviére in MS Hunterian 487. in
Glasgow University Library, again highlight the importance of print publication as a
testimony for authority and a sign of a critical reader. The compiler of this particular
manuscript included marginalia of medical uses, with a drawn line dividing individual
receipts. The compiler evidently had access to, or owned, a copy of Riviére’s The Practice
of Physick, first published in 1658 by Peter Cole. Over a series of nine pages they gave
precise references to Riviére’s printed book, usually in an abbreviated style:
‘Riv.t:2:7.36°."*® For example, one such receipt was:

For falling sickness in a child 3 yeare old.
R. y* smoak of Tabaco & blow it into y* open mouth of y° child. this
will cause it to vomit & cease y* fit. Riv. 2. 85."

This precise reference to a particular page in the second part of Riviére’s book, mean it is
possible to identify the particular source book and edition. On page eighty-five, in the
second book of The Practice of Physick (1658), is the following passage:

Falling-sickness in a child.
A Boy three years old, had a fit of the Falling-sickness, from which he
was freed with the smoak of Tabacco, which a servant drew out of a
pipe, and blew into the open mouth of the boy; the boy fel a vomiting,
and the fit ceased."

Particular receipts accredited to printed books include the following to cure an ague, taken
from Robert Pemell’s Tractatus de Simplicium Medicamentorum: A Treatise of the Nature
and Qualities of Such Simples (1652), with the number referring to the chapter rather than
the page:

R: Pint of milk, & a peece of allum as big as a wallnut & boyle it, y"
take off y° curd, & drink of y® clearest a good draught before y*© fit of
an ague. Pem. 70."%°

Pemell’s book was divided into chapters each devoted to a simple medicine, detailing
names, uses, and offering a few compounded medicines which they could be made up into.
Chapter 70 was devoted to Allumine and covered one-and-a-half octavo pages. The passage

above has been copied from the section describing the ‘inward use’, as follows,

George, Women in the First Capitalist Society: Experiences in Seventeenth-Century England (Brighton:
Harvester Press, 1988), p. 190.

156 GUL MS Hunterian 487, ff. 55"-59".

7 Ibid., f. 49".

158 | azare Riviere, ‘Four Books’, in The Practice of Physick, trans. by Abdiah Cole and others (1658),
03",

159 GUL, MS Hunterian 487, f. 108"
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Plinie saith, it is taken in Pills, for the stoppings and hardnesse of the
Spleene, driveth away the Itch, and bringeth forth corrupt blood by
urine. The vulgar use to Possets of it, as thus, to take a pint of milke,
and a piece of Allum as big as a Wallnut, and boyle it; then take off

the cui%, and drinke of the clearest a good draught, before the fit of an
Ague.

The fact that advice on cleansing teeth and gums, killing head lice and nits, and clearing
leprosy with medicines made from alum have been ignored, suggest that the compiler had
only taken out details which were relevant to their situation. On several further occasions,
brief passages have been taken from Pemell’s book. For example, on the use of garlic,
Pemell had devoted two-and-a-half pages, but the compiler chose to copy only one line.'"
Importantly, although no marginalia appear in Pemell’s book, the compiler of this
manuscript added his own marginal tags to these recipes which identified their medical use:
for example, ‘Ague’ and ‘Collick & y° Wind’ appear alongside the passages mentioned
above. Here, then, is an example of a reader applying one of the common apparatuses of

print to their common-place book. Marginal tags were not necessary in Pemell’s text

because its arrangement and index allowed particular passages to be easily located.

Culpeper’s Printed Books and the Manuscript Tradition
In this final section, I examine the use made in one manuscript of Culpeper’s The English
Physitian and his translation of the College’s Pharmacopoeia. Receipts and medical
aphorisms were written down in this manuscript compiled in the late seventeenth and early

12 Comparison with Culpeper’s printed texts

eighteenth centuries (see Illustration 47).
reveal that the anonymous compiler selected particular passages relevant to their medical
experiences and needs, removed circumstantial detail, and conflated Culpeper’s comments
and the College’s receipts.

At the front of the manuscript sections from The English Physitian are reproduced:

faced with a large printed volume the compiler has extracted the few sections that appeared

160 Robert Pemell, Tractatus de Simplicium Medicamentorum: A Treatise of the Nature and Qualities of
Such Simples as are Most Frequently used in Medicines (1652), 2A4".

16! Prom the following printed passage the compiler had taken only ‘Electuary of garlick ... take of it
morn: & even: as much as a nut’ (f. 108"): ‘Take of Garlick foure or five cloves, bruise it well with two or
three drams of hony, and as much Mithridate, then adde of Parmacitty, Juniper berries of each a scruple,
Castor two scruples, Pellitory of the wall in powder a scruple, with Oximell Squillitick make an Electuary,
and give of it Morning and Evening as much as a Nut. It is excellent in the Chollick and against winde’
(2A4"). Chapters 118 and 120 are also mentioned as the sources of remedies for ‘Losse of speech of Palsy
in the toung’ (f. 45"; cf. 213"-4', 214"-K1").

162 WL MS 4053. References to Culpeper’s books are at ff. 2" and 5" (the manuscript itself is incorrectly
foliated).
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important. Accordingly, there is only the briefest mention of all the herbal descriptions
which Culpeper gave, condensing down the huge amount of information contained in the
printed text to a simple passage. The virtues of only two of the herbs given by Culpeper are
included: comfrey (Symphytum officinale), for example, eased the pain of gout, and cowslip
(Primula veris) was good for wounds. No plant descriptions or advice on whereabouts they
could be found has been written out. It is apparent, then, that each herb was known to the
compiler for whom it was more important to note their medical uses, rather than the
botanical detail. This underlies the fact that Culpeper’s herbal was devised to stress the
applications rather than the botanical detail with which traditional herbals had been
primarily concerned. More space is devoted to the directions Culpeper had given on
preparing and storing compounded medicines. A large passage describing how to prepare
syrups by decoction is copied out from the ‘Directions’, followed by a similar section on
the preparation of syrups from juices. I have reproduced the two passages alongside the
original printed copy (on the right) to allow comparison.

Syrups made by Decoction Syrups made by Decoction

Are made usually of Compunds  are usually made of Compounds,
yet may any simple Herbs so thus yet may any simple Herb be thus
Conuerted Into a Syrup: Take y°  converted into Syrup: Take the

hearb Root or flower y° would Herb, Root, or Flower you would
make into Syrup, & bruse it a make into Syrup, and bruise it a
Litle: y" boyl it in a Conuenient little; then boyl it in a convenient
Quantity of Spring water, y° quanitity of spring Water, the
more water y° boyle in it y° more Water you boyl in it, the
weaker it is, a handful of y° weaker wil it be, a handful of the
hearb Root or flower, is a Herb, Root &c. is a

Convenient Quantity for a pint of convenient quantitie for a pint of
water, boyle it till half y° water Water; boyl it til half the Water
be Consumed. y" Lett it Stand till be consumed, then let it stand til

it be almost Cold & straine it it be almost cold, and strain it
through a woollen (being almost cold) through

a woolen
Cloath, Letting it Run out at cloath, letting it run out at
Leasure without pressing: to Euery leisure without pressing, to every
pint of y* Decoction add one pint of this Decoction ad one
pound of Sugar & boyle it ouer pound of Sugar and boil it over
y* fire till it Come to a Syrup, the fire til it come to a Syrup,
which y° may know if y° now which you may know if you now
& y" Coole a Little of it in a and then cool a little of itin a
spoone; scum it all y° while it spoon, scum it al the while it

boiles, & when it is sufficiently ~ boils, and when it is sufficiently
boiled, whilest it is hott, Straine it boiled: whilst it is hot, strain it
againe through a woolen Cloth, again through a woollen cloth,
but press not. thus haue y° but press it not: Thus have you
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y°® Syrup prefected.'®? the Syrup perfected.'®

Syrups made of Juyces Syrups made of Juyces

Are usually made of such hearbs  are usually made of such Herbs
as are full of Juyce, & indeed as are ful of Juyce, and indeed
y® are better made into a Syrope  they are better made into a Syrup
this way y" any other, y* this way than any other; the
Operation is thus, haueing Operation is thus, Having

beaten y° hearb in a stone morter  beaten the Herb in a stone Morter,
with a wooden pestle, press out with a wooden Pestle, press out
y° Juyce & Clarifie it y* manner  the Juyce, and clarifie it, as you
of Clarifying is this, putitintoa  were taught before in the J uyces,
pigskin or silkcloth or som such

thing & set it over y° fire; & when

y® becom® riseth, take it of: Let it

stand ouer y* fire til noe more scum

Rise & it is done;

y" Let y° Juyce boile away till then let the Juyce boil away til a

a q' of it or more upon be quarter of it (or neer upon) be
Consumed. to a pint of thisadd  consumed; to a pint of this ad

a pound of Sugar, & boile it to a pound of Sugar, and boil it to a

Syrup. allwayes scuming it, & Syrup, always scumming it, and
when it is boiled Enough, straine  when it is boiled enough, strain
it through a woolen Cloth it through a woollen cloth, as

as a boue.'®’ we taught you before, and keep it

166
for your use.

In the case of preparing syrups from juices, the manuscript passage is divided by the
insertion of a section on clarification copied from earlier in the printed book. In the printed
text, the reader was simply referred to a previous page, but in its manuscript version the
relevant passage had to be included to ensure the procedure was complete and self-
contained.

Following on from this material, a selection of passages from ‘y° old Dispensatory’
have been reproduced and again it is the practical information, such as the procedures for

17 To begin with, this

calcination, filtration, coagulation, and infusion, which were chosen.
detail is condensed into a series of short passages, followed by a few entries from the
catalogue of simples. When compared with Culpeper’s original printed version, the
compiler’s criteria for copying out this material emerges. In print the English and Latin

names of each simple appeared in italic and were followed by a description of the plant and

1 Ibid., f. 4.

164 EP Enlarged (1653), 2A2".

165 WIL MS 4053, f. 4",

16 £p Enlarged (1653), 2A2".

167 WIL MS 4053, f. 5%, i.e. the verso of page marked ‘1’ in contemporary hand, and headed ‘D" Culpeper
in y° old Dispensatory’.



247

its medical virtues. In manuscript, though, this order was reversed. For example in his
‘Catalogue’, Culpeper wrote of dwarf-elder (Sambucus ebulus):

Of Dwarf Elder, Walwort, Or Danewort; hot and dry in the third
degree; the Roots are as gallant a purge for the Dropsie as any under
the Sun, which beside the Authority of the Ancient, was often proved
by the never dying Dr. Butler of Cambridge, as my self have it in a
Manuscript of him. You make take a drachm or two drachms (if the
Patitent be strong) in white Wine at a tim.'®®

The compiler of the manuscript has extracted from this the following:

— for a dropsie — These and Roots
Take a drachm or so of y° Root of Dwarfe Elder, walewort or deane

wort in white wine at a time y°® best purg for it under y* sunne D’
Butler —.'¢

Likewise, the compiler interpreted the information on plantain (Plantago major). Culpeper
had written:

Of Plantane. The Root is somthing dryer than the Leaf, but not so
cold, it opens stoppages of the Liver, helps the Jaundice and Ulcers of
the Reins and Bladder. Dioscorides affirmeth that one Root helpeth a
Quotidian Ague, three a Tertain, and four a Quartan, which though
our late writers hold to be fabulous, yet there may be a greater truth in
it than they are aware of; yet I am as loth to make Supersitition a
foundation to build on as many of them, let Experience be Judg, and
then weigh not modern Jury Men. A little of the Root being eaten,
instantly staies pains in the Head, even to admiration.'”

This was reduced in the manuscript to the following:

— for y° Paine of y* head —

A little bitt of Plantane being Eaten Instantly stays y° paine of head to
admiration. 1 Root helpeth a Quotidian Ague, 3 a Tertain & 4 a
Quartan Ague.171

The compiler also adapted receipts from the catalogue of compounded medicines. Whereas
Culpeper had distinguished the College’s text from his comments on its virtues by using
typographical signs, the compiler of this manuscript conflated the information into a single
passage. For example, for rob of elderberry the printed text read:

The Colledg] Take of the Juyce of Elder Berries and make it thick
with the help of a gentle fire, either by its self, or a quarter of its
weight in suger being added.

Culpeper] Both Rob of Elder Berries, and Dwarf-Elder are excellent
for such whose bodies are inclining to Dropsies; neither let them
neglect nor despise it if they do ’tis not my fault: They may take the
quantity of Nutmeg each morning, ’twill gently purge the watery

18 pp (1653), F1".
169 WIL, MS 4053, f. 5".
170 pp (1653), F2".
171 WIL MS 4053, f. 5"
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humor.'"
In the manuscript, the division Culpeper made between the College’s receipt and his
comments are broken down, while the compiler has included additions to the method of
preparation:

Juyce of Elder Berries or of Dwarfe Elder is made thus
Take y® Juyce of Either made in a stone morter with a wooden Pestle
and set y" ouer a gentle fire after strained with a Quarter of y* weight
of good sugar & make y™ thick: y* are very good to purge away any
Dropsey call humor take about y® [illegiable] of a Nuttmeg Each
morning or any other watery humor.'”

This pattern is followed in the method of making hazelnut oil. The printed text had read:

The Colledge] It is made of the Kernels, clensed, brused, and heat,
and pressed, like Oyle of sweet Almonds.

Culpeper] A. You must put them in a vessel (viz. a glass, or some
such like thing) and stop them close that the water come not them
when you put them into the bath.

A. The Oyl is good for cold afflictions of the nerves, the gout in the
joynts &c.!"™

In the manuscript copy the sections were conflated:

oyle of hazell nutt Carnels made by Expression
Pick & Cleanse y" y" breake y" in a stone morter y" y° must put y™ in
a glass Close Stopt y' y® water may not Come to y™ when y° heat y"
which must be some time y" press out y° oyle & Keep it Close, It is
good for cold afflictions of y° nerues or Joynts as y° Gout &c.'”

In this treatment of Culpeper’s translation the typographical differentiation that had
produced a three-tier text breaks down. The authority of Culpeper’s commentary flows on
from that of the College. Because this was a personal book produced to an individual’s
requirements, the compiler has removed the authoritative tags that had separated the
College from Culpeper.

The inclusion of originally printed material in manuscript receipt books represents
transference of information to a localised site of application. Mimicking the role of the
compositor and printer, the compiler of a receipt book could control the presentation of
material. A compiler would copy the text of a receipt, obtained from print, oral
communication, or correspondence, whilst making decisions about its layout. This, along
with the physical structure of the manuscript and the choice of material recorded, provide a

cultural context within which the manuscript was intended for use. The selection and

12 pp (1653), 2D2".
173 WIL MS 4053, f. 5",
17 pp (1653), 2P1".
175 WIL MS 4053, f. 5.
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adaptation of printed material, tailored for a specific use, is suggestive of critical readers.
The printed page allows the transference of information from its localised site of production
(the author), through publication and dissemination to a wider spectrum of information
receivers (readers). Medicines are prepared and, if successful, recorded in a commonplace-
book or receipt book adjacent to other empirically tested data, where they could more easily
be accessed. This act constitutes authorship, in that a new text is created which could then
be disseminated again within a local community. This process highlights the social
network surrounding textual production and dissemination, and reveals the importance of

lay-out and physical construction in printed and manuscript books.



Epilogue

Books declare themselves through their titles,

their authors, their places in a catalogue or on a

bookshelf, the illustrations on their jackets;
books also declare themselves through their size.

Alberto Manguel

A History of Reading (1996), p. 125

In this thesis a close exploration of four of Nicholas Culpeper’s medical books during the
period from 1649 to 1665 has confirmed Roy Porter’s suggestion that ‘books are not the
pellucid and neutral instruments of information exchange that historians would like to
pretend them to be’.' 1 have shown how Culpeper’s books were a response to the
conditions prevalent in London’s medical marketplace from the 1630s through to the
Restoration. From examining their immediate publishing histories I have highlighted the
importance of bibliographical analysis to an understanding of the social history of medicine
and its commercialism during the early modern period. Because vernacular medical books
provided accessible authoritative knowledge, readers were increasingly better informed and
able to assess the standards of medical practitioners, or to provide self-medication. That is,
the printed medium played an important role in the ‘medicalisation’ of society and the
‘professionalisation’ of medicine.’

I have shown for the first time the involvement of Fellows of the London College of
Physicians with the book trade during this period and their willingness to endorse the
registration of English medical titles at Stationers’ Hall, to raise income and control their
publication. In the case of its Pharmacopoeia the College lost control when two London
publishers secured their stationers’ rights to the copy.

Culpeper’s collaboration with Peter Cole produced a series of vernacular medical

! Roy Porter, ‘Introduction’, in The Popularization of Medicine 1650-1850, ed. by Roy Porter (London:
Routledge, 1992), 1-16 (p. 9).

2 Porter suggests that it was during the eighteenth century that English society became increasingly
medicalised as the population became better informed. However, in the latter half of the seventeenth
century, in London, at least, medical knowledge was available through the printed medium (‘The Patient
in England, ¢.1660 - ¢.1800’, in Medicine in Society: Historical Essays, ed. by Andrew Wear (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1992; repr. 1993), 91-118 (p. 101)).
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treatises, which marked the commencement of what became a deliberate policy to publish a
series of texts to appeal across the spectrum of health care providers, from apothecaries,
surgeons and midwives, through to the literate lay reader. The rhetoric utilised by Culpeper
in the preliminaries to his translations and treatises attacked the hierarchical control of
medical knowledge and called for the dissemination of previously restricted knowledge to
the population. Culpeper thereby sought to empower readers, giving them control over the
health management of their body and liberation from the self-interested physicians of the
College, although preserving the midwives’ knowledge to themselves. But these books
were also published in what appears to have been a competitive and buoyant market and
were immediately pirated, and it is this commercialism which is revealed here for the first
time.

By the time of his death in 1654, Culpeper’s name had attained a status, a ‘brand
name’, as a signifier of medical kudos.” For example, in a pamphlet issued by the
Corporation of London Culpeper’s name was promoted on its title page beside Sir Walter
Raleigh’s as a source of medical receipts.* This was exploited in the immediate aftermath
of his death, and on through the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, as publishers profited
from using the Culpeper name. In the last decades of the seventeenth century and
especially in the eighteenth, print became increasingly exploited as an advertising medium.’
One example is a single broadsheet deigned to promote sales of Richard Culpeper’s
lozenges and pills. Richard lived in Holborn and claimed kinship of Nicholas, who had, ‘as
a Token of his Love’ left his medical receipts with Richard, ‘to the end and purpose that he
after his decease should publish the same for his Accommodation, and the Benefit of His
Majesties subjects’.6 The lozenges sold at two shillings for a dozen, and were had from a

variety of London’s retailers; eight out of the nineteen outlets were either stationers or

3 On the comparative example of Ben Jonson, see Richard Burt, Licensed by Authority: Ben Jonson and
the Discourses of Censorship (Ithaca and London: Cornell University Press, 1993), pp. 150-68. Webster
has also noted the ‘considerable commercial appeal’ of Culpeper’s name (GI, p. 270).

* [Corporation of London], The Orders and Directions of the Right Honourable the Lord Mayor ... to be
Diligently Observed and Kept by the Citizens of London, During the Time of the Present Visitation of the
Plague ([1665)), title page.

5 See Patricia Crawford, ‘Printed Advertisements for Women Medical Practitioners in London, 1670-
1710°, Society for the Social History of Medicine, Bulletin, 35 (1984), 66-70; Anne Digby, Making a
Medical Living; Doctors and Patients in the English Market for Medicine, 1720-191]1 (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1994); Roy Porter, Health for Sale: Quackery in England 1660-1850
(Manchester and New York: Manchester University Press, 1989). Porter looks at the commercialism that
is apparent in the eighteenth-century medical marketplace and its practitioners and professionals (pp. 43-
55).

6 R)ichard Culpeper, These are to Give Notice to All His Majesties Subjects ([c. 1668]), broadsheet.
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booksellers. In 1680, Culpeper’s almanac was revived by Nathaniel Culpeper who claimed
to be a ‘worthy friend and Relation [of] M Nicholas Culpepper’. This title was published
for at least the next twenty years, and endeavoured ‘to oblige the Honest Reader with such
useful novelties that may be as kindly received as freely offered for the Publick good’,
again echoing Culpeper’s motives for his books thirty years earlier.’

Like Culpeper, William Salmon (1644-1713) was similarly an astrologer, medical
practitioner, writer and translator.® He translated the College’s revised Pharmacopoeia of
1677, and was responsible for works on midwifery, surgery, and herbal medicine.’ He also
had printed a series of medical handbills that advertised his retail medicines and medical
practice.'® The importance of typography and the layout of medical receipts has been
demonstrated in Chapter Five of this thesis, wherein I employed Genette’s notion of a
peritext to explain the functionality of the internal arrangement of medical books. In his
translation, Salmon and his publisher (Thomas Dawks), followed Culpeper and Cole’s
example and created a two-tier text in which Salmon’s comments followed on from the
College’s receipts, differentiated by roman and italic type respectively. That is, the model
which Culpeper and Cole devised for presenting the English texts of the College’s
Pharmacopoeias was perceived to be helpful and therefore retained in the 1670s and many
subsequent editions.

I have traced the printed book through a social network of agents. This includes the
author, printer, publisher, bookseller, and reader. In the preceding chapters I have
examined this complex system of production through the rhetoric of Culpeper’s texts and
translations, his association with his publishers, the application of page lay-out and
typography in his books, and their textual fluidity through later editions. This analysis has

revealed the human relationships and commercial arrangements that become apparent

7 Nathaniel Culpeper, Culpepper Revived (Cambridge, 1680), C4".

 William Salmon promoted himself as something of a scholar, but, like Culpeper twenty-five years
earlier, he similarly exploited print culture and is deserving of more research. After his death, Salmon’s
library was sold at two auctions on 16 November 1713 and 10 March 1714, by the bookseller Thomas
Ballard. It appears that at the time of his death, Salmon owned only a few Culpeper titles, including:
Pharmacopoeia Londinensis: or the London Dispensatory (1659); The English Physitian (1666); and
Culpeper’s Midwifery (1684). See Bibliotheca Salmoneana, 2 pts (1713-14), 1, nos. 1167, 1181, 1223; 1,
nos. 121, 122, 174, 312, 354, 489, 869, 925.

? See Pharmacopoeia Londinensis: or the New London Dispensatory, trans. by William Salmon (1678);
George Bate, Pharmacopoeia Bateana, trans. by Salmon (1694); Aristotle’s Compleat and Experience’'d
Midwife, trans. by W[illiam] S[almon] (1700); and The Family Dictionary; or Household Companion,
trans. by [William Salmon} (1695).

10 gee BL 551.a.32., nos. 126, 128, 222. Also, see Bernard S Capp, Astrology and the Popular Press:
English Almanacs 1500-1800 (London: Faber and Faber, 1979), p. 52.
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through a sociological approach to the book history.

Culpeper lived and worked in London during a period of tremendous upheaval. He
wrote and practised medicine; he healed patients and gave astrological readings; he sold
medicines and worked for and with Peter Cole and Nathaniel Brook. His collaborations
with his two publishers created a print persona. ‘Nicholas Culpeper’ was, and remains
today, a product of print culture. In the late twentieth century his name is still synonymous

with herbal medicine and this is largely due to the proliferation of his ‘brand name’ through

the printed medium.



Appendix 1: Illustrations
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Undated letter, Nicholas Culpeper to John Booker (Bodleian Library, MS Ashmole

339, f. 173). By permission of the Bodleian Library, University of Oxford.
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Pharmacopoeia Londinensis, in qua Medicamenta (1618). By permission of the
Wellcome Institute Library, London.
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Pharmacopoeia Londinensis, in qua Medicamenta (1632) — the same plate was used
in 1619, 1627, 1639. By permission of the Wellcome Institute Library, London.
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Pierre Morell, The Expert Doctors Dispensatory (1657), frontispiece.
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Culpeper, Pharmacopoeia Londinensis: or the London Dispensatory (Printed by a
Well-wisher, 1654).

Pharmacopceia Londinenfis:
OR THE M
London Difpenfatory.

Fuyther adorned by the Studies and Colle&ions of
the Fellows, mow living of the aid COLLE D G, .

Wherein you may finde. .

1. The Vireues,Qualitics, and properties of eye-
1y Simple.

2. The Virtues and Ufe of the Compounds.

3. Cautions in giving all Medicinesthatare dan-
gerous. _

4. Allthe Mcdicines that were in the 0/d Latin

~ Difpenfatory, and are Jeft ouc in the New
Latin one,are printed in this fourth Im-
preffion in Englifh, with their Virtues.

5. A Key to Galen’s Method of Phyfick, containing
thirty three Chaprers.

6. Inthis Impreffion the Latin name of every
one of the Compounds is printed , and in
what page of the new Folio Latin Book
they are to be found. . :

9. According ro the longing dt‘g}c of the Au-
thor, for the good of the Common-wealih,
asin fol.71. and many other places, this
Book is printed 'in this Chara&er to the
cnd chat 1ts prife may not excced the
poores purfe. :

By Nicb.Cuvatqt.'Student in Phyfick and Aftro-
logy™ Niving in Spittlefields near London.

Scire poteflates Herbarum, sfumque medendi )
Maluity & mutss agitare (inglorims) asrtes. Virgik

London , Printed by a Well-wifhzr to the Com-
mon-wealth of ENGLA N D- 1654.

i g
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Culpeper, Pharmacopoeia Londinensis: or the London Dispensatory (1655) and

(1659). By permission of the Wellcome Institute Library, London.
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ad the tops "f'&“!bcni”ﬂ”nd awlhile, ' Wounds or Apofthumes,(pecially iuch

black Poppics, Mandy ak,
. ?{_;_(;ljbndc, Lettice,
and (mal,Burs the greater, of each three '
ounces : heat them all :o[ e b
all of thom being maxed, after ten daics - neficial.
with a pound of Kofe water, boyl it 1l
all the fuperluous humiairy
_lu‘d 5 then firain it and p'r(/?
3t may be an Oyntmunt ac
are.
[u{prpcr: Tc is exceeding
- .burnnnijs, fcaldings |
ic affwageth che b
kidneys ; the temp

d good in prefled out then alfo. Mizaldus.
»and inflamacions ;

Mizaldus.
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(all the (uperfluous |,

n, 1 umidipy |,
Su(//; P':I-{rjf[:logl;r'\ 165, Oy [med 5 then firin i ‘"‘m;«;l:g'” Confu.
Qor, tmnent. it may be an 0 i€ out hyg
art. yntment COrding |,

Coileda. Take of fiefl Butter wafh-
ed in Violet iwater fix ounces , Oyl of Culneper.
];rm Almonds fonr ounces, Oyl ‘of lvurni'ngs, feslding e and infis
c u'mmr( and Violets, white wax, of icallwagech the _]g.,un ks
eaco three oxnces, Hens and Ducks kid ncy;; the xc‘ H[[ o{[!u
greafeof each two ouiices , Oirisvools wih it, iz pmvokTP (rlx bélng
170 d‘nm:‘, Sﬂfran balf a dvam: 1he in !hcirhﬁi,(omxh? s
two (afl being fincly powdered, the refl to litle purpole, o e e 1R, b
milted and often wafbied i Bailey or mull do (omthir’\ Sl
Byfop water, make an Oyarment of i

when fhe fh — j
them accor:ting (a al. ‘ itclean again

It is .
€Xceed: b
dina g00d iy

mniom;
head ayg
N0inged
hey have

> 35 the woman 4
nthe houie,nd made

Crlozper. Y itrengriens the Bresf'
20d ftomach, ealed: ne pairs tiereaf,’
hielps plevrities snd coniumptions ot Colled
the lunge, the breall being anoinred onnécs ,

3%

yngaentim Refu mptivum. 166

g Take of Hogs greafe thy

with v the greafe of Hens, G

IR wihicy me : eefe,
i, No 1y have ended their DIM/{)‘, a[ each rvo ,;,,,,,;‘.’f (C(I’f:::
y O

ne {il‘(r“:m': b’oy!i:n;: of the B_uncr- balf au oknce > Oyl of Violets, chamo-
Mciins oo bk s oo i e i e
ey g nile Wax [ix ounces , Mulffilage of
cazapnets of che Book ) let them read e
t!‘:c:: [_ﬁvm,":\, of n:inc,_o)fche lsft EJIC'J: TJS;’(!’):, Lr;‘g/jf'z:bli{‘:}};”,i’:;‘/;W%;:?
ry.h;\ngl ;)..;:ﬂ.].w;[.:i:o(:::rl,){a?ngon, of each balf an ounce. Lec the Mufila.
i y ylick for ges be made in Rofe w.uer, wd adding
. (therelt, makeicinto an Oyntment ac-

cording to art.

zrguontuin Poyuleum. 166, Or, |

NS
Cynemen: of Poplar. Culpeper. Te migheily mollifies with-

out any manifefl benr, and is therfore
€ Taycof [veflh Poplar buds 1 Oyynrm:nr fc. iuc’!::l; haflc/\‘guts,
o "/.u,m.l aud anbalf , the flowers of Afthmaes, He&:ck Feavers, or Con-
;."‘{“-"’.J:”( Navel-wort of the wall, of fumptions. Tt isa gallane Oyntment
L— 'rl:.‘t.L U_-.Jff’f ;'ﬁrﬂl Hogs greafe, o caie pains coming by inliamstions
«¢ vowdd 5 zll of thews beng beaten (of wounds or Apofthumes, clpecislly
lc;:le:u‘,m blay let them (lazd awhile, {uch as d inels .c;.mp,nig; an inhr-
A~ ‘II« -""’F’f'/rk"’!”'?'”'(!: the leaves of |mity weunded people are many tiaes
Ulack “Poppics, Mandrake, Henbane, troubled wich. 1n; inward Apolthumes)
Niehtfbade, Letrice, Houfleck grear as Pleurifies, isonc of them to anoint
«and [mal,Buis the greater,of each threc che excernal tegion of the part, is very
ounces : bear them all together, aud |benefcisl
#ll of them being mixed, after ten daics ' ]
with a penind of Kofe water, boyl it uil !
|

Caleds.
2

Cilc

Yngumivn

The Juyce of Knorgrafs drunk wich
be confu- the pouder of feven Pepper corns, aiic-
st out thar tle before the fic comes, cures the quar
cording 1o tan Agye : bu they iay it muft be g2°
i thered on a Thurfday, and the juyc

Cantharides w:apped in 3 Spiders
cac of the head and , Web, and banged over onc thac hab s
les being anointed quirtan Ague, perfeély cures aXT

ifo

> the leaves of as drine(s accompanies, an infirmiry
¢, Henbane, wounded people are many times trou-
Houflcek grear bled with. Ininward Apulthume, 15
: Pieurefics, is onc of them to anoint the
gether, and " exeernal region of the part is very be-

e

SR AT e g g ! TheSixt E

The fixt Edition,
\ Alfo forany Aguc, jult when the fic
comes upon you, tke half a pint of
§ck, and boyl it to a quartar nf: pinG
widha liede Garlick fliced thin inic,
and Jrink 1t 3s warm as you can, it wil
fuddenly cure you to adiniration.
Sinkioyl isan Hatb of Jupuer : 1:
ﬁung(hmslhc Liver, and cures,being
given in pouders al Agues- I do not
jntend here to treat ot Herbs abour the
time of gathering them s but reftore
thatto a Trearite ot ic felf.
Unguentum Splanchuicumn. 166
Colledg. Take of Oyl of Capars an
cunce : Oyl of white Lillies, Chamo-
mel, frefh Butteis )Il)‘t(»nf Briony and
Sowbread, of cach balf an oknce : beyl
it to the coufumption of the juyce, ad
Ammoniacum diffolved in Viacger,two
drams and an half : Haas greafe,0cfy-

pits, Manow of a Calfs leg, of cach
balf an ownce : Ponder of the Bark of
the Roots ef Famaris and (apars, Fern
ro0ts, Cetrach, of cach a dram : the
feeds of Agnus Caflws, aid Broom, of

Much Enlarged.
every one thitunderftood any Latin
mizhc underitand, they invented a hi-
Jdeous name,  waguontue Sgluichni=
Cum.
bide Oyntments, yct can calily beac
Playtters :  thercfore whea occ (ion is
aiven, you may makeup the Oynne=
menc in form of a Playlter, by adding

cach afciuple with a fufficient quan-
tity of wax, make it into an Oyntment
according te ait.

Tnguentum Splanchuicum da-

iflvale. 167.

Colledg. “Take of the Lark of Caper
Roars, (ix drams ¢ Briony roots, Or-
ris Floremkinie, pouder of iwect Fennel
fced, Ammoniacum diflolved in Vi-
neger, of each halt an ounce : tops of

| ot
o i nd | mer.
mcl.gﬂﬂ'l Buter, Juyce of Briony 3 T
owbre
it o the con
. moniscy!
::2 drams and 3n balf;

‘(’):&E,ulsf'm ounce ; pouder of the bark

of the Roots ©
Fern ro0ts,

Wormwood, Chamomcl flowers, of
cxchadram : Oynement of the juyce
and {lowers of Orrengcs, of each fix

i diams : Oyl of Orris and Capars, of

each an ounce and .un half: cthe thinas
which oughz being poudered and fiel-
ted 5 che reft diligendy mixed in a hot
Mortar : make itin:o an Oyntment
according to art.

Cidpeper. Before they called thele,
Hogucutum Splenickm, which becaule

309

There are fome that cannot a-

alicle Wax, Ship picch, CvPcrus, tur=
pentine.  Both thefe Oynrments are
apropriated to che Spleen, and eale the
pains thercof, the (ides being anointed
with them. 1 fancy not the for-
mer.

Unguentum ¢ Succs. 167, Or,

Oyntment of Juyces.

Colledg. Take of juyce of dwarf-
Elder cighr ounces : of Smallage and
Parfly of cach four ounces : Worm-
wood and Orris of each five ounces *
common Oyl half a pound : O of
white Lillies ten ounces, of Worm-
wood and Chamomel of each fix oun-
ces : the tat of Ducks and Hens of cach
two ounces @ boyl them together with
a gentle fire ull che juyces be confum-=
cd, then ftrain i, and with feven
ounces of white Wax, and a litle
white wine Vinegar, make it into an
Oyntmen: according to art.

Sce Ungucatum ex SUCcis
Aperitivis.
Tnguentum Sumach. 168.

Colledg. Take of Sumach, unripe
Galls, Mirtle beiries , Bulusflines ,
Iemcgrapate Pills, Acorn cups, Cy-
prefd Nuts, Acacia, Maflich, of each
ten drams : white 1wax five ounces :
Oyl of Rofes often wafbed in Allum-
wwatery a pound and ten ounces : make
a finc poudcr of the thiugs you cau, and
ftecp them four wial dayes injuyce of
Mdlars and uniipe Seivices, of cach a
[uflicient quantity, then diy them by a
gentle five, and with the Oyl and wax
voyl it into an Oyntmcnt.

Culpeper.

gnguentum Splanchnicum. 166.
_ Takeof Oyl of Capars an
Colees ot whice Lillies,Chamo-

1d,of each halfan ounce : boil
(umption of the juyce,
m diffolved in Vinegar,
Hens gresle,

Marrow of a Calfs Leg,

f Tamaris and Capars,
Cetracn, of cach adram 5
us caltus, and Broom,

dition, much Enlarged.
pentine. 4
appropristed to the iplecn, and esfe che
pains thereof, the fides being *nointed
with them-

ad | Geians, d
mine, of the Jat Edition, !
vius, Riolanus, Jobnfion, Vefling#,
of | Semnertus,

309
Both thefe Oyntments aré

I fancy not the for-

would be knowing Fhy-
let them read thefe Books of
viz. Rive-

and Phyfick for the poor.

Unguentum ¢ Succi. 167 Or,

Qynument of Juyces.

the feeds of Agr
ofcach 3 ((rup_lc =
qaantic of Wax,
Qyncment sccording to art.

with a luflicient
make it into an

Hngrentum Splonchnicum, HMa-

giftrale. 1¢7.

Colledg. Take of the bark of Caper
Roots fix drams ¢ Briony Roots, Or-
is Elorentine, pouder of [weet \_:cnm.:l
{ced, Ammoniscum diffolved in Vi-
negar, of each half an ounce : tops 0
Wormwood, Chamomel flowers, of
achadram: Oynument of the Juyce
and of flowers of Orrenges, of exch ix
Jams 2 Oyl of Orris and C3pars, of
achsn ounce and an hslf = the chings
which ought being poud:rcd fnd if-
wd: thereflt d'\\igcm\y mixed in 3 hot
Mo:tar: make itinto an Ojynment
wcording to a1t

Culpeper. Befcre they called -.hc‘.'c_, .
hbecaule | Acacis,

Vaguentum Splanicum 3 whic

- 1
every one that undedlood sny Lain w
ahi-|o

\ sav !
mightunder®and, they inventes
l 3

deous name, Vnguentim Splanchii=

Tske cf juyce of Dwaif-
Elder cighcounces : of $mallage and
Parlly, of cach four ounces : Worm-
wood and Orris, of esch five ounces *
common Oy! hslf apound : Oyl of
white Lillies ten ounces , of Worm-
wood snd Chsmome!, of each (ix cun-
ces: the fat of Ducks and Hms,o(cz.ch
two ounces : boyl them together with
a gcml: fire il the juyces be confamed,
chen ftrainic, snd with fc\':n. ounces
of white Wax, 3nda lile white wine
Vincgar, mske it into an Oynunent
ing to art.
ikt Sce wnguentum ex Such
Aperiivis.

Colledg

VuguLaLu i Sumach. 168.

Take of Sumach, uetipe

Colicdg, Take oL St
G!\s.n\vnlcl\tnI:S,HJiauluna,_pnnc-

hite wax five ounces:

»nd 1en ounces :
the things vou can, 3k

i ' s nute

ranacc pills,Acorn ¢ ps:C ypit 3
8 pr\l;-‘ﬁich, of each wen drams :
Oy of Rules
feen wafhed in Al um waeer, pound_
mate 8 fine pouder of
d fteep them four

cum. Therc are lome that cannot a-
bide Oyrunents, yet can c:hly' bcw.r
Plsilters : :herefore when occ:hon is

given, you may makeup the Oyne-|quaniay

mentin form ot a Vlailter, by sdding | by b

sli e \Yax,bIv'-p-piuh,C\pcrm,'l u:- lig into an O niicnt
! ) 4

who! dsics in Jujcc o
| unripe Savicss,

{ Mcdlais 3nd
of esch a (0 Gicient
tien dry them by 3 gemiie
and with che Oyt amd Wax bovt

oy Culapere
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“all forts of Phylical Herbs,thatyou may have ch
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THE ENGLISHACS

OR AN e,
Aftrologo-phyfical Difcourfcof £
the vulgar Herbs of this

NaTION,
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“whercby a man may  preferve his Bodyin,
health; or cure himlelf, being fick, for'f.#
three pence charge wichfiich thingsones.
ly as grow in €ugland they being moft

for Englifh Bodies. A

Heveir is alld [(howed 3™
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" 2. What Planct governeth cvuj--ﬁgrbﬁgyx
(ufedin Phyfick) thatgroweth in Emﬁqnﬁ«f-‘w
3. The Time of gathering all Herbs, but
garly, and altrologically. PET T
4- The way of dryiog and keeping the®
all the year. ca Ll tCoM
5. The way of keeping the Juyces ready for uf
atall times. Py e e
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9

lustrati
ration from Culpeper, 4 Directory for Midwives (165 1)

10

: (ss)
. +'My fecond Queftion s, How the CELd i wiwifbed in
: thewomb.
«huebors differ 18 much sbaur chis : 1 (hall quoté e,
Ve of them, that none fhould drink I o el
" Rewnew without & canfe agiinltagainft Andqdlzs
ribed m which our Natlon, for wanc of moxe wit
the Wombs Bave acconnted Vencrable. .

AA  The portiom of the
Chorion diffeilfed and

Alemean thoughe the Infant drew in bif
Wourifhment by his whol Body, becaule it is rire =d
asa fponge fucks In water oA every fidey addfo

fpongys
’ B e it focked Blood, noc oaly frot the Wothetd
rcmovedﬁ-om tMPrOPCr vmll‘lfo'ﬁ@ huWomb? o ¢ .
: l ) - - Demosrates tnd Efickrsd, recotded by Plwterchy hlﬁ
' BP““- The the Child facked in lie Novrifeds et I
. - 5 osouth. s
E’?‘;» 4 portion of te Am- o dfo Bigpeeraues, Liv. de Priwipits o4
PR nios. NI That the Child fucked boch Noasithmert wd Breaedl
CC Th N Itx moutch, from the Motbet when fhe brearhed;
- i Mcmbral: Of the mhinmh«Tnul(nbc feems to deniy ic) yet!
Womb di i Bebiings two Réafoss for itz 1. Beaule it fudd (G
omb diffefled . o v s s o st I acknaeds hure Ikl
a. v & ] e . dhere st Exdeteienty 3
DD The Placencs eing « o) G} Sauioimetit s
' : ; o (he £ie0  enés thos, Telemds 46 (a0
Zertam ﬁe/};_y /ub]auce o P4 -;:H,( Cu o B2
wed with Very mgy Vefe s Monle, yet Wi (he et TG fo fsdn a2
Jels, by whi ; ol Mubt e aseds thérefort (s ks fréth
, by which th Infant Yhen fiic was inher Belly? And ger kit Acgaiiest
receives it : Higperrases -mwram.m&aamwmd
E The?. ! ‘N”"”ﬂ’”’mﬁ ms?{_ﬁd'mn (of-&@-l;ua«vm) k]
ication of' - : ! - e for Aubenticks " o
e Varication ofibe Vefs  \ N \ P\ ' , i A e o Realon, 1 snfwet du, That bt e
Jels which make ughe Nas , ; i : ' A e i of e frf concoltion; O S8t
© vel-ftri 4 : : : g ] .- poee, becaste ey Rink 7dt, bk are che chickeft Blosd
4 ‘ﬂnng_ 4 - = - f © 1 eon ﬂﬁmmonusglmmmom,-m
EE The Ng];;_[,f} . b G .y : jed into that form: E 4
x5 bich the ] g » %) [ %ot : :
it BN , the UmbilRar Vefs g :
% Jels are carried from the -
L Placenta tothe Navel.

GG The Infant as-it lieth

psrﬁ& in the Womb, neer
 time of Travel.

s “rtion of the Uma

{ bilicar» .. mtothe Na
i . Velof the Infa..

Vi
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11 Culpeper, 4 Directory for Midwives (1651), frontispiece and title page.

4 Fddd 'Mr*H 'k'h"iv-irvk**
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DIRECTORY

MIDWIWES

oA gmde for Won ren,

~( Conce, an "
P J ;
In their Eer"’ '8 And

Suckling their Juldun.

Conaining,

- The Farmation of the Child in. the Womb,

- What bmders Cmrcp:m, mdm Remedies,
. Whar furtbers Conception.
- AGuidc for women 14 Conception. I
- Of Mifcarriage inwomen. -

: jgu:jc/arn'omm 7 their Labar.
C wide for Women in their Lymg=i
L of Nw/'ng Children. er kK

NV 0N AV AW oy -

- The Anatomic of the Peflels of G au'm;.

'4#444*A¢4¢+¢

By Nich. Culpeper, Gent. Stu :icnt in

Phyfick and A ftrologie

i Exod. 1.21.

It came bo pafs, betaufe the Midwives fearpd the La:rd,

thet G bmlz them Hau[u |

LONDON:! |

. »

12 The Birth of Mankind (1634 and 1654), title pages.

oF
Man-kinde,

R Ornearvica Nauep,
The \Vomaas Booke.

S«&xd\in&rgﬁlhbyﬂ-a
ﬁ‘(u --Abmn *

| The Commcmrare i e Tabe - -

THE

Birth of Mankind,

Ocherwie cafled,

Q¢¢¢f¢¢¢¢

Prmrcdb Peter Cole, ar the G of{ { ‘
2: in C(Zml:xrlr r(l:c:r!;c‘R:ry E@ﬁgﬁ !6?%
****************ﬁ*ﬁ*’ %

THE WOMANS BOOK,

oe
A Guide for VVomen,

Cuupuon
Ia their  Beaning, &
S-tl!m‘lbﬂl Children.
CONTAINING
Tt eAnstoonis of tha Vel of Goaomarion.
3 The Formarion of the Childin s Woms.
3. What Hinders Concoption ; aud lts Remedict.
& What furthers (oatopiion.
§. oA Guid for womsenla Comipiben.
& Of Mifearviegs in womee.
. oA guide for women in Labswr.
{ 4 goide for Women bu theic bing sa.
9. Of Newpog o Chibheen.

Hluftraced wich Figures.

Tranflaced inco Englith by Thewar Reysdld,
Dodar of Phyfick.

Tbe Fourch Editioa Cerrc&ed s0d Asgmenced-

LONDON,

Pinced (o ]. L. Henry Hod, Abel Reper, 804 Richard Tomlins,
and are !0 be fold ¢ (beir Shops tn Fiterfirsm; 10d atthe

Sun sod Bibl ia Pie-Cocoer, 1654
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13 [lustration from Culpeper, 4 Directory for Midwives (1656).

o~

D e — .

The Form the Child lizs in, in the Womb, wccording to the,
i @Pinion of S}Oi;'f'/z"!y.

This\Table fhews the Infant naked and difioled of all ics Tu-
nicles, Loth Propcr and Common.,

AA Tl p())‘ti:‘nu 0/~[/‘{‘
Chorion d:/]cl‘fu! and
rwuu)mlﬁo;;z their piroper

1).1JCL'. ]
B A4 portion of the Am-
nios.
CC T/e¢ Membrane ofr'
VTV omb C{t/ﬁ'c‘f&{

DD The Pliceutabeing a
cert ;i ‘/‘f'.'/b_yﬁtbﬂlmre e
acd with Very many l’/l.’/;
‘ji’/S, [’)' Which the [Nf:l.‘l[

‘...:,\..,'.L."}T,.,,‘::Il ‘‘‘‘‘‘‘ +
recerves its Nourifhment.

E The Varicatior u/‘[/)e Ve/-
Jels which make up the Nae
vel-flring.
FE The Navel ftring by
which the Unbilicar Vef‘
Sels are carried  from the
Placcnta to the Navel.
GG The Infant  as it lieth
perfeltin the Womb neer
the tine of Travel.
H The I)Jertion of the Ums .
bilicar\'efJels into the Na-
velof the Infant,

fulpepcrs Mdwite Enlargcd
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14 lustration from Culpeper, A Directory for Midwives (1656).

T Tionees (hewine o difere EHY L7
v :1‘“*““-‘_0‘1_ ofl tlmﬂfng:hc») {hewing the difference of the Parts m
= Child in the Womb, from thofe in a Perlon of Yeers :

i

7[,,,8: ~0”10 ~[“, 2 g e .
e Secone / he Flg/t{g; vithis Brafs plate, fhew tle form the Child lies in Qnthe
( : i ¥ # (11 ; !0y J)
womd, according to the Opison of Hippocrates, and Bartholinus.

TG L

AN The Depuaie-ly docyr, or
Vice krdneyes, called v Lacon:
Reries Succenous L.

BB lhe T Uedneyer., ar yot
diftinguifbed by divere Terwis s
beet tll e preffed g poris of Scirie=
vty by poe Graser i Taie.

€ The great Jirteria. ) onan Lich
brancier o to tivn ‘7\.‘4.'/.1){
and capluly, or Calen

D TheVenatase s fren wlence
fpring the Luneigertis il ibe
Sl tvigs of vie Capoula, or

(4((}&' fe

Y

s
b

<>

2

F1G 1L
Shews the Scuuwarnon of a Child
inche womb, howbeit 1 tonue 10
diters.

A The Head bendiig formard, fo
a1 the Nofe may be hid betroeen
the Rnees.

BB The Buttokr, to which the
‘rzeeier are clofefet. :

CC  The Armu.

D The Bundor Rope carried
along by the Neck, and bended
baciupon the forehead, andcon=
sinued vrth the Placenra, xprel-
fed in the follamwing Figure, at
the letter D.

FIG IIL

AAA  The Membrane Chorion,
divided.

BB The Amnios DMembrane, ar
yet covering the Band.

CC  Theinner concavz pavtef the
Placenta, or Womb-Cake, which
lies next the Infant with  two1gs
of the Veffels.

D f.4 porgon of the Tand cr twi- 5

d Rope-
it opeFIG.IV.

Expreffer the sutfide of the
1 omb~Cake, wobich _cleaves o
the Womb with (EEEE) the
Clefts and Chinks therein,wbich
waricinrefpect of mmber and

depth.

Fl1G. V. N -
The,Scebeton of @ Child asit # 11
the Mothers Wombs wbich 1n
'y many particulars, duffers
_.nthatofa grown perfen, ar.

_ gsapparent.
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Wood-cut illustrations from The Birth of Mankind (1626).
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[lustration from The Expert Midwife (1637).

16
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[llustration from Spegilius, De Formato Foeto ([Padua], 1626).
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18 [llustration from The Birth of Mankind (1626).

19 llustration from The Expert Midwife (1637) and Guillemeau, Child Birth, or the
Happy Deliverie of Women (1612).

Lib. 3. tic happee deliuerie of Women. 167

b\—x_‘\
128 The expert Midwfe, Libyg,

the Infant, fhee take hold of his head, and
muchas the may firlt dire@t and conduct him
to proceede forch ; alfo th: armes muft bere.
moved,unlelle they thall tall downero the {ides
of chemlelves. It 1t fucceed not well this way, |
we multulehe fermer mannerof turning. :

CHap XIIL
Of the twel'th forme, and cure ofi.

Ometimes it

e comerh to pafk
TP contrary to the
of all, forme before, tha
::mnb: thebirch proceedeth
forth breftward, the

hands and feet call
and turacd backe
ward. This is ac-
compted molt peri:

lous of all ; where- rurgio thal place thewomanin good order(ashath ;:7',”;;::‘1.»
fore the Mid ~ifcia hhc::.:-|_m;').md&hcnﬂ\l”hC““-:C"PI”’!'Sh(hJHd r
this cafe muft dili- becine fielt 20n0inced) ro obleruc and fecle what
gc.ndy()br“vc‘htrcpmccPB: Flrﬁ.la‘hCMid' ';\.m o.il\c childs body 1s neereft ) which |.<C|h:fjl
wife annoint herowne hands, and the wombe perccuic bach by hisfecling , and by wagging ar

i c: ftbe
of furming the child vp and downe : If che brczmu
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F(trse id hoteant Dape in thx fecoa
~~d Lpz: degre. Ju18 the gommeof alptet
frethatis (psetbetre @lled lomtesand
gronxthin apartpeof Scrce. ¥nb in that
countree the people make (cotrtxg ot cipfe
5w the backz of this tte /and make the
geounde clent aboutit/andipe clottxs oy
couerpugr made of cries bpeauf the [pe
cout rhac woleeh out Mall pot fall on the
rothe, SN psectat S cercand whyteis
(o be chofcn /and that thae (8 Dpawne and
medled w6 ceehy is to be cefuled. Jralyhe
hath becruz o celtrapme /o tonfopt/to
wiome and omdic.

€ £op humours that conte

frorhe beed, a
€ Foz the bumouts that defcends feo the
LxeD m ro the epea andecrhes andagapnit
paynz of the remples couledof fumes thae
mountith fro the Romake totiR beed cons
fee the powdze of maft pie with hrte
wyne and wlipteof 8ncgae/a pf pewpll
putpowd:c of olrba: thectoand lap thig
plaptermopt to the tépies. 3 plapitermas
Dz of maftrke ¢ laudane lapde bpon tpage
grage tethe rriopnert) and faleneth them
anhavarzih wollé gomunis and waltcth
the kipe Bucand cours bumours, S9aftp
Booftentpres chirwed whyterh and tedp
cththecertic. $twatcthalfothe wpecflue
bumoucs that delcende to the Dpggeof the
tongue  andpucg:th the humouts of the
b2apnc/and cauleth to (petremoches

€ Toftaunce vomyte 3B
€ pf amatt 6 be hote o2 moltm ina befkl
anbbeyut bpon aciothe oz lethec, g lapbe
tothe bought of the buelt it (tauncirth bo<
mpre caulsd of hurmout ot of feblenclc of
Dtz cerentyfe. Znb the fame confoztrth
Dpgeltpon nthemthat bewephedbplehe.
nefz/and tay it tothe keere whantheheace
tsrakéamay-and pf 1t wplinot cleaelap
P acaw tele theta anb gelothe betocas
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The Grete Herball (1526), P4'-5".

el ol [t detoeth take e tyle atpap:
The water hat nal puz (8 (oden tn dzome
ko Luke waomz confouteth dpgeftren /2
Rtaperhtix Romaks that s lafe end pf fe-
nad| keDe be put tircto it waketh rhs wpna
Desthecof. €3 plarftes made of matipse
bolr aorapse end \nhpte of an egge ich
bpnepge 2 and [apdx to the bowght of the
burl Raunchxth bompte caufed of colevps
ke fumouc, Sarne wartat madphe @
[oben tn Dooth the (ame/ anbdalfo it eeftcap
nsththe Auzof the wombe caufedof Qrap
meflz of mzDpring Rapus oatet o; tok a
treehat 18 foben i il tit.0z. v.doy
Toc8 anbd Dronken v (S good fo the
(s, InbEnowe e that matphe ougte
not ta bz moche (odrn/ fo) tefmmge of big
Rumgthin Etiruge/and the wacrt that it
is fobin inom be taken mplhe waome
is berrzelo tan bote as Loltantpue Apthy

€Dxmmanpned. (oL iy

BFf herbe Jue.

in @reseCheomata. Cheophyat:

rebeeleth atttongthe bers

bes whiche hauc onip lewes (townthe tooteand fromno other parte and
fo growetye herbe pueand the Qalkes lpke plantapne and bathe (uche

anbeadeag (thathe. ThHenance of zeflpnge

thpserbe, and puttpnge

itintoallertes, whenutisalpticodDen ,mburetle pet fpll in franche,

and {n (umeplaces of Cnglaude.

THe nature of hecbe Jue,

them tat haue the fipr of the bellpe whpch came

4ig
meti) comontp of the Longe bebalics of the Gomacys.

Corilus Aucllaa.

Mclradomflice.

thattoer

Jntz (S bote and b; pe fa the keeon
b begre. Theee X tine mams
Y of 1. Ont 18 amzand s propre
Ipcalled gacdpie wipnce and it chantdy
o1 heateth mrarcip/and confotrety. T hxe
820 othet mrure and (¢ B-WFd &and 1S
calledmmeaktce o} hoplmprresand i bea«
txtharozs Neonglp. There L8 pee kaotlxe
mmpnte/and it 1S called oomie tomague oL
fatasmsmpnt- and it (8 mool apezatros
DFucrtphs /and tnltopyprge thaa p ot ¢
breaule it (8 moze bpreee. The taax myn
te (s bel in medpepnsa 8 of orght geste
brocue grene aab dire. $toaght wbedp
D the Mabde /and may be Kept good oz
Fros, §thach bertue to drparteand wale
bp thx qualperes anbtoconfo}
12 bp the good obcuc and (anoar. 3
¢ fordmctzol e moutte, I
¢ o1 Cenchx of the mouttaukd of tote
nift: of the gommss anh rettes wallle the
moutle toirh wALT that gardm oynzs
15 (oben {0~ a6d tubbz the tethe With i
mgntessoz the pode thecof,
@ forteappere. -3
( Torowemz theappetrte At loft au
(<0 ol colbe bumouts i the moutt< of the
Roinake/make 3w of mpott/ HPILFGTS
cnamot/o prpet. ¢
€5o1 tomper. C
€ Xgami bomyte caufed of toepbrnctic
rerentpfeop by colbe . Setix minte iaalte
natec/orinb, ez & fponge
thecin /@b lap u to the moustx of the Mo
1nae [arie boughtof the buelk 7oz Lap the
mymee {oben rteero- 03 Lete the pacpmteare
NN, i 2 a

(@ { r( Wn,lﬂm mmm‘&d IB
o
bzmu/’mu:?mldzg‘gm fhmikop
£ it coms of othet cautr. S5 tAnpe nynied
ioith brnepg 7anba preltwruoe/ v e
pecpensbane oo fruct, Zod iz aQries

William Turner, 4 New Herball, part 1 (1551), M2'-3".

of baeed tpil it bz almoglhbyent, &b pat
ut rhetun tpi e be el | Oy eD/and chk put
of it 1 to tea nofes 3 cubbe bis [P 8- s
tengue /gomumes grthedand (b xmplts/
anb left brm chR e (radd louss the mer
nell: tixtol/and fmalote it .

€ fop the macciy. <
( Toclan the matcred 24 tix tondze
croppes of mywmit o wine sandmake o ap

(o:p. . i

€ fo:plrake ppllion: © £
€ Fo: the plpake palipon. Setbe mpmet in
wpne and lap(t o e trmra:lnbmm
pacz of e belp. !

 $oz crudted mrisz in

(¢ byelles, S
 fo: cruddxd myike e bt (the
mpneein wpneandlap o xm 3o rf onp
mebpcpns be tagen fozbourm i cuglt o
be také mwueh (e of annte. fof the myoc
Eath foms becru todya e out benym. O
fake the OFLC (hatmings 18 UL 0}
wartee of mrotes,

De¢menta ccma. et
28, EC. .

DEthe Balell tree,

Q] o JLatm cug

3fell

x7q Dirius (s cailed in Seeke karpa pontye , 0} leptokarpy
patua

mummmumumubuumwm

The pgbgfutﬁes ofthe

ave euelllo; tf

but thcp byoken anb byankeue tm honpeb Wate , bele the olde

coughe,the fame colted and
type the catar oy ceume, The

atptle pepermane
burned nattes topy

allhes

ogges gecle oy bearcs grele lapd bpesa bede, from eace
u&nf«myumummmr:m i Linghacd
¢hat pf outt @icties be barut and made ipke a(@es ¥f thep betapd to the
m«mmﬂr&cmm«wwmnwmtmmnmm

&re fume that baloe

Galene allo g 7
that palclinuttes neple but Ipticand that thep are wople fop the tos
mache then walnattes ace, The halel nute, as Gaiene (apty hath s moze
exthip 4nb cold ez fubtaunce then tyc walanstes b aue,

Barrogonum ke tmto
meanpprd, 20d manp Gafk ¢f iphs
copne chmpug foth of otre rosce and

f rﬂmatt ngt%mgc.

tobete § b4ty mueny
bes cumaning of oz

afeeblikemitiet, f gronrthm babdy

Orawes o Bals
toote and hath
o

any lop

At thid hetoe s

: kefneeag tymketh
it that tue cal i1 EagliGe arfmert o3 ity the (pooties:
balf mosones, and the properties amy & ity

our axtimect grotocth racher (s wagerp places thes among buftyes.

agree el (aupig that

The bertutes of Lrateogonitm

ﬁmf'mnéttwrrhmn‘uum,muoomuwmm

fawomand;inke (aiing

& &n baife of typs herbe iy pic an

Crrupic
theDape,in. . cpares ol wpue(es thye (pace of £L.0aPeR ter that e
99,4, Gaue
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John Gerard, Herball (1597), M2"-3",

180 THE SECOND BOOKE OF THE
Rapifir ;
]V\(’;I:ua‘fz;l”o’c‘k- % The place.

‘Wilde Tumeps or Rapes, do grow of them (),

infallow Belds , and lkcwife by by maci ey
wnto olde walles, ditche 3, 20d neere
vico townes and villages , and in ocher vouaded

anghp]uda:..
The gowedh b the malt P

ai come in barrame grounds , 10d ofim

S bopdersofbelds s ko T plancs, 11
Water Chadlock groweth in moift medows;

andmuﬂlpomds,uﬂﬁinmadinhn,m

% Therme.

Thke do ower from March ol fommer be fye
fyal,mdinrh:mtuglnﬁnduhd:isripe.
* Themames,

WMT;mep is calledin Latine Répifirmm,
Ripwe re, 8 of lom Simapi flaeFire powld
ﬂmﬂuﬂhﬁgb]wmnﬁ‘ qmbv?)m
Drrich : in French Zeler : in Englifh Rape, and
Rapefecd. Rapiiram araermm is called Chadoct,
Kedlock,and Carlock.

% Thetomperarare.

The feede of thefe wilde kindes of Tumeps as alfothe water Chadlock , are hotand dric 25

s_zlzlnl:dix.&mham droughtthat Cardock hatha drying and clenfing qualititic, and focwha
gelung. ;

%k The vertass.

A Diuers vie the feede of Rapein (teed of muftard feede, who cithermake heereof a fauce bewi

the name of mudlard, orelfe mixe bt with muftard feede : bux chis kinde of fauce is a0t foplaltn

p the alle, bicaufe icis birece.

Galemwriiteth that thefe being eaten engender culll blood: yet Djs 7
Lt Mg en engens Yyt Disfeorides (aith , they warme te

of %ue;ve;. Chap.z.
* The kindes,

Here be (indric kinds of Nape o Nauewes degenerating from the kinds of Turnep ; of which
Tfmmdd\:ﬁhmﬂf&rn&,udﬁ:ﬁgﬂmg e e

% Thedefeription,
‘2 Auew gentlc s like ynto Turhieps in leaues, falkes , flowers , and feede , differing in de
N urheps in leaues, falkes s > %h

i:ﬂm:: Turacp is round Like a globe, the Nauew roote is fomewhat firetched

3 The fmallor wilde Nasicwe s ke vaeo the former fuing thasics alogidher e, The oot
isﬁmﬂfouuwlulbug,wi!brh;udxlmgudmghulbemdtb::i :

I Bems

John Gerard, Herball (1597), T5'-6'".

198 THE SECOND BOOKE OF THE

ke Theplace.

Thelc krndes of Poppies are fowen in gardens, which da afeerwarde come of the fallings of ¢:

fecde.

% The time.
They fower moft commonly in lunc. The feede is perfeéted in Tuly and Auguft.
. % The mames,

Poppic s called of the Grxcians siess : of the Latines 2spancr : the Moppes keepe the Lyri
name: s calledin high Dutch (B agfamm :in lowe Durch pucl and W ancap :in Englith Pop.
pic,and Cheefebowles :in French Pauer,and Olicsse Gallobelgir.

The gardén Poppic which hath blacke feedes, is fu dof Disfiorides ixwr, o€ wilde, 10dis gy
hefauh, called jude bicaufe Opimmis gachered from it : of 2lunse and of the Latines Popucrai
grwm: andof moftof our age of the red colour of the Bowers Papancr rabram , of redde Poppe,
whercof there bee many vatiable colours and of great baauie, alchough of cuill (mell, whereupon
our geadevomen docall it lone (iluer pin.

B % Thetemperataze.
All the Poppics are colde, as Gak tcftificth in his booke of the faculties of fimple mediciney,
e TR % The verrees. -

A Thefeede,as Galem faich'in his booke of the faculdes of nourithmenes, is good o feafon brak
with;; but the whize is berter then che blacke. Hee allo addeth thar the (ame is colde and cadeh
(lecpe,and yeeldeth dabl th wthebodic; it is often vied in combits b -
ued ac che mble with othet iunkexting difhes,

B Theoilewhich s preffed out of it s plealanc and delighefull o be caten, and is caken wich barsd
orany other waics in meate,without any (ence of cooling.

C  Agreater force is in the knobs or heads which do fpecially prawaile to mooue flecpe,and oty
and reprelle diftilladions of thcumes,and come necre in force to Opaws, but more gende.Opism, ot
theharde iuice of Poppic heads is ftrongelt of 2ll: Afecamimm (which is the iuice of the heads oxd
. lawes)is weaker. Boch of them any waies raken cither inwardly, or dly applied co ch
- prouoke flecpe. Opiam fomewh pleadifidly aken doth al{o bring deach, as Plmie muclic wo-
R z

cigreeth all kindes of paines: but it leaveth behinde it ofentimes 2 mifchicke woore b
the difcafe itfelfe, and that bard ro be cured as a dead palfic andfuch Like.

E Thcvfcolh,ucdai:hi:u.book:ofmcdkimx:ocdhgwdxphcﬁafuﬂdﬁih,ﬁbo{-
feafine to the firme and folide parves of the bodic , as that they had ncede atterwardes to bec
ftored,

F  Soalfo colliries of cic medicincs made with Opiew have becue hurtfull to manysinfomusch dix
thhzma‘u"ahzddmdu,&dug;ddkﬁghofdnkdn:hzncﬁ'edililbt' hﬂdlﬁw];'::
ang what isco Opismm to mittigate the extreme paines of tho<a
all thofe medici W e 1hnmeddmmml7p-,‘ #darcootiobe

vlcd by in exereme neceffitic; 0d thatis, whenno other midigater or afwager of paine doth 21

i:&mk.uahhﬁ:&k&b&dm:ﬁmxzwﬁgwdrphm h or

ly e, z s )
G Theleaucs of Poppie boiled in waterwith a lizle fugar & drunke, caudeth fleepe:oc if it beba-
led without i ke hesd. fokte. and les bached th o ok offed che

H; The heads of Poppie boiled in wate with fugarin manocr of a Grupe caufech florpe, zpdis good
ol theumes nd caanhes hac difl] od (ll dovwe rom e braoe o the s akh
I;;"ﬂngf‘ecne_‘ 5 of Poppie amiped wich baly meile, 8¢ e barrgeres Samt

£ . TR

K| Thelcaves knops,and feede ftamped with vineger, ke
(anocherkind of SaingAnchoaics fire)and czﬁdaig\xxiiw,md p
[aclifter caufeth ¥ SN

L. . Jbefecde of i drunke i wine Roppeth the fiuxe of dic

:m{ﬁa‘vm&m : :

h} Acaudle made of the feede of white Poppic oc made ino0 almonds

47

HISTORIE-OR:PIANTS. 181

RE vy o L

’

i e 'd#%%wﬁiﬁ’ﬁmmﬁﬁ“: :
e e s
:(k:hth‘dmmdyhhmpn,hcgﬁ by, wxaking of fope; for of this aile :lkﬁ‘:
o hes 4 i 2 (g arhichisy ) W&’z tafeamre
ﬁﬁzmﬁéﬁﬁﬁ%‘mﬂ “ui‘&%@,'{\_‘ n'wu;: the e par-

o R

The Navcw is Hewen,Soustch and fecdcth atshe fine dime that the Turmep doth.
o L YR Thoemer. oy a1
'mNmiuﬂedthu?('».‘;‘lnd_ f n—ﬁg}%wmc«mdﬁ
Bteckruben: the Btecarapm? in Spanifh Ny : in lealiza New : the Fronchmben

N aacan : in Englith Navew French Maaem

- M 3 ‘Of

lages o4 gaod motnes ) 2426 v
wramg il aguq Rl gl .
e =

HISTORIE OF PLANTS.
Of corne Rose,or wilde Poppic.  (hap.69.

1 2 r Rhest. D Caduce flor ¢ mulriplex .
V(rdd:"l’oppi:. Du"-b‘l‘c’wdhl’ﬁo';pt. e

99

& The deferiptin.
1 He ftalkes of wilde Poppie be blacke,, teader , 20d beiete, fomewhat hairie. The leanes
Tmmronndt:hu‘_wuh tholke
Bowers grom foarth arthe tops of the flalks being of 2 bezneifull and gallan red colour,
i &.l. . £eh < The Cad T . 1L o
ikl of e gren oppic. The e e e
alirtke nicke or coothed; in other poines agrecing with the foamer . the fowers of dhis
e foanéwhac doubled. | : 1 E
qu:‘ carable groands amc *wﬂfydz,hﬂq d ocher graine, andia
fowe in amongwi e, be, barcy pees,an Jame, :
ﬁbﬂ&g;:ofﬁd&t. ’ g . g i :

%7l
m&&xmpmda\dowfptdwdk
: *

Lawe,
chefe wilde Poppics in Lune 2ad Angrlt.
Tk ot ]

Wade Poppic s called in Greeke of Dinféoride ssims juuse 1 i Latine Papesey ey aticems: Geza 03
exhi ) Wﬁl"hﬂnwfw:ﬁhid'tobﬂ"-ﬁw,bbnﬁthhdthﬂ-
o fleth e 3 which.oame Zhaw may for che Gane canle b 0, 10 chele, bt
16 che odsers, i it be fo called of che fpeadia AIIFY of he Sower : bux if itbe (amamed Lhow
b r.of thefoid(As itappecterh)ch (all & be proper coall che reft, wheolz flowers |
S m ikl fall e o e . llo 3 Fichch Cgeclit Confusns, Pass [y
D5t Eolicn btaemen, Coptnrofnyin bigh Dirch Slappes Rolin. A,
= 5
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24 John Parkinson, Theatrum Botanicum (1640), 2Q5"-6".

= G
45+ Theatrum Botanicum. ¥ - -
= T e I sy At T‘Inq Teieé-4 The Theater of Plants. Cusro. 455
1 1o 2t hang shem e from the Grecke word e s qued irirwms comtimeads 151foron tum o e e e e 2
dhe iaher v orts, theic 1 noc any chat hadh mcnuoncd any e they me put to b ppree i© duperage resfar, foe Corrads imss Jmesrde, Afpatogas veich couch Ooarpe 4 —7
Wi Vicke, @ e yusderny Alptagu thooe thout from fach 3 (horr. dhicke, fsagy rooce ba the Lufl, bt sedouridh o dre
o  three white crooked o bended Nalkes, &
pil ok * i i :’;J fonb co cvery Gde, and 3t cvay joym 1 AT mege ot e Comal P bmrids
Cuav, XX R e e Seancher are bending #nd drvided, ind Ly 3t s e orers
) i e ey are e alf flaaderh s ol croeil larpe
Aifaragm, Afersp o Spcrice e, powing, downeward, and tagether wich che

el e s i, o v o i (el
v in iy former Booke et forch e orts of garden Sperge or Al e e e
& arc il wtually caten wih s, 25 2 Gller herbe of ::m mﬁ.ﬁ»_w”ﬂm ::n:.T‘“ i "N\ﬂ.ﬂ: :T:w Tm &hﬂﬂd\::ﬂ:v": me
any repention, L proceedesnd e yom e 61 of (hat kv, whealthere eimgy s gere hon, acof e Biadias vusas TN
3. Aarage murismacraffiore folio, Sesorwid Al ; il iy oty st
Thi ki of fcs o wikd 4iprage e wp wich i, bt Grarte el api oy et g s U S sl
et allo and thucker, benching forth im che e manncr, and faving foch Lk winged lavee o 2T O e it o o bl
e haadcrand of s Bl with grecne colour ; the bloflomes e )ike the other, 10d fo are the beger 28 3 % e BT comen® ‘
e follre, o resr han hey, 1o o of (o frch 1 olour - he 0 (readeeh e e @ @8 ek 1ot fedome v
= ] ;7-»4,-/,4\-%.!4,:--4-, Wilde Afpurgus with (harpe leavey. ju ird jinde by cranfplinticg o thooght to Become
s Aparages with harpe laves, s ap fiom s head of ocxe, s bofeOring e shckersd D ek, %l grorcli = ey o ot
ot the ormer Kades, b e or foure ks 1re thorter, Aromgee and whither theagy O e b1, o o miany other ks fodier
g s brn e g et A o St ke i
the Yoyt tymany (¢ pun kg Mtk hich we yclowsconfing o1 fae esve aporce ey S0l sk Sxgtaecthintbe Mt e of Tideam, meare

1 March Viole: ; aficr which come fmall ber, oy, 1,5 m Apletom medow 2 Glofrrfinre, which 13 about
wherein s concrined s bord alortn foegoen teeneat e fel. 0 of s backulls ath colous when ey esedsbian -1, from whcace the poore people

4. ABarsgnt percam fiueCorr ads slesia. Trickly rocke Aff A.,-zaxhﬂ'-‘.;"u yosng (hootes, snd fcll them in

Ths kinde of thorny Alparasus, chu ey of §ofew, cach chaaper dien our garden

. 5us, chat sroweth in flomy and rockic places, hoth sery th, weth
ing, many jonied tecertthlca, from whemce e oty brased vy g e skt Lo e fecond stoweth o flry and
oove Marpe svcenc thotncs, morelikely thasleaves, chey are (0 hard, l on, md (harpe el e e s, e e iloin Capile 1nd
e Lo tbe (alkcs ndbranches ; wherca come orth, fmall vl yellowih preent e Goch. bt Navbens Sk gl o it ok
e s afvcitcs gt I.hr;lﬂ; x:lruam::ecﬂdérn e coloor, henthey menpe, s, aien s ¢ cird growesh soh by hedges (e, snd
S 3 ooe feede, or 1t the woft cwa, ha 2 i .
it Pl wo, having 2 wher 1 o oy o ragged phaces, boch in S and Portn.
{ L 1. s () 2l(o 33 Belowint ath ¢ the lalt groweth
1o AP mtan & st e e Wowrhoneren places, very pleccifull aboat Lbers,
A 23 i e i ol e M St el = xmacn wyes, and by cheriver Tagm, and in @
texe plxa, borh m Spaiae and Portmgar], 10d in Candy
Lreit b hardly endue our cold clmate,
T

Thes doeie thE @oll pary 4l flower, and beare their
o e e e, and carfe acall wizh s, slthough chéy be hoaled in Winser.
Tix Nemer.

haclld iz Grerke 73 ies Alf o agm ¥0d A:Pharacas. Varre fiich, gost ox lferi wirgul-
1o i Pompr Girammmaticm, quod in aifeva virguire safcitur ;bovas Gales Gaich he &:\.;Muq' of iy herbe
ke d s be exren, afic it war (prung from the eede, ws lled A ffoagm, 11m Cabbege, Lettice, 1nd
B ki ke, or (hocxes of berbes ; but o (peciall, 20d 23 moft deferviog this hath kepe the pase pecalias to it
Kk Y3 aled iy in Latine Correda. quad wbi adalevit facile corruas decidutq;. P lny (nich the Avbrmans called
N s Hormimige, 270 v iy, qoed oft rue, iy fome., bt ocbert chiske i to be derived 47 13 irdr aem & dryey
Grmcfumes Frmer i canfa bibicer the Arabians i) & Halion on Helien,the It afomms Aifarege,the S Apa
713 Ae Frrmch Ak ar g, the Germans Spargen ; the Dintch Coralicramt, i Eaghh Sperage or Alpdtages : the
%m0 3¢ orderfiood of that kind which i (et forch in my Former Book:the kcond i called by Ao,
M4, w0 Tibrrment ansr, Al}@agn pulnfirs ;by Lobpl 154 Pens \n there Adverfaria, Alfwroper meiss
= Defiata by Clo Sas arvl Camer aeivn, Affar sgor weariewt 2ol by Dbieme Alfor agms marisiams & affiere fom
e Bt eeneraly choughs 10 be e Al aragus perrem of Disfeordas sed Galrw, waich be (ich is lfo
S L) b, s fjth Booke of Slmples or Gemple medicinen,and of Plary Corramds, ot [Yowellew Alfe s
2. Thepheafe, in his frxch Booke an firft Cluprer, (it that Alfaragar ( without ,ia.;uu-y ssocher Epi-
Sevhieh ¢ qafl be underflood of this kindc )ind Seapie arc noching bae shornes, for they kave no kaves,
Marorlas sod Tabermeetsoms ol it Alfaragus perrant, md Corrmda ; Gefoer, Dodemcts, Camerariar, md
;*;-.un K Aparacus [lseflris ; Clefinr Corrmds prier. Cordar, Label, Lugdanenfs 1nd ocbers Corrudt, and
a2 e, A arages foliyemutis 1 the fourch is called by Clufnr dﬂ‘ﬂ Label Corrada Hiija=
4,220 doc Lugduncafs 30d Tabermensanns, by Dodencar Afparaget [tlvefira; ind by Bersinsi Afwrapes
e slor ke, ant quetuer fpini 4d ¢ madow crvet o - che 21 s e by Clnfos Lormmdastr s Bebrmer 12
Bl Bock of Oberearioas,und 1 8.Chaprer, faith chac they of Crarte ¢ P olyrrche ;3 Dedemint Apars-
L'wiwfhnunhl i Labelaod Logduwenfircall iwas Clafins doch, Corrada tertiay ind Basbias) mmlcasns picy

The Pertwer, -
(e Foovz bede o (hoores or beanches ol any of thele (eret of Afparagas boyled, we more power el kn Phy-
D belpe dilcafcd perfons chen the Garden kinde : the o Sranches ledio encs oediamy brach
’:'_“'avnhum. and ro make it foluble, and cither they of the rooces boyled in wine, provake crice

e e R il s S
. ; : W R
25 John Banister, ‘Antidotary’ in Workes (1633), L8'-M1".
160 45 Axjidiver of Chirergeric: 161
- o, iridis,an3, % j. 6. camphorz'3 &, fert. pori T i ol A plaifter congluvinasive for wesnds., )
mﬁmﬁllib}}éfc&zqué‘g iiiif)l/lixhbah,,‘ ”“)‘Z:: ‘xtc.'refeb’i;hinz Pufgau-ﬁb-j}di“z pini § vj.guin. cdeand,

plaifir. b, . Grcocollz § o1j. mafticis 3 ij- Gnguinis da-

¢lemi tD. 18 & . iiij. z
Aswndificative plaifterfor awound, e sciiodie (HEs o g
bt Rec. Mellisrofati colati Z . mytrha, thuris; farcocoll v, Si: e o P8t £ be skull
- ana, 3 s, farinz hordei, fenugraci, quod (fficic ad infpif: A plaifter forwosnds inthe head, or-depre[fion of the s
fandum, then make your plaifter in good forme, ’ {inyong children. o Tnfafi m. vj. Vs
L : il - se invinoa il e
. i A plaifter for P ﬁmp{f wosnd. ¥ %ﬁ}f;‘:m?ig;;,:‘oﬁ?ﬁﬂ they be ﬂr“’_“jﬁ i;] le
wakaxs . Rec.Terebinthinz  xij. refinz pini3 iij. gummi elc- ,;,),,4 aine to the thickne[Je of honies take of {tu. e:ad_;:
i mi§ v.ariftolochiz longz3 j. fanguinis draconis . ce- sbree f,mw, Jactis mulieris % ij. erebint. zl‘. My
¥z parum. Powder what u to be powdred, and make aplai- 2 (s, thuris, mafkicis, gummi arabicl, ana, 5J- cox s
Jter according 1o ar: ) i ; i ¢, and make yosr plaister.
g1 4rt; 4 Mixe thems according 17 4%, 7
A plaiiter for the bruifed bloxd under the skinne, Aplaifter t0 be ufedin contufions of :b‘l:;["ﬂ;;d:nf
it e e - enlasum, olel n »
Weekerud, . Rec.{ymphid ucrinfque ana, lib. 5. florum chamame. Rec. Olei myrtini, olei '%ﬂu & 3’;'. fur-
i, meliloti ana, p. j. croci 3 . fafin fabarum 3 iiij. fari- 2j. pulveris rubrireltrictivi 3X- BEA5 00 o rad, ca-
nzfornugrzci 3 v. butyrirecends 3 j. Boyle them indiffe- is bené trituradi § f5. aucum T&cﬁ‘ab(‘yﬂd‘ii , myrtillo-
rtuy,}vbergn if yow adde onc aunce of the juyce of Worme- Jami aromariéi, ana, 3 vj. cham ana, m. . cumini 3 j-
wood, it fhall more refolve and dry : mixe them to.artfora rum, granorum & foliorum c}u;"‘-l, aretobe pmlrid,lnd
Plaister of goid fubfance, : G.cerzalba ). {5, Pawder wal Laifler 1Tt
TRes S el ,,,',;,ﬁ‘ﬂidgm/wu:wmeﬂk"F .
A plaister confolidative both for wounds and ulcers " . fiow of the skull, axd
= approved, A plasiter arrra&twb{:' "i;f_‘z;;r e
Fredeike., . Rec Betonicz, verbengr, anagallidis, plantaginis,cabi- . g ovz fordidz 3 iij. mellis wede,
-7 ofz, agriméniz, 'ana, m.j. 1ad." confafide min. 3iij. Rec. Propoleos, vel 8R0S icis 3. abfymehi,
‘Seampe thens together, and Goyle them in vini albi lib. viij. 3iij. lapidis magnetis 36 lis Puﬁ"ﬁni, p.j. viniop-
untill halfe be confumed : Straine it, and 507/: it agane,and cumint, fulphiris, ana, 5 1 - k,’.’ Lis fBer, which you muft
when it s bayling adde to it ceviovini 3 iilj. picis, refinz, dmiZ iiij. Mixe thers ‘."d '"Z“d ffr:r she baires bee cnt .
cerx, ana,lib. s. Let it fo boyle & pretsywhile : in the cos- apply warme 10 the Patientt =,
ling ijd:boh'ban_i % j. mafticis,3 ij. Stirre them w:lgvg;bﬂ way. ; . .
« goodwhile - hen it is cold enomgh, adde terebinthinz - . iches in finewes., e
% ). Stirve it SEill, and worke st wellwith w¥mans milke : J¢ A ’m‘.“' Pw]f”f"’”‘\tmzl{:\di. ana, 3 j.fept vigh
make it up snrofles, Rec. Olei rofarum, Vlohm‘;‘t‘ s vilt

A
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Cataplafmes,

Re. Abfimhij, Abrotans, Sambuci, ¢ Chameparifi, anaMj. A

Swmwitatuvs Thymi,Rute, Origdvi, Rovi[marini, Saturiz, ¢+ La-
newdule, anaM . flo. Chamo: & meliloti, anx Mj. floi Centanrii,
Salnie, & lanendula, ani, Piij. Boylethemallin Prina Paeror.
smmaculator. q . vntotenderneffe, then tamp them very fine,
andaddevatothem, Far. Tririces, 3iiij. Far. Orobi, & Lupinor.
ana,3'j. Baccar. Lasrs, ¢ Tunspers, pul. analj. fem. Vrtscar, €
Cymins pul. ana 3vj. [em. Carus, ¢ Rute, pul. ana 3. Axung,
Paorc.tb . ol. fem. Lini \b8. ol. Rof. complei. 3iij. ol. Rute, 35,
of. Spice, 5 8. Terebimb. 5uj. Myrrhe, ¢ Mafticis pul. ana .
ag.vite opt. tb . Aceti acerrims, 3uij. Boyle all thefetogether

at agentle fire (with conftant ftirrirg ) vntothe due forme ofa

Cataplafme. This (applyed hot,and fomewhat thick, and chan-

gedewice in xxinj.. houres) * {peedily abates Oedematous Tu- -
mors, heats cold members, comforts the neruous parts, and dif--

cuffeth v.ind.  Pocton.

R. Flo. Verbafci, Hyperics, ¢& Rofar. anaPij.  Ruts, Hyoftia-
mi, ana Mij. Acets,qf. Boyle them together s.4. and makea Ca-
tapiafme.. * W hich is a rare and excellent defenfitiue in veno-
med wounds, ifthe wholc member affe@ed be therewith cloa-
thed, for it much comforteth the part,. aflwaging paine,
and preuenting Tumour, and Apoftemation. Quercstanus,

R. Bol. Arm. Far;volatilisymolendsuarie ] album: Onor..c& A-

cets Rofats, ava q.[.[a. . Cataplafma, * It (tayes bleedingat the -

nofe, being applyed on hempen cloathto the forehead and arte-
ries, and alinnen cloath (being wetin vinegar ) lapt about the
necke, and another (fo wet ) lapt about the prinities. Ran~
oMY, .
. Cere,21j3« Colophansa, feu Picis Grece.pingued: Thymal-
b I’%}Z’:&, Ml:::i:, ana 3j8. Myrrhe 2] minij 3 8. Coraltialbs,5ii).
Thuris, maslicis, anaj. Caphure,3 (3. s.8. make a Cataplafme :
The which ( being d
pun@ure. This was frequendy vf
marke. Ranzowsim. _ . S
R Vmg. Dialthee,vel Ocfjps Siii). Stercoris Hyrundinum,vel
Gallinar.%vj. s.a.f. Cataplafma. * Againft Angina, or the Squi-
nancy. Rondel. . e
B, Micar. Panistoftiy & in acetomaserass, 3vj. Caryophilor.
H 3 MACST,,

by Chriftian, King of Den-

ucly 'PP“C‘:X * Cures any wound, cut,or |

¥3
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Thomas Bonham, The Chyrurgians Closet (1630), a2".

Fus-TaABug

101.E, 307 C.323,E.

Beauty.to prefcruc,a Balme 13.A.

Belly ro meue,an Vnguent. 3rs. D. -

Belly lower to purpe, Suppofitaries. 26, C,
D N

Belly torments to eafe,a Cataplafime, 24 B.

Biles, foares, or pufhes on wemens breafis,
a Flaifter.219 B. . :

Bladderobltruéted,an Oyle 177.A.

Bladder tormeats by, &c. an Oile,183. C:

Blifterings,an Vriguent,2 99.'F,

Biting of a:mad dog,Balmes.19 D,20.A.2
Clyfter. 82. B. 2 Decodtion 93.C. a Plaf~
fter 254.C an Vnguent.332.B,. PR

Biting of venemous beafts,Baimes 5.Ci21.
B.a Plaifter. 228. A. Vnguents 316. A,
331.D 331.B, 5

Biting of Scorpions,an Oyle.176.C,

Biting and ftinging of ferpeats, a Plaifter. |
212 F. :

Bitings ofall kinds, a Plaifter. 134. G.

35.A.§3.D.an Epitheme. 111, a Fume.
- 127,B. s
Bleeding of 2 wound to ftay,a Potion.2§0.E
Bloud to (tanch,aLiniment. 155. E a Plai-
fter,217. C. Pewders, 256.A B.C, 257,
260G.281.D,
Bloud fpitting or vomiting to ftay,a Poti-
on 243.C-

Bloud fpitting to ftay,a Cataplafme, 56.1.
a Gargarifme. 13¢,E. anOile, 178.D.
Bloud cangealed to featter, a Plaifter 233 F.
Bloud in an erugtionto ftay:an Vaguent.

3126.D. ;
Bloud violently burfling forth from the no.
ftrills,lungs,8&c an Vaguent.329.F.’

Bloud fla} preuent and forbid,a Ce-
rot. 6 8. Dfa Plaifter.2v0.C. ‘
Bloud to . re ftom flowing into ‘any

wound @%'?Catapﬁﬁnc 43.C.
Bloud 'vnneceflary flowing toany part,an.
Vnguent,287.B. :
Bloud contufed todiffolucand featter,3Fo

| Braines cold affe

Body to open inany gricfe,a Clyftes. 1,
BT, L -
- Budies coftiue to make foluble, Clyfigrs.

.. - 79.C,E....

“Bodics oucr hot 0 caglg,a Clyfter,. ta A.
Body inflamed to cools, &¢ an Ojle.1:33.B4

Bo;iy to adorne with cglour, an Oilg, 183,
Bc._)d’ics vlcergeed ,a Potipn. 340 F,

Bodies vlcerated which are ﬁrdﬁg::&tf"a Fo-.

} . tiom,250 A.

e
Body to perferue 3gaingt, yenemoug ayre,
~&c.anQjle, 178 0% ‘ aliis T
Bodfcsc_qldaﬁc_&s,a_qqﬂg1 4 -
Bodjeslaans to factén, 3pQ1ls 176 Mheng
Bodics infecbled to nourifh, a Clyfter, go,
. F '
- N <
Bodies ftrong and ryftick 1o purge,Pilles
190. A. ’ y
Banes broken to reftere Cerays, 73, C.In
~D. Maifterss3anCi336, 4, ., A%
Bongs broken go coniqyme and sosfolidate,’
&c.anVngucnt..;w.‘F. A
*Bones bared to” cbuer with: flefh, \&e, 9
Balme,17.C. A. Plaifter 193, D, .. N
Bones corrupt to cleanle a Trockise, 6
. gi;!&:

B. . :
Bones to ¢leanfe, and tq produc
cers,a Cerot, 75 Ci
Botium gule ,Lowders 355.G 257. 6.
Bow':lﬁg torments to eafe,a Cataplgime, 43,
Bowells torments, with piffing of; bloqfa,
Quilt, 265.G. .
Bowells to free of waterifh humours,3 Supe
. pofitaric,267. A, ST
Braiucte comfort; a Cataplafme, 59.8.8
Lotion. 160 A. _ 2
Braincto ftrengthen; a Balme. 33, B. Casl
' plalmee. s2. B Gy spu-E.anQile; 178.B,
" aQuilt,363:B, i
Braine,foynts; 8¢, to firengthen, an Qile.

183.F.
Braineto tcmpc%n %u‘—a.‘fi C.

ment, 13mwDs

14

s, a Citaplafme.gs, F.a
a3 - Lotion
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thebrotued, and theliddeg of theefen

therewith,and thep Ball pe bole.

Fozeteathat bendaluned, o2 dDarke,

S Capitulo.cofi,

‘Taketheroote of read Fenelf i
Wynter and in fommer rhe leues, o
eisboth roteg andlcued,and Bampe
themand zpnge outthe iopce anp
temper the iopce with fpine claryfped
hony aud maketherofan epntement
andanopnte the epen therwith ana
1t Ball put a wap the darkenes, ang
1t Mallclerethp (yght. C 3 precpous
Loater foz P ight of  epen cap, rriti.

_ Take Smalage,vead fenell,ue,
beruapn , betapne, egrpmony,pyms
pernell.enfrage, fauge falendine,of
euceyehcalyke muche of-quantptie,
aud wathethemmeland clené: any
Rampzthem @ puat thein intoa fayze
bzalenpan, and take-the’ poudee of
f er'fei!enweriwznss"fégz%@fm} tn
toapinteaf good ihyte wpnie ann

putie

the botwesand the 1idg of the epen
thevewith,and thep faillbehole. _
oy eperttyat beneDaluned oy Dark,
-+ @ahethesooteof tidenel intopre:
Let;in §omer the leaies;sorelleboty
tetesEletios, snb iy them.and
gingout e lopee, and tenipeetije
1oieonith fine clavified onps mikie
thecof aointitentixamoint thoetuty
thevithand it (HAl:put awag e
Dakdniep:i it Mallcleabe thp Trght,
A precious Wates foxthefighie of
Phcepert; EapitulbrEuR < =
“Take Smalage; ved Feriell, Fo&
WerdaiBetain,Egrimony; ﬁ'ﬁmﬂ
becnal;€nfcage; Satige, Daleing!
ofeuevich a lpke muchuwn :}tianﬁtyé,
and waflythent well and tleine,and
bamy themand put therttifta fape
brafenpante,aud fabethe poudeyod
fifrcenc péper Com; favee areidin
£0 appnteof good'wbyte myne,znu?

Thomas Moulton, This is the Myrour or Glasse of Helthe ([c. 1531), E4"-5".

putitbuto P herbeg, toirh fil. fpome
fullof tyuetp honp  aun fytie -fpone
fultofthematcr of g machyloethat
{sanJnnocent and medle themait
together and boplc them Quer;the
fper,and whan it is (oden (Frapge.it
thiough aclene Ipnnen cloth , & pue
It ina glafle and toppe it well*any
tlofe, tpll vouwpll occuppe it @ whan
hede1g Do therof tnto the foze-epen
toith a fetter.andifit betwaren Drpe
téper it with good whpte wyne,. fop
(t1g bery goodfoz the (Yght of eyen,
@ foz2a pynueand the webbe intl
epes. Capitulo. rritif, - Sl

Take a cuetely of cleane clarified
honp and muche of toomans' mplke
thatnozp@eth a mapde:¢hplve: and
fozthe woman the manchple: any
fethe them together, and Whan it ig
coldeputitina glalle, andiclofe- i
ol el st
hrebapes.ui,02 thie times cwerp day,
{hae bayes.u,02 S, el

Thomas Moulton, This is the Myrour or Glasse of Helthe (1580), E4"-5".

it intothe heasbg, withilipting
%&mwt%on@;mﬁwmmg
ofdﬂma}fegpﬁam&?mggg
anAmtaiteandime A
e b IBEgin OB HAiER

¢l “Wﬁ‘“‘}%?‘?f i QA
o wmémﬁmmw;wweg%
A hon 0t tompekit opt

ummﬂﬂmfggwwq-.j 0 ‘t??(jh
f%‘%m@wﬁw‘

Jg& Iﬁdp(tulo,mﬁ:].i: .
TaKeHo Jucaliet tyipth
anpranDagtinich oftoertamsilk
mannwmmmwggg
feptiStoma e AN AT
feattjetitogytter, AND RIS
cofe;preieina Glafe ylntm:!afe ,
FeoitttfoapesT A (YU OE D 0f
a;mﬁapm;um.tymmmn;g
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Andrew Borde, The Breviary of Health (1552), C6"-7".

3

gn a:me.

q Mocllig
40 thetace

The Breulary

voth ingendet bpnerfe Dilcafes; agthethie bphbis of
heenpes, and other whple che {iphac I8 relaged o3 bjos
tien, thac chegutces of man voth fal inco the codde,and
then ¢ t8 nameda rupeure, Fnd otherwhple the fones
mayp be (nfatcd and fufamed and (wollen. temedyp fog
all the wihtch loke tn Chapleres ofche afojefapve (pek-
nefies and fnf(rmicieg,

« T)c.47.Chapiteedoth (Hetve of a manacs armes,

B Rachium ig the LLatin wojde, Fn Englpe ¢ fga

mang arme,(he atmes of man mayp haue dpuers finy
pedimentes, ag the gottce named Chiragra, Flfon the
atinegmap be aches, (ntheioynresand boneg, foz the
gouc inthearmeg loke iu the €hapitrenamed Chiragra
Fno fog aches ard pepne inthe atmes, ble feare clothes
thac beaceeacepue, D3 elg cake of the ople of Turpens
;;;n;ﬁn:?ﬂm?;ﬂt ith Aquauicie, and anopne the place

i .

@ Zhe,48 ., Thapitre doth fctoc of ant (mpodu-
me, 07 (wcllpng i the face,

B Vriga (g the latin wozte. FnEnglpMe (¢ ignanted
anFmpoRtume oz an infacion, the which ig tn all
the whole face of man, Sotne becroursvoch ntune thig
infiom(cfe Ruonia, Znd fone o name ¢ Guera rubea,
Thereis greare dyfetence betprre Gutea rukea 8N
Gutta rofes, fo2 the caulesof thic (nflrnfeies be not fike
asitMalappere (nelig Chapitre,andinthe Chapicreof
theotherinfinmitte o3 (inpedimence named Gutra rofea,
. @Zhecaulcotthistntiemitiess . - ¢ oz .

e® ThHiginfirmptiedotke comeof a henemous mattes
aftentpnge out of the Fomakemetpng wich reume chat
Woolde dp(cende 02 ByRpl ouc oftlie heade, Fnd the ong

‘ flcendpnge

_ of health; Fol.xxill,
afcenopng and ehe othes bpleendpng, and meepug both
togprher,behementtip doth caulethe baposto bzeake
oug, and doch make the Fpoltumacion, ‘. '
5~ Fritelo; this m?ttgt ‘:ln::y&am (s b !
0

purgacions of pplies of 'Fumitorp, lun:bc'pl!‘lg 3:"3&3 .cglht:
‘an;u g% n‘:t :l,;r:ﬂt: ':: gﬁlz b? bt‘m of (¢, mompug g cutnynge,

m umb =
nua bt good o} u??; lmpcblgmut . S -

€ Thev49:L04pitredoth Metve of & grofle (mpo:
Gume named Bubo, o

vho (gcheLatn wozve, Jn EnglpMe ignamed a

goofie impo(tumte, And chere be cectepne Byndeg

fome be pefttferous,and {ome benoe pe@iferons, i
3= The caule of this tntirmitic, |

Q Thig infirmptete boch come budet chig maner, groffe

fedpngedoth make groffe humours, and grofle and cops

ruptehlmonts doch make manp difeafes , (pectallp ¢
Both fagendprehis afo;;(apnc {nficmicte, :

omed;

e € P.

5~ s infirmite do comeof apedilerous matecr loke (n the
Chapitre narcd Lacvuncutus « Ht it bo come of no peRiferous
matter.$p;0 take a cIpter,07 a luppofitoz,07 fome calp purgacd.
Qaay after that cabe of ople olpuc an bace,mipt with bap falfe,and
{ar it ouce the (oz¢. D after that (€ (t Do not bzeadc, make an (os
cpliono; & coolpnc. Aad then ble falues Wwith teates atcracrpae,
2AnD the mattcr abtracted whictyis thecaule of the anguplthe oz
papne,then 3 vo (ape as the Pyplofoptee doth fape. Deficicare
tanfa detie(t cectus, thac (s to fape, take awapethe canle, 03 ¢ls
the caule lmyug, e efect (s tomo purpole. D €13 take the mat=
ter s thus, Takeawap thecaule of the lichcnes. Zud the (peke=
n¢g canbo nohacme but belth Mal folow.&ad the caale mot také
awap, of the (aficmitiethe fickencs mul nedes remapne aad coard
nue (0 the bodp, a3 ¢l3 1 fome peeticuler menberit mulc paes
mayaeojreds :

ug endeth the leteer of 25.aud here
o folotoeth thelecter of €, &
The

Andrew Borde, The Breviary of Health (1598), C6"-7.

An arme.

A fwelling B

in the face.

B The Breutarie

and infamed and ( twoilen. A remedyp fop all the hich loke
tn tpc Chaptirs of the afopclapds fciznie and Infirmitice.

Tl 47 Chapter dath (hiew of 2 mans armes.

‘BRndnum 18 the Lutin wo:0.Xn Eoglithit s a mans arne,

th: armcs of man mayp baue diuerg tmpcdiment 8,08 the
goat namcd Chiragra. Qllo in the armes mayp bee adbes, in
tbe 1opnts and bones,fo the goute In the armes,lobe tn the
Chapter named Cluragea, and foz acbes and papne in the
armcs,ble (zare clotbes that bee attraqiac.©; elle take the
@ple of Torpentine and mire it WIith Aquaatte,and anoint
the place 0; places,

The 48 Chapter doch fhew of an impoftume,
or fwelling in the face.
Vriga (8 the Latin wo3d. 3n Eughh it {s named an (o
poftuwne 03 an inflacion.the iobichts in al the Wholc face
of man. &ome Docours Tty name this infrmitle Ruonia.
Anbd fome do name it Gutaa rubea. Ther is great difference
battwist Gutra rubea and Gutta rofea , fo the caufes of the
{nficmiticg bee not [pke,as it (all appéere In this quptlr.
and in tbe&lbapter of the otper-tinfivmitie 93 tmpediment
named Gufta rolca.
-~ The caule of this infirmitic. )
Ebis infirmitic doth come of a benemcne matter afcending
oat of the Romake meting totth reame tpat woald dilccnd
p; Difktll ont of the heal. And the onc altendina ¢ the other
Difcending, § mating both toqetber, bebemently Doty canfe
the bapois Lo bcatic out,8nd boty make apolumacion.
A remedic.

fl’iﬂ foy thig matter Flcbotbomie is bery gad,ond fobé&
purgacions of pillcs of Ffumitojte, and tye piitcs of Cocker.
Qlfo the Grupe of Punifer 18 god to falic of it. moaning
and euening.nd the mebicines the Wwhich bee n the chapter

named Vaduni,bée god (03 Lhts dnpeoiment. i
CThe

C 0fHea[:b, 23

€ The 49 Chapterdoth fhew ofa groflc impo-
{tume named Bubo,
B Vbols the Latin t5030.3n Englith it is naaicd a grofe Apoflum.
tmpoattume.And there be certeine Kindes,fome bee pes
Ciferons,and (ome bée not pelfiferous.
The caufe of this infirmitic.

Ehis infirmitie doth come bnbder thia manner,grofe
fading both make grofle bumaurs,and grofe and cozrupt
pumours bath make manp dileales , fpeciallp it doth ur
genber this afozelapd {rfirmitie.

A remedic.
3¢ this inficmitpe doeth come of a peftiferons mattor
YR (n the Thapter named Carbunculus.3( it bo come of

-0 peliferons matter. fFirtt take a Clifter,02 a Suppofi-

¢or,03 {ome ul!c Purgation.dnd after that take of ople O-
Liue an bce,mizt with bay (alt,¢ ap it oner the (02e.And
after that (€ it bo not byeake,make an incifion 02 a 030+

"Gae.An0 thert ble [alues toith tents attradiae.dnd p mats

Cer-ablracted Wwhich is the cdnle of the angul® o; pafne,

‘thé 3 o (1 asthe Philofopher doth fap. Defecient caufa

detecie effeétus,that is to fap,take atap the caale, 0} elfe
the caufe lacking, the effect is to no parpole. D elfe take
the matter as thus.alte awap the caule of the ficknee.
dno tye ficknes can da no barare,but bealth Mall follotn.
dnd the caafle not taken alvay of the infirmitype, the fcks
ncfte maf néds remaine and continue in fhe bodp,o0; clle
&n (om: pecticuler member it muft remarne o2 re®.

& Thus endeth the letter of B. And heere
followeth the leteer of C.

The 50 Chapter doth thew of an infirmicic the
which 1s concurrane with an hydiopfy.
CAcm:,n: Cacexia, 0 Cachefia, bee the Greek tmo208. A1 cuill

ga Laan tt i named Mala habiudo. 3a Englith 1t 18
namco an eatll diveller,fo it i an infirmitg concurrant
with

dweller.
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32 William Ram, Rams Little Dodoen (1606), H2"-3".

49 _’ Rams lieele Dodeog, Tecldentiz. 50
o . For eftilent Carbuneler,
o rﬁlu dhb‘d; l;::h E____,__ 'l'o‘pmgc Choller,
T wtelets Wit pmeale, . © (pandame
SR L ¥ i Ik S
— 2 { iy
Cipsustrieledues! “{’ AR AL, ple.Blnger Ane ficed,falle s a panetull, ¢ Sagar as yoalitts
For cholerick humours, - - takie & fapse Apple, cut off the cap, taks ouf the cae, lavatyls
Commu to)ne®oa,— ) i ‘pon cmbers, rol the Apple, and toben it ts roff, pareths Aps
Fumitoye, g, pls, andpat mta:tanm?.m{wnur@qlbll ®majning,
Lomentill retes, e j pans and lapd ts, ) ' D.'K
Flebane (xoe, : )
©enle cods ¢ leases ons ¥3am,
Ollve riclsands,
For cholerick inflamations, i
Feumb gricnicleaues ant flotwers,pund and applist.
%rﬂtue% Hj For
Saffroq Gamped and applyen. : ¥
‘pratstivoo; tha& bisanches, the faice dyunks With (alce ol
(sw;¢ Pomsgranaty, : :
For
R 3 V4T
33 William Ram, Rams Little Dodoen (1606), H3 -4
1 Rams betle Dodco:‘, : »
) th Colﬁcke,ud tocanfedifgellion, and
For the ¢ollicke. !« i . gTYPog m:( dfbelly: : )
SAttren (éede the ncefuith bemed Bater — q T kebeche ]wn.&utﬂ. W 03metnood, pleche ais
Auens roots 03{ed any wins -~ < pandfull,the psalkes of tlooegges bardrold tod
Camamil heebe and floloces with wine - * together,not onermuch,frp them tith (alt Batter: s
Cotula Lntea tuith twing becodt - tréne b{ann fll it With Warme pnbers, aud lgp thelrped
fPyatsbopled (n Wwater thsk dapcs - berbes bpan the embers, (piinkling'the smbers ith toine bls
m:: l;::: b::l:l‘l’ ‘(':' mc o3 water ueger: anblap alpnnen cloth nuca‘ the bith,an0 knit (¢ (al {a
P ap ] ¢,and batotbe pagne,
SCapfia the barke of the rete,one djam 03 :::,u: - SShecas: gk s n_‘ i G, K,
Colloquintiva White palps becaa tn water - Forfwellingof the coddes,
Posied Wwater, : o TQke petnser of Compn,BVarlep mealeand Boay: fry
©eabull rostes boplen (n toine them,ann make & plager thereal, and biad (& ta the codg.
Vollp berries decodt-
$DRe ferne coots bepled tn Gputton byoth,03of & Ehicken o Cas For Comesinany place.
Pon, a3 the decoctlon of Gallotwes o3 Wits,anva littls dunls, § Tdks cropsof & Rettle, byouts themand lay thems ta the
" 0 the patoder thereol Wwith pomed mater dunke, Lojues. .
Forcornes of the fecte, q  Cutthem till thep blecds, ans (hea applp to (f afes of
VV%: Lilly rotes bopled in Qineger,appliey asaplaittir, . SCabasco barnt. .
Lacerpitium with Kue waterant Yeny, spplyes, 2
Hs For
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34 Pharmacopoeia Londinensis, in qua Medicamenta (1639), B2*-3".

|
CATALOGUS
Bellidis. , Symphyti minimi, | Doronici,
Betz nigrz, albz, rubrz. Dracom.ii veri, Dracunculi.
Biltortze, fcvpcm:mz maris Britannica.
Borraginis. e 2y "Ebufl' ¢h.1mza&:s,
Bryoniz, Viris albg. albi, szp:mcx
Bryoniz n
Bugloffi umufquc Ellcbm Conﬁlxgunsvulguu
Balbi vomitoni. chr Meclampodii EGomi,
u i,/ Entani.
miget ot Em!z( fampanz, Helenii. -
Calami Aromatici,exotici,i. acori veri. Endmz hortenfis, Incybi, Scariolz.
Capparum. q !  Eringii,| Centum capitum,
Caryophylyiz, Bend 1&: Oali le. majoris, aracir,
1;"; o Erulzgt_ %Tnh mali Cyparif,
Czﬁhum. “ir mmons, fiz, cupreflinz.
Centaurii majoris, fdfoih:yomcx‘{ |
Crommu { ﬂms Ptcnos Bletri.
Albi, Cm:nz, Caracr Fnhpcndn.lz Oma.ntbcs
F Chameleont pan: il:'(mm:uh,Man.tIm
Pa pi. ;
S Majoris YHinuhdinariz ma- joris )Exaticz, Cyperi
Chelido- jorisi Galangz il % Babylo: B
nii Ficariz, Scrophu- minoris
Minoris ) lariz. Gentianz, Aloes Gallicz.
Cinz, Chinz. cyrrhu.z Liquiritiz. Rad: Duldis.
Cichorii, Graminis,i Graminis Canini.
Colc}ucn, Bulbi :lgrcﬂns
Majoris, Hermoda@yli veri
Confolide ; o Hyacinthi_ Y2,
Cofti umufquc noftrz feu vulgaris, ceeruler,
Cucumerisagreftis, Afinini, Erratici, Lilii coeleftis.
Cynarz, Scolymi, Cardui alcilis. Iridi
Cynogloﬂ'z Lycopfcos, Linguz ca. Florentinzr, Tllyrice.
Imperateriz, M.'lglﬂnnuz, Lafcrpiai
Curcumz terrz merice, cyperi Indici. Gallici. A|
longi, Romani Ifaridis, Gl:!h.
Cyperi urriufque,
rotundi. Labri veneris, Dxpl'aa.
Lactuca.
Dau o Laparl
; ci. Lapathii O hi.
! Dentari¢ major: Squamariz,Orobandis chp?thh‘:g:,m iofc:
} ndcfcnun i Liliialbi, Rof Junonis, Criminthemi.
Di@amni vulgaris, Polcmonii, Fraxi
v ncllx. Malve,

Mandragorz, Anthropomorphi.
Mel

Toin :
‘SIMPLFCIUM. 2
Saxifragiz albz. | 3
Mcc‘ﬁ%‘;?“{s:&%‘:? P:ruvnan:: ( {orbz, Punpmcll.t Italicz,
:44:’1«:‘1, Piperis moneani, Chamelzz. gcor é‘l’:
Mororum Celf, arbors et (; Scillz, Squille, Czpa marinz.
Mor{ustboh Sui Rz -Scrophulariz, Galcopﬁdxs Millemor-
Pycnocomi Diof. e ]
Rrdi 3 Lodick. Plinii. gcc‘f)c'l:z:%ti\io‘;ici.
Spicz Celrex, S;};Tcz Sifari,Secacul, Siferis.
Plesyplisczs, HP Sigilli B. Mariz, Bryoniz nigr.
Ononidis, Arreftz Bovis, Acutcllz, gg:f{l“gl‘“s
Reinoce Spinz albz, Bcdcgu:r.
- ORNLIHMngmuz'Stmlhu A, S;a\:ul:: foetide.
Emmtc.zurnm&t:q&:ﬁm Tamari(ci, myrice hymilis. 1
enta i . ]
Pmr‘:zycalnm ;mz:xm, Ferulaginig, Turpeti
Peuccdznl feeniculi Porcml,Sulyhura- ; :
= Cszudz P‘;:;“:cllz To:;n;LnuU: Hcptaphylh y
Pceoniz Trifo
lerian Najous, Tribuli aquatici.
Phy, V E: : Trachellii, Cervicariz.

. Miooess; Trinitatis herbz, violz mcobm |
Pimpincllz, Sanguiforbz. Tumt_E o .
P! ,'t
T DO L T
Rolyg ﬁfg‘ sﬁ_‘g;s‘ﬂo Tuberum feu Boletorum.

ceeli, Genic!
Pp""‘ ' Viorialis, Alfi Alpini. 3
Pymhn,uosn?h\‘/‘};}'xsw“Ammnmouucx Antd. V“‘CCW’"C*: Hyﬂmdlmm Al q7u-
Bononi: in (ubftitutis. Vu'gzpaftons .
Squamne j cch. Ulmariz, Barbz capri, Regig prati.
chmzriz ’{M”"" Ma e
Rihaponcici Zedoariz, longz, cofti Syriddi.

arbari feu Raved(eni. el :

s mdomcﬂxcc,obfomomm %m o Zedoriz rotundi, A
R:aphmmdryhtﬂm' thorz Avic:

Rhodix

RhnbarbanMona’gnotuu:d = i’

Rubiz dn&orum, Erythrodani. s.
Rufci, Braféi,Mysines fytvetris. CORT CQS
Sambuci. B
Suu:z Parigliz,Smilacis ofpers. - r— AAsfuRad.

Saryrii utnufqpe. anarum. B3 s
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35 Pharmacopoeia Londinensis, in qua Medicamenta (1639), K4™".

- i e ey P
T - P ! -k 5

A

ELECTVARFA. % 29

rubri, anadrachmam uni
{emis.

Singula ﬁm&\)icia ‘comminuen-
do ac mifcerido, tandem excipe
libris duabus & femis (yrupi Zin-
giberis conditi.

Carui, anadrachmam u-
nam femis.
Omnia crudaterantar, & afper.
gantur aceto vini acerrimo, de-
inde pulverifentur, mox addantur
[equentia -

Fiat Electuaridi fecunddm aném. Spodii five Eboris ufti,
' Balauftiorum,
Sumach
ELECTVARIVM DIASPER- Mzﬂich;s,
MATON’. e Gum: Arabici;ana drachma unz,
R Quatuor femin: Frigidorum, & grana quindecim. -
majorum, &|| Omnia milceantur cum Syrupi
minorum, Myrtini, ad {pifficudinem mellis
Sem: Afparagi, co&i, triplo, id eft, unciis decem
Pimpinellz, plis minus, fiac Ele@uarium fe-
Qcimi, cundim arterr. : a i
Petrofelini, : 4
Gunorii Halicacabi, ana drach- :
mas duas. ELECTVARIVM PECTO-
Milii Sofis, RALE AD O?ﬁON
Succi Glycyrrhizz, ana drach- UArGia
mastres.
Cinnamomi, R Succi Glycyrchizz,
Macis, ana drachmam unam. Amygdal;xum dulcium, )
Sacchari albi aqui Althzz folu- || Avellanarum, ana femunciam.
d o&uplum : fiat Ele@uarium fe- Pinearum unciam unam- : E
cundlim artem. Hy(Topi, ]
Capillorum Veneris,
MICLETA, NICOL AL Ireos,
Sern: Unicz, i
Ariftolochiz rotundz, ana fel-

R Myrobalanorum omnium,ana

drachmas daas femis. quidrachmam.

Sem: Naturtii, Pipﬂ)i: x;ligri:
ini Sem: Nalturit "
gruf?;m, ‘ Rczd: Enulz, :.n'a [:cmidrachma.
Fa:ni,culi, ] Mellis mncias quatnordeciem.
. Amrogos, ‘  Fiat EleQuarium (.2

THERIA-

8  PHARMACO®P LOND.
Millefolii,
THERIACA DIATESSA- Filipendul,
RON, urEs. Zedoarix, :
. Zingiberis ama drachms
R Gentianz, uas.
Baccarum Lauri, Agarici drachmas cres
Myrihz, Libanoridis,
Ariftolochiz rotundz, anaun- Gentianz,
* cias duas. Morfus Diaboli, anad
Mellis libras duas. e e
Milce: fiac Ele Quarium fecundim || Sem: Citrei mali,
artem. Viticis,
Granorum Kermes,
Semin: Praxini,
ANTIDOTVS MAGNA Alets,
MATTHIOLI ADVERSVS Pa flinacz (ylveflris
VENENA & PESTEN. Napi,, '
-k Rhabarbad, :’q;gncx]nlzz,mms
Rh_a Pondci veri, Ocimi ’
Radic: Phy, : Irionis, five Eryfimi,
Acori, vel Calami aro- Thlafpeos,
mmfi vulgaris. Fo:nicuh',’
Cypen, 3 Ammeos, ana drachmas
Quinquefolii, duas.
Tormentillz, Baccarum Lauri
Ariftolochiz rotundz, Jump::n
Fconiz maris, Hédcrz,’
Enulz Campanz, Smilacis afperze, vel illiusdefe-
C_ofh, ] &u duplum cubebarum.
Tridis lllyricz, Cubcebarum, ana drachmam u-
Chamzleontis albi, vel nam femis.
i Caryophyllatz, ana Folior: Scordii,
! drachmas tres. Chamzdryos,
'Gal:ngx, Chamzpityos,
mperatoriz, Centauni minods,’
Ditamni albi, Steechados, ‘
Angclicz, Spicz Celticz,

Cala-
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Culpeper, A Physical Directory (1649), D1"-2".

ROOTS. ¢ b
\

() You mnit
« -beil them buc
wery little, for
the’ ftrength
- wil foon fly a-
svay invapor.

“ishothing (o violent nor dangerous a; the former : Both Gul. :

“the third\degree, wh'oIHoAn‘\ for the ftomach, refills poyfon,

* fore-prevents.th

Black Hclleboré; Bears-foot, or ‘Chriftmas-fower ; bott 4‘,
tHis and che former are hot and dry inthe thicrd degree. Thiy !

len\and Julins Alexndrinw vepore the roots of chis boyled in
vingger to bean adu'a\rablc remedy a%_ainﬂ inveterate Scabs,
Tech and Leprofiesthelfame helps the Tooth-achylbeing held in .

the mouth , and dropped inao the cars kel ps deafne(s comin
of Melancholly,and ngifé in the ears,? correted with alizclg
Cinngmon ( in pouder) it purgeth Melancholly , refiftech |

Madnely.  Allo Pliny, ‘Abfyitss, and Columellz, affirm thar s
piece df the roor put into a bole made in the ear of abeatt
troubled with the Cough, or that hath taken any poifon, and
drawn quitethrough next day about chat time, helpeth chem:
out of qieltion itis a fpecial thing to rowel catrel withal.
Enule Campane,Helenij." Of Elecampane, ishot and dry im

helps old coughs and {tortnels of breath, helps ruptures and
provokes | ft:in oinumenas, it is good again(t {cabs and
icch. d \ . -

Endivie éye. CfEndive, Garden Endive which is the roog
Kere (pecified) is held o be fomewhat colder, though not fo
dryand cleanfing as that which is wild,it cools hot fomachs
hot livers, aménds the blood corrupted by heat,and therefore
muft needs be good in feavers ; it cools the.reins, and there-

ftone, itopens abfirultionsand provokes u-
rine \ *
Erin:zj. OfEfingo, or Sea-holly, theroots are moderate-
1y hot, fomething drying and cleanfing, bruifed and applicd
to the place theyhelpihe Scrophula, or difeafe in the throa
called the Kings Bvil, they break the ftone; increafe (eed, flis
up luft, provoke the terms &c. !

Efule, majoriss minoris. Of Spurge the greater and leffer,
they are both (u{en inwardly) tooiviolenc for a vulgarufe,
outwardly in ointmentsthey cleanfe;the skin, and take away
funbusning. ! 4,
Filicis ¢re. Feam, of which are two grand diftin&ions, viz
male and fc:mzlc,T)l fuppofe they intend the male here, be-
calfc they adjoyn fome other names €0 it; which the Greeks

G - | i attributed

([ i

. ofthe roots.

\

QO Ts.

R

atirtbuted only ito the m:rlr’ ithe female is thac whidh we '
all Brakes, both of them are horand dry, and excpllent
gqu for the Ricketsin chli:irch, and difeales of che fpleen
bucdangerous for women with chuld. f ’

Filipendule.- Of Dcopwolt, the roots are hor and dry, in
the third degree, opening, Eleanfing, yet fomewhat bin; ing,
they provoke urine; eafc pains in the bladder, and are agopd
prelecvativeagaintt the falling ficknefs. g

Foeniculi. OfFennel, the rootiis hocand dry, fo l fay
inthe third degree, openjng, it provokes ur'm:,“a::; the
terms, ftregthens the Liver, and is good againft the
DropAie. : :

Fraxixi. Of Afh-tree, llﬁnow no g\fczt vertues in Phyfick

Galange, majorisyminaris. bahnga commonly called Galin-
1, the greater and leffer, cpcy arehotand dryin che thicd \
gree, and the leflerareaccounted the hoteer, ic ﬂ“n-g'thms Mathiolus, "\
¢ (tomach exceedingly, and takes away the pains ¢hereof 1
coming of cold or wind, thé fmel ofic ftrengchens the brain
icreleeves faint hearws, takes away windigels of che meb’
heats the reins, and provokds luft. e " :

Gentiane. Of Gentiun, cdlled fo from * his nam ¢ Suy ;
found itout, fome call it Felwore, and ledmc:ntet;‘.z]frg‘ Proce, 1 |
hot, cleanfing, and fcouring, a notable Counterpoyfon, ic
opens obftru&tions, helps che bitings of venemous bealig a’nd
mad dogs, helps digeftion, and cleanfech the body ofzavh hu
n:ors} our Chyrurgians uletherootin form of a tent, to o«
pentbe lorg they arcalfo very profitable for ruptures or fuch

asare burft. i i
Glygrrbize. OfLiquaris, the beft that is grows in Fng-
land,- it is hot and moift i temperature, helps the rough-
ne(s of the windpipe, Hoarcenefs, diftafes in the Kidgeyes
and lglaa\dcr, and ulcersin the bladder, (which in my ! opi-
nioﬂ)sa\;ry difficulc thing to curcalthough curable) it con-
coBts raw bumors in the Romach. helps difficuley of breathing
is profic b]ff;r;” (altdhum;ors,thc rootdried and beateh in-
to poulerapd che er putintotheeye, i ial rpme-
dy];()“pin ndam. Pr £ye;isa fpecial rrm:

X .

: 2
! -

| I

o
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Gallen
Duolcorides and applicd to the placethiey (peedily help green wounds.

281

Culpeper, 4 Physical Directory (1649), D2"-3".

B . ROOTS

Graminn. Of Gralic fuch as in londen they call Coutch.
gralle, and Squicch grafle, in Suflex Dog-gralle. It gallandy
provokesutine,nnd caflcch the Kidneyes opprefled with gra-
vel, giipings of the belly, and difficoley of urine. bruited

Heenpdyi.n Of Hermoda@ils, they fare hot and dry,
purge tigon, eipecially trom the iognts, therefore are good
tor gunis, and ocher difeates in the iuynu, their vices are
correlted wich long peppar, Ginger, Clunamon, or M-
Nick.

Hyaconlio Of Jaciathy theroots are dry in the ficll degree,
and cold in thefecond. they tlop loofnels,bind the belly.

Iridiv, vulgwie, o Floentine e, Orriy or Hower-deluce
(after the l'vench name) both thac which prows wich ue, 20d
and chat wkich comes from Florence. They are hor and dry
in thethird degice, relilt poyfon, help fhottnels of bicath,
provnkc(hc terms, theroot bcing green and bruiled cakesa-
way blackne(s and blewne(s of a firoak being applicd to it.

Impecareeis doe, Of Mullerwort, the roogis hot and dry ia
the third degcee, mitigaces (he rigor of Agues, helps Dropfies,
provokes syweat, break Carbuncles, and Plague (ores being
applied (o them, icis very profitable being given inwardly
in bruiles. '

I il GLfli. -C.f Woad, Tknow no great Phyfical vertue
in the Moo, fec the hearb.

I briveneric. Dipfaci Fullers-ThRile, Teazle. The Root
boyled in wine till it be thick {quoth IMufeorides) helps by
union the ¢lefts ot the flundament, asalfo takes away warts
and wens Gulentanh they atediy inthe fecond degree, and
Ttakeirall Auchorshold themto be cold and dry.

Lalinee. Cflettice, 1know noPhyfical verucrefidingin
the roots.

1 uri. Of the Bay-tree. Thi bark of the root drunk with
wine, provokecurinerd caks che (toue, apens obftrultions of
the liver and fpleen, Bucaccarding to Disfeorides is naught

Gallen, for women with child.

[ apahi detiy Oxylaparbi. Sdr\’cl,l;Ccording co GAllen, B:(
St ointed-dock, sggording to Disfeorides, But which the
AR A Collcdge

176 ELECTUARIES

) ey bacaxy 3 Benzain ol cach diree drachmi, wood of Alpeg
:fa’,‘\}'"l;\"“ Cardamoms ol cach two deachme, been white and red, r
£ : U4 00 leiu ol chem the rootsof Avens and Totmentil ol “Ch'rme

drachoand an hall s Teo all che Simplgs being beaten e,
poader be made up into an Ele@uary with two pound a4y
haltof (yrap ol preen Ginger according (o art.

L1 Uhis slioencreateeh seed cauleth delire of Copniation,
and breaks wind.

Fleltwsrinm Disjpermaten.  Fernel® ..

Take of the four greater and four le(fer cold feeds, The
(cedds ol Sparagos , HPurnet, Vazill, Parlly, the berries or
winter-Cherries, ot each cwo drachms ¢ 2 Gromwel, juyee of
Liquoris, ot cach thice drachms, Cinnamon, Mace ol esch
onc drachm , white Sugar ditfolved in dittilled water of
march-Mallows, cight times their weight, make of thenaa
Lle&tuary according to art.

A. I breaks the Scone, and provokes Urine.

a |l fuppnle
chi feedss

A Telioral Elinary. Augult.

Takeof the juyce of | iquoris, fveet Almonds,Hazel-Nox,
ofeach halfan ounce, Pine Nutsan ounce, Hylop, Maiden-
hair,Orris, Nettle {ceds, round Birchworr, of cach onedram
and an half, black Pepper, the feedstof Wacer-Crefles, the
root. of Flicampane ot each halt adrachm, Honey fourteen
ounces: make them up into an Ele&uary according toac

A. It ftrengthens che itomach and luagues, and helps the
vices thereof. S

Niiciets.  Nicholaus.

Take of all (h\.\'ltyrobahnsol'cach(\mdrachms:ndan
hal?, che (ccds of W ater-CrefTes and Fennel.Cutamin, Eillops
weal. Annic.Carraway of cach onedrachm and an half; lgt
them al be beuifed and (prinkled wich fharp W hilc-\\ ine-\i-
ncgery then beaten igico pouder  afteradd thelelthings fol-
lowipg,Spadium, ™Momegranate flowets, Sumach, Maflica,

Gum Arabick

Balquflins.

ROOTS. 3

Colledge intends, [ know not, The Routs of Soerel are held
(be profitable againtt the Jaundice,of Sharp-potnted-duck,
ceante, and help Scabsand Jtch.

I evifici. OfLovage, they are hotand dryand exceeding

wod for any dilcales coming ofwind

Lilnj Albi. Of white Lillies.the root i fumeching hotland
dry, helpsburnings, foftensithe womb, provokes the tesms,
il boiled in wine, is given with good fuccels in Veavers, Pefti-
Jences, and all difeates thac! require fuppuration, ic (being
ounwardly applicd) helps Ulcesinthe biead, and amends the
il colourofthie face. :

Aaslze. Ot Mallows, they are cool, and digelling, retil
ruy(}m‘ and help Frotions, or Crnawing ot thebuwels ocany
other parg, as alto Ulcers inche bladder.

Mandr sgere Ot Mandrakes,a rootdangerous for s cold-
nefs, being cold in the fourth degiee, the roocis (carcy, and
dangerous for thevulgar toufe, therctur | leave it to thole
that have <kill.

AMechoschane ¢~e. OF Mechoacan, (it carrefted with Cin-
namon, istemperate, yecdrying. purgeth tegm chiefly from
thehead and joynrs, icicgood turold difeafes in the head,
and may fafely be given evea to Feaverith bodics, becaule ot
its temperature: Jo is alfo proficable againit Coughs amld
painsin the Reins, asalfo againit che French-pox.

i &e. Spignel, the routsare hotand dryin the fecand
or third degree,and fend up unwholfom vapoun to the head,
and therefore (eing Cod hath aloteed fuch plentitul remedy
tor thofe maludies, this rootconducech to the cuteul; | pals
ic by with filence.

Meze-ii e, Of Sparge-Olige, or Widdow-wail. Secethe
Herb, it you chink it worch the fecing. |

Sororum Celfi Ofthe Mulberry tree, Thebark of the rn%(
isbitter, hotand dry, opensftoppings of the liver and (pleen’,
purgeth the belly, and killsworms, boyledin vineger helps
the couth-ach.

Morfiu« Diaboli, Succifa ¢~c. Devils-bic. See the hearb.

Nurdi Spice; Indice, Celrice. OF Spiknard, Tndian, and
Celiique. ~ Celtick Nard, accopding to Kmlelitiiu wor;d;r-

oy
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hick of each one drachm and fifteen grains, let(hem all be
rxed with three times their weight ot fyrup of Mictles boy-
1-dtothe chicknefcof Honey, ( Ce. ten cunces niore or lelle)
pake them op ino ao Lle@uary according to arc. :

A degendy ca‘eth the bowels of the Wind Chollick, wrin-
prgol the Gute,infirmicics ot the Spleen, it flops Auxes, the
Yeorehoids, avalfothetermsin women.

Theriacs DistfJaron. Ne(ue.

Take of * Gentian, Bay berries, Mirch, round Dirthwore |
siach two ounces, Honey two pound, mix them cogether ?u'f“,'ﬁ",'.‘c

ticd make of them an Fle@uary according o are. ..;3,‘.,.454,

A. You muft el beae chen inco pouder before you mix
(hemwith che Honey, elfe you will make an Ele@uacy w
ok Dayvawich.

A. Thisis a gallant EleQuary,likeche Author, It wonder-
{5y helps cold infiemicies of thebrain, as Convullions, fal-
L2 lckne(s, dead Palfeyes,fhaking Palfeye. &c. analfoche

!Zmich, as palns chere, wind, wanc of digeltion, as 4l(o ftop-
fireeof theliver,droplies, it refilts the peltilence,and poyfuns.
idhelps che bitings of venemous beatis.

Mabiiolus bir great Antidite againfi Pyfon and Peftilcres

Take of Rhubarb,Rhu-pontick,Valerian reots, the roots of
*wrus or Calamus Aromaticus,Cyperus,Cinktoil, T ormen-
slround Birthwort,male Peony, Alicampane,Caltui Mlirick
Utrit, white Chamelion, oc Avens of cach thecedrachms the
nuts of Galanga, Maverwere, white Dictamni, Anpelica,
Vaviow, Filipendiel  or dropwore, Zedoary. Cinger ot cach
Sduchme, Aprick 3 drams. Bofomary, Genrian, Duvile bit
Taushowodrachmsand an haltt dhe feeds of Cirrans and
enus Catrus, thie betrics of lesmes the feed
ol willd I‘Jl'rllfp‘, Npwaw. N '
ledg Maflazd. Tieacie

A tree Sor-

whowodiachme, the ¢ S ol lep. & wap. & Dtiiokikes

Spitla for for wang aiic e il Cpgles OIS by
Y = SN fealivafbora,
1 e,



39

282

Culpeper, Pharmacopoeia Londinensis: or the London Dispensatory (1653), N1'-
O1". By permission of the Wellcome Institute Library, London.

ST ONE S

their thigh,and it beings forth the child;and thar (al-
moft) amy pinatall.

Young Swallows of the hirfl brood, if you cut them
‘wp, berween the rime they were hatched,and the nexe
full Meen, yos hall find two floncs ‘in their ven-
wride, ene relith, the otber blackifh, thefe being
Bung sboet 1he neck in 3 piece of_Stags leatber, belp
e falling Gcknefs, and fervers. The truth is, T have
found the reddith opemy &!f withour any regard o
the lupaticn, bez peve tried the vermes of it.

Lepa Laali, peageh melancholly being taken in-

wardly ;. curwardly worn 31 2 Jwel, it makes men
cheerful, forunare, and rich.

Andthus T end the Stoncs, the verucs of which if
any think incredible, Tanfwer, 1.1 quored the Ag-
thors where 1 had them, :. 1 ¥new raothing to the
contraty bot why it may be 25 pofhible 35 the feand of
3 Tremper i to incitea man 10 valor, or cf a Fidele
to dauncirgs #nd if ] have soded 4 few Sizmples which
the Colleds Ieft our, 1 hepe my fault 15 noc mech, oc
atleafl wife, senial:

Hus much for their old Difpenfatory, which with them
is now likean old Almanack out of date: Indeed had

not the Printer defired

it might not be (and withall

romifed me that he would do it in a fmaller print that (o the
k mighe not exceed the former price) 1 had lefe ourwharhi-

HELEEE

s

A

CATALOGUE
SIMPLES

> T thaito hath bin written,having publifhed in print fuch 2™ trea- IN THE

Foglith 7
Phyfimn. tifc of Herbs and Plants as my Country men may readily mak ‘Kr
ul':oo(, for ‘;:?r ow:Prcfcrv);tion ofchnlt}r\‘ or Zurc oftﬁfczrcs‘: N E D I S P E N S A T O R Y‘

fuch as grow neer them and are eafily tobe had ; that fo by the

help of my book they may curcthemfelves, and never be be.
lnoll;

ing to fuch Phyfitians as the iniquity of thefe times af-

fords.

Andthusl cometo the thing they call their New Difpenfatory,
or as more properly it is, their old one new vamped; And firlt

1o their Cotaloguc of fimples.

AR L ERE T IR R LR TR LR R R R R R R L L LR
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o T S.

rowed fome from Arabis, others from Greece, and
fome few from Traly : 1 know no reafon why they 3b-
{Zonded the names of the Authors from whence they
borrowad them, anlcfs it were either to make the Ge-
Dermion 1o ceanc, beleeve they were theirown : or
el vo pos an cxceeding diffculty 1o all, an urter i
oy upon moft 1o i the vertucs of them,
21 not knowing in what Auhors to fearch for them ;
The ane of thele hews the pride , the otber tbe
difbonefty of their hearis. i
But to rawrn tomy purpolc, my opinion is, that
thole herbs, roos, plants &c. which grow neer 3 man
are fart berer and more congreous o his narure than
oer-landifh ith whufoever, and this 1 am
:Lugiu:n:ﬁ:n{wn\y thar fhall demand it of
me, therefore 1 3m fo capious in handling of them,
fhall oblerve them in this order.
+. The Temperamure of the Roots,Herbs, Flowers

&c areof, viz. Hot, cold, dry, moill, togerber with
e dedof .

2. What part of the body cach roo, herb, fower,
is sproprined o0, vit. bead, throse, breahl, heay,
Ry, Tvw, " i, “bovl, i, Vi,
woemb, Joynis, and in thofe which heat thofe places,
and which cool them. "

3. The properry of cach Simple 13 they,bind,open,
sl B i, DAl Say o
Pore, slenfey ghainate, brvak wind, breed fod, proc
e e e ar, Mo Uhcivermss o6l poyfons e
fellings, cal pain-

“This T intend fhal be my gencral merho throogh-
out the Simples, which having finifhed 5 1 fhall give

@ caplaining thefc terms, which righe-

3
[Fconfiered will give thelkey of Galers way ofad-
himiring Phyfices

BSEeSREIRESLERFAERRRRNESLLISRARIREEILESIERIH

The Temperature of the Roots.

Roors ot inthe firlt degree.
arfbmallows, Bazil, Valerian, Spanding poppy,
; Calamus Aroma-
ticws, Avens, Pileworr, China, Self-heal, Liquoris,
White- Lillics Peony male and formale,
Pacfly, Valerian groe and fmall,
Kace-holly, Satyrian, Scorzoners, Skirres.
Hotin the fecond degree.
Recds, Swallowwort, Afphodel male,

Waer!
uli thflc, Cypers lng 1nd coond, e
Lovage,Spignd, , Devils-bir, Boreer-bua,

Roocs temperate in re'ped of bear are,
Bears-breech, Sparages, cxﬁmmmmn, Erin-
Jalsp, Malows, Mecboacan, Garden-Par(nips,
ink-foyl, Tormenell.
Rooss cold im the firl degree.

Sorrel, Beets white 2nd red, Comfry the greater,

‘Plancane, Rofe root, Maddir.
Cold in the fecond degree.
Alsner, Dazies, Succory, Hounds-tongue, En-

Coldin the third degree,
Biftort and mandrakes, are cold in the third de-
gree, and Henbane in the fourth.
Roots dry in the firlt degree
, Bardocks, Red bects, Calamas Aro-
maticus, Pilewor: Self-besl, Endive, Ecingo, Jacinth,
Maddir, Kmh*‘!. _—
int degree.
w.«uwmmnm,nm Seallsge,Recds,
Sorrel, Swallow.wort, Afpbodd mule, Bazill, Vale-
rianand Spatling-poppy, according to tbe opinion
g o ‘Si."&k.]mh, reew, %,
Hosnds-ronguc, Cyperus long_and round, Fennell
feage, Spignel, Mercury, Devill birr, Batter-barr,

Sullen- | Parfly, Plntane, Zedoary.

Carline thiftle, China, Sellendine, Viginian, Snake-
root, White Dirany, D onicum, Hellcbore white
and black, Alicampane, Filipendula, =~
e R e e B
tine, Refl-barrow, Peony, male and_fcemale, Sink-
foyl, Hogs-Fennell, Sarfa-parills, Scinking-Gladon,
Tormensil, Ginger.
Dy in the forrh degree

Garlick, Onnions, Cofles, Lecks, Pellitory of

Spain.

Roots moill are,
Bazil Valerian, and Spactling-peppy, secording to
e Arisn Phyaians, Diifis, wive Bees, Do

dive, Jacinch.

L A S S R PP PR PP R XS L

, Bog)o, Liqueris, Mallows, Sary-
TP D eE e Mo ey

Roots

ROO

Colledg. saml, Calumsu  Aromaticns, Waer-
flag, Privet, Garlick, Mofb-maows,
‘Alcaset, Angelics, dutbara, Smallsge, Araa, Birrh-
wartleng cad rewxd, Sewhread, Needs, Afsrabasc-
€4, Virpisias, Suskeward, Swdlow-wat, Spas-
W, Afpbadel male exd [amale, Bucdocks prest end
(mall, Bebew, or Bavyl, Valerian white azd ied, Da-
Ter, Beers, white ved zad black, Marfh-mallows,
Biflect, Barare, Brioay wivie aed Wack. Bagiof
goden and wild, Calamus Aromaricus, oxr Ladier
thiflles, Avons, Colewsrts , (intoxry the Iiff, O-
miews, Chamclcon wlate exd bluck, Chelardiae, Pile-
wart, Chins, Succory, Artichakes, Virginim Smake-
roor, Cemfry greater sed icflir, Contr s yeros, Cofus,
[weer nd bittcr, Tacmerick, wild Cucumers, Som-
bread, ttozadi-tergac, €y
1tam), Derenicum, Dragemr, iros-
dy Nighifbade, Vipers Buglefl, Smallage, Hellcbere
sclite and bk, Eadive, Alicsmpase, Exivge,
Coltsfoet, Feorn msle and famale, Tilipendsts or
ispwart, Feanel, White Dinany, Galmga great
Gentisn, Ligaerit, Dog-grsfi, Hermeds-
all <1tk Wenbur, Jallsp, M s

ry, Devils Bir,
s aed Ludioe, e

a:p-poynred-Dock, Pr
msle oud famale, P, i garden md mild, Cink-
[l Butter-Bune, Tsufly, “Hogr-Fenal, ¥ slerizm

greater and teffer, Ravet, Lued cad water Plantaar,

Solomaas Sesl, Lecks, Pellim
T Khabfber podes
b b, Mosk rha-

Palypodinm of
120y of Spain, Cinlfoy
«diiiid, Rbapenrick,

Ruoots are alfo apropr jated to

T S, of

biarb, Rofe-roar, Meddir, Rufcm,
orills, Sazryes male end femae,

wlly, Figwart, Sesryessrs ug: -d
Virginian, Snakeweed, Selomons Seal, icors,
kg Gladea, Dewils-tur, Danddion, Thapfw, Tar=
meniill, Turbith, Coles foot, Valerian gremer wad
Ieficr. Vervain, Swallow-worr, Nersles, Zedaary,
lesg, <zd rousd, Ginger.

Culpeper] mﬂf the Rocxythe Colledge hach
named, and bex enly mamod, and in this oeder
23 1 have [ them down. Tt feoms the Colledg hold
2 feange opimien, =43, This it would do an
lifh man 3 miheife 1o kome wha the herbs in tx
grden 5 good for, fach dmirsble
wealths-men they s, o infimiely henchiciall o their
Country ) even in the (aparlasive 9

For my own paricolar 1 sim (olety  the bemefic of
my country in what 1 do, and fhall impasvisily revead
10 them what the Lord huh revealed tome in Ploy-
fick : 1fee my Grll labours were fo well sccepred, b
1 fhall noc now give orer ll 1 have given sy cosa-
uhy‘dux which is called the -uuydn?xg -
their own mother tongae } 1 waigh the ill language
of the Colledg o more than 14 3 firsw anie, oy
foor; Wildom will be juilified of il ber clyilicen 3
only 1 defire them not 10 grow to
ber wholit wa (3id, ride goes
basghiy mind before deflrulion.

oud, bu remen-
wcafdl, sad a

feveral parts of the bo-

e dy; and fothey,

i S
Doronicam, Fennel, Jallsp, Mechoacan,’ 5:"‘“’ P
Indism, male xnd -
G, e Lt dhrca.
evile-bit.
: it Beeait and bangocs A
Birthwort lang 104 toand, Elicumpane, Liquocis,
Orris Endith 10d Borcmine, Calzma Accmias,
Sinkfoil,
; B, Carline hile, Doxe-
S et gears, Tocmantl Zebasy,
Baxil, Valerian whise 3nd rod-

Scamach - €
Radifhes

Grall 2 Ginger-
i nd famall, Zedoary, Glozer-
Valerian great I

rr'u.

Seallage, Carline thiftle, Fearn mnle and farmale,

r-ny,W-n-:;,css‘-.n—l Bisthwort, Fen-
Copers; Al ian

s Rios ad Maddar

B fhemallows, Semallage, Bardock, Ba-
, Valoian, fpading Poppr, hiftle, Chi-
:.i. Cyperes lemg se romd, Filipendsla, ofe,
Spickmard, Celuick, 3nd Iadisa, Py, s
whie Smifoge
Birthwaort and round, Gilangs praa sl ld-
fex, Pecay : nd 1;-1;.;‘:;“4
Fundament
Pilowors.
Bexs beecch, u«m Jallsp, Mecsacas,
B R cool e Head
Rede Rosz.
Seomach
Sow thiflles, Endive, Seccary, Biflorr-

Liver a0 fpleen
Msddis, Endive, Cichary-

bolly-

The propertics of the Roots.

ser of the Simplas
Al(:,?b'lmfdubt propertics m‘:"{k

by thae meams they were found

and1 =
o e el and stbanagh | hate 3 ixy Seaders o=y

That "m:;ma_m lédrnﬂ_h-\;ll
et

beic Rulcs, fo fhal ther fcc bow .6 =
they be enibied to ol o nlrrnrudn,ﬂ'é

Sipics, (vea of fach e pox memioned in ¢
Jearped Colledges Apidh Difpenissery) cothelr ona

exceeding benebt i o
Rooss, Bnd, ik s
Cy Biftoer, Termenal, Cinkfod,

brcedh, Warerfig, Allancr, Toatbmert, &2
Diics

Bintbwort, Afpbodd, Briemy, Capers, &
Birthwor: Aron, Sparages, Grab, Afphodd, Sd-
) .

&

Open
Afsrabacas, Garlick, Lecks,Onions, Riupomick,

Tarmerick, Carline thiflle, Succory, Endive, Fils

pendula, Fennel, Parfly, Bodcws, Spacage, Samallage

Gentian &c.
Extenaxe

Orri Englith und Borencior, Copers, ke-
Sick, Onicay, Pelliory ol Spain Xa.
i Mollibe
Mallows, Macthemlions, o
Suppere
Mrfemallows, Brioms, whits Lillic, &¢-

fies, e
Expell Wind

Senall; Ap,ﬁ"k-.'.“mlx;. Galick, Ca-

s Gisnge, hops Feand, Zodoxy, Spcindl

Tndian and Coricee, e

wect,
D:;- Adphodel, Gacladh, Comamry dhe ks, Cy
o s roumd. Coltws, Capers, Calamss, A
. of Ceorz, Carvoe s, Eringo, Fon-
e e, o, s o
- | Valerian, Kacchally, &
Sty dhe e
Comfiy, Tormeed, Buflacr, K.
Provake feca

Cadion

Ay




40

41

Culpepex:, Pharmacopoeia Londinensis: or the Londo
By permission of th

7Dracom|:

Pharmacopoeiq Londinensis Collegarum

R T R

————n

viewn ,

4 CATA

LOGuUSs

o

-y

-Wuk':fn*i:

D e : 'D‘ N
:lbl,l:n,,',,djl
i Romani, §

Echii, -, RN
| Elesfelimi, dpis,

? T
s F
Farfarz’, Tullagicts.
Filicisky ¢
) ';‘I’:iﬂ!- T a
L%
p| F o .1.97 é
Frasinells, Dictansi alh],
i‘.‘. 9 7 1
Lgl.f':' ¢
minoris,
stePro

REQEOT S

Mathio

Disfes-
ndes,

rxim in the fides nd bowels § alfo being boy-
td, the Decection Is faid 10 be good 10 wath
reen Wounds 2 Ulcers with.

Dilamyi, Ot Ditany ¢ is bot and dry in the |
third degree, baikens rravail in women, provokes
the Terms. (Sec the Leaves.)

Doreaict.  Of Dorvnicumn, a (oppoled kind
of Wolf-bane : 1 am of cpinion that Serapis o0
Avitomnt and other szim Phyfizisos did not
intend that Rooe we new wle for Doconicom
when they wrote [0 moch againft ir, 1 fhall ad-
hearto the padgment of Gefeer, which is verifi-
cdbzbﬂyn rlence 3 1t is hot and dry in the
third degree, lirengrbens the besr, is 3 {overaign
coedial, and prefervative againit the Peftilence ;
Tt belps the Vertigo or fivimming of 1he bead,
v admirable againft the bitings of Venemons
beaits, and furh 2 hyve taken too much Opiam,
1 alfo for Lethargies, the Juyce helps boe
Rbewns in the cyes ; 2 ferople of the Rook In
Pouder is enough 1o txke at one 1ime.

Dracentiy, Dracuncals.  Diverfe Authory -
ribore divers Herbs o this name,it is mofl peo-
Lable to me that they mewn Disgons, the Roots
of whick deanfe migheily, and take sway prood
or dead et 1he very (el of them 1y ortfsl
for women with Child; cetwardly in Oyne-
mares they ke sway Scurf, Morphew a0l $un-
burniag 1 would not wih any unlefs very well
read in Phyfick, to take them fsm ey

LEbadi.  Of Dwef Elder, Walwort, ot Dane-
wortj bot and dry in the third degree; the
Roors :«ugﬂ.w 3 parge for the Dropfic as
any is under the Sen, which bufides the Azbo-
vity of the Ancient, was ofien proved by the nc-
verdying Dv. Barlr of (ambordg, 35 my GIf
have it in s Manefo ipt of his. Yoa may take 3
drachm o7 two drachms ( i ibe Pasient be
ftr in white Wine ar 3 tim.

Febyy. Of Vipers Boglols, or Wild BagloG:
1 warant you If Awbors bad noc Ji‘uﬁr“iﬂ
this barb, e Colledg would have fex down five
of fix names to have explained heir meaning,
as they wlially do where they need not : | lve
fet down e moll wusl nume, and shwaics quote
the vermues to whit 1 down : They Gy ihe
roor of thisbeing carricd in ones lund, no venc-
mous beaft will bite blm, (and (o they fay of
Dragnn which I forgoe before) fo tha you may

withou amonght Adders, Vipen,
and Serpemts ; (bee 1 beleeve you had beit have
2 care you do not tead cpon tham ) ¢ this root it
cold and dy, good for fach a are biczen by venes
moas s, n"lh'rbd: bailed in Wine ind l

d o the place j beis

5t encreal

Ellibari, Veratriy albi, ®igri. Of Helle- |
and

bore, white and black. The rooe of white Hel-
Iebort, o1 Snecaworr, being grazed and (nusfcd

threash Melancholly,  Otbers are of cpinion
fich batfh Medicines sre not convenlent for fo
fellen 30 bumor, and of that cpinion 3m I my
(el 1f you will ofe ir, for fncczing, let your
hesd and neck be wrapped; box for fear of cac-
ching cald.

k Hdlcbore, Beao foot, or Chriflmas
flower § both this and the former are hot and
dry In the third degree.  This is noth {ovie-
lent poe dmgerous a3 the former , Galeny
and Julins Alexzadrinar, report the roots of
this boiled in Vineger 10 be an admirable remedy
sgainft invererse Scabs, Ixch and Leprobe, the
{ame helps tbe Tooheach, being Leld in the
mocth, and dropped ifto the cas, biclp deafinels
coming of Mclancholly, and nailc in the carey
“corre@ted witha linle Cionamen (in
it purgeth Melanchally, refifteth Msdoefi. Al
fo Plixy, Abfyrtas, and Columells, affiem that
3 picee of root pur into 3 bole made in the ear of
& hedt ol wih ke Cosgl e B
km any poylen, nd drawn quite thvough next

IIl;on it ia 2 fpecial thing to rowd Carrel wi
all.
Fasle Campane, Helesij. Of Elecampme.
Ts hot m.l.\q'mm:mvi degree, whellom for
the flomach , refifts poyfon, belps old Coughs
and fhortneds of brearh, belps and pro-
vekes lufl ; In Oyntmenss, it is good sgainft
Scabs and Tech.
Endivie ¢c. Of Endive. Garden Endive
which is the roox here fpecified, is beld to be
lomewhut colder, xheﬁh not fodry and desn-
I'uqlnvh.u which iy w bi;;‘mdlhﬂm
bot livers, smends the corropred
and (bercfore moft needs be good In Favens §
Itcoels the Reins, and thercfore prevenst the
Stone, it opens obftruétions :nd provokes Urine,
you my biuife the root and Eﬂ iz in whice

wine, 'tis very harmlefs.

Emegy. g]zn'n‘n. or Scx-boly : the roots
are moderaely hot, famnhlngﬂ;nhbr
fing, bruifed and spplied 1o the , they help
the Scrophals, oc dil in the throas called the
Kings Evil, they break the Stone, encreafc feedy
Wiz vp lait, provoke the Ttrm‘! & .

Efule, myens, mnwir. O ‘ylr; ¢ the gres
ter and [ifice 5 they are both (taken fnwasdly)
100 vielent foc 3 vulgar ol } oxwxdly fn
Oynumems they clenic the Skin, and ke rway
{unbuening.

Fitiis &¢. Feam,'of which are two grand di-
Minétions,viz.malc and female ) 1 (uppolc they
intend the male bere, becaule they adjoyn lome
other numes 10 fry which the Greeks stribezed

1 cnl]mdx mule, the frmale is that which we in

Saffex call Bakes  both cf them are botand
dry,and cxellent good for theRickers in children,
anddifesicr of the Spleen, buz dangersus foc

op the nele, cxdarh Snecaing, kills Racs, and
Mice, kh"m’m with their mea: : it isbata
fourvy, charfifh Medicine, being tsken inwandy,
a0 thesefore betser let alone than wled § and yer
Drdright commcods it for fuch a3 e mad

women with child.
Filipendale. Of sy Theroos ai¢
hot and dry in the thind cgree, opening, clen-

fing, yer fomewhat bindi they provoke U=
Ix{n:, cale pains in the l\lzm un-gx;ed
prefervative

) bt

day sbour that time, belpeththem ¢ ""'I;:fl .{
el .

‘Tm

| Mtachisirs pain thereol coming of cold o wind, the (md | Teale. The Roox being

o i}
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bresth , proveke the terms; the Root
orcen an breided , takes. sway blacknels
Exz-mm'..mmam;,iﬁ.:hm;; 2

pecicreative sgainlt the Falling ficknels-
Fasuli. OF Fenal ¢ The rooe is bot and dry,
fome [3y inthe third degree, opening 3 it pro-
vokes Wrine, and the Terms, brengthens ¢
Liver, and is good agsinll the dropie.

Fraximi. Of Alb-tree, 1know no greas ver-

o0t
P O » s

s hot and dry in the third degree} mingaces

i e e B, o

i ick of the roots. Sw sreaks Car 3 agoe-lores b

ﬂﬂr RN ) Gl ioga) oo I ing ,;ﬂ.mg‘m.‘- is very profitable beivg

moaly called Galingal, the grester and leffer = | given lawardly in bruiicw.

They 2 bot anddey I the 1bisd degrec, and | - Jjasidic, Glafi OfWond, 1k oo

the leffer are accoumtcd the borter, it ftrengthens | Phyfical vermue In the Root: 3 F' :

the ftomach excecdingly, and akes sway the Labrr Vesors D:;,amb,k‘ e W'mnil.f

i 2 untion

of It firengihens the brain, It relecves faine | is be thick (quoth Disfeasdes) bel

bearns, ":’05""’ windinei! : s of the woml, bears | the clefus cs'h: Fondament, nllr:Li l'l"

the Reins, 2nd pravokes luft : you may take half | Warns ind Wens. Galen faith, they are dry in

3 drachm 31 3 time. thc fccond degree : nd I take it all Aubocy

* Gextins  Gemtizze, Of Gentisn, called (o from * his | bold them lu&fold and &
« Prisce. name thas Bl found it o fome call it Felwoer, | Lacluce. O Leit: T knew o Phytial
and Baldmoney. 1t is bot, clenflng, and lour- | vertuc refiding in the Roots.

be
ing, 1 nousble countcrpoylon, it opens obflru- | Luri. Of the Bay-rree. The Bask of o
Glcns, belps tbe birings of vencmows bealls, | Root, drunk wich Wine, provokes Urioe el
and mad dogs, belps digellion, 1nd clenfeth tha | the Stonc, opens obltructions of the Liver

body of raw humors; var Chyrargians ule the | Spleen. But according to Drefterides is naoght

root in farm of 3 tent, 10 open the (ore, they | for women with Chil

arcallo ofitable for Ruprures, ot fuchas | Laperhs srmti, Oxylapathi. Sorrel, sccording
Ebwd, ¥ 10 Galen': bux § Dock, according

Ghyeprtits.  OF Liquoria § the bel that is | 10 Disfearides : Bz which the Colleds ineends,
grows in llkno-na.Thllwo(Smde‘m

Ehr:-r}ml: it Is bot and moift in tem-
perature, helps the roaghnefs of the Wind- | be profirable againit the Jaundice. Of
ipe, Hourlnels, Sifeales in the Kidnies, and | pointed Dock ) clenle, and belps Scabs, and
, and werry ...;_:imuc. (-hkh;ln {x‘:h Kot by
indon is 4 very difficult thing to cuce, ale | Leiflic, Of Loy e :
u umﬂlt)ix concodts raw hmlr’ullc mdm&’in;gw“fmy coming of
ind.
Lilliy albi.  Oi white Lillis. The Root is

fomach, belps difficulry of breathing, is pro- | wi
Eeable for 3l (s humon ) the 100t Jricd and
beaten into pooder and the intotbe | (omthing hot and dry, belps Darnings, loftens
eye, i3 fpecial remedy for 3 Pinand 3 Web. | the Womb, provokes the Term ) if in
Gramizs. Of Geals, (sch as in Losden they | Wine, is given with good fuccels in roen Fea-
all Coutr-Gexs, and Squinch-zrais, in Suffer | vers, Teltlencm, and all Difeafes thar requirs
Dog-Grais- It gallandy proveke Urine, and | | wtion : ("kg,.‘m.,a,w‘:? helps
clerh the Kidnies m:xﬂ:\l with Gravel, wri= | Ulcers in the bead, 1nd amends the ill colowr of

Galre.  pings of the belly, and diffcaly of Urine. Lcx | the face
Disjee=  iich 3 are tioeblad with thefe Diteafes, drink | afve. Of Mallows. e coul, and
ndes, 3 doxogn of whire Wine, wherein thefe Routs | digelting, retift Poyfon, and belp Ecrofions, o

(bing brutied) have been boy led for their mor-
nings draught ; 1f they find cale, let them thanie
G‘ﬁ, if not, et them blame me. Bewsled and
spplicd 10 the plr, they fpeedily help green
\Cﬂwnh. :

Hermedadlyti.  Of Hermodalills. They are
bot and &y, perge (egm, pecially fiom the
Joroey, thercfore arc good for Goaes, and ether
Dileales in the Joymes. “Their vices arc comre-
Cted with long Pepper, Ginger, Cinnamon, ot
Maflkh : 1 would nos bave unskilfel people too
befie with Parger.

Hysumits,  Of Jacinehn : The Roots arc
dry inthe frft degree, and (uld ia the fccond ;
they tep loalneds, bind the bylly

dridis, salpun, & Flaomne, ¢, Omis,
o Flow il (aiter the Fremchs name) both
rhat whkh groms with s, und thas which comes | dey in the fccond oe third degree, and (ond op
from Fleome. They ae ben and dry in the | uawbollom vapons to the bead | and tharclore
thisd degree, il povion, bep fhoruned of e | tceing th.‘}hni siootied fuch plencifal Remedy

s fox

gawing of the bowels, o any
(o Ulcess in the Bladder. Sec Mar
Muordagme. Of Mandrakes. A Roox din-
gerous for ks celdnds, being cold in the fourth
degree, the Root Iv fcarcy, und fox
the vulgar to ule ; therefore I leave it to thale
that have sl
Mo beschaze, OF Mechoscan. 1t is eaere-
&ted with Cinnamon, is y
) Gl S g
12is good fof old dileafes in the bead, and'
(a(ely be given even va Feverith bodics, bechals
ol iy remperature, It is alio profuable sgainfi
Muﬁ[:mmz!: Reio ) 1 oo againit
the French-Fox : the frong may ke 2 drem
2 time.

Mei e, Spignel. The Roons are bor and

part § asale
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ELECTUARIES.

Mark Depper five foraples, and fix graies, Lijuecis
[omr ferapler, lasg Bertbeart, Mugmoit, Caffia Lig-
ey Macedsesza o fly feed, Pellitery of Spasw,Klue
\ cach oo feru-

120, Saviny
of catb two (crastes wid tiviers graing, Couamy
the greater, (veufh Camvaisy 4y Carvaw.y, A=
vty Clavety Allam of cuhrwo feruples, By leaves
eae [crupt, oxe balf fcouple and thrce graingy 1Pood
sty # foruple exd fomiteen grame , Schanath
e foruple and thirteon praimty Afarabsces, Calamys
Avemanicn, Amamum, {cntawry fhe lef, the feed of
Ocrach, Pewsy, Fousel, of cach one [irmple aad fix
grams, Cyporns, Abcompaze, Glnger, Cappar voots,
Cummrs, Orgbos of tach exe [crmple : AY of them bee
ing besson ixte vory fine ponder, les them be made into
@ Lleluwy sccmding (o 28, Wit four izes their
wweight in Suger, feiis faad oz maath before sou ufe

it
Cuppr] A It provokes the terms, brings a-
weay borh birth and aftec-binth, the dead child , "puc-
fock a5 r¢ o Tufciently parged after tesvail
o urine, Enrxlu nh;"l one iR the bladder,
firangury, difary, ifkury, &c. helps indlec.
niuﬂhchdlxh.opt:;ymy ﬂz-plns in :Im body,
Fr bexs the flomnach, purgah che liver znd fpleen,
confumes wind, fales Vomiting § but let it not be taw
ken by women with child, nor fach people 35 have
the Hemorrhaids.

A. Nochelam ¥ ake cobe the Author of this fan-
adtiea hdxh:jlhnughlh‘&“edg;ivclum
term) and the vertues alfo are quoced ficm

im. The dolc is from one dram to tivo drams.

Disfupien. Paze 104. in the

“The Colledg) Take of Sarpion Roots three ouis-
«e1, Daer, bster tlwsndsy Indica nut, Piccuuts
y.a Nuti, rees Gisger, Evingo Roats picferved,

cah wxe pxzze . Gmger, Cloves, Gulowgs, Tepper

Urng and bk, of i ibree drachms, Awbeigicefe |

o firmple, Murk re [craples, Peuds four ountes,
 Sofvaa, of cabibalf @ ounce, Maliga
Wime rheee swsccr, Nuzmegs, Mace, Grans of Tara-
dice, of cxch rwe drackmt, Afbivee Ky, the billy
end leyxs of iskr, Rwax, Kowpimsa, of eacb three
drahmty 1eod of Alocs, Cordamamr, of cub tws
drachesr, (b fecds of Niiticr sxd Omans, the raots
of dvens of each a dracham sad_an Lalf, wwith rs
aad as Llf of Spwp of green Ginger make

them it Elllury eccoiding fo Al

Elellusivm Diafpernstos. Page 104, in
lht{ldn Book. 2

ThC«'M;) Takt of the fowr prraey sud Ueffer
cald feed s, ihe [rods of Spo agus, Barsat, Bazil,P -

Midcta. Page 105 inthe Latin Bock.

The Colleds) I;'\J(r of the B ke of ¥ the NMico-
btos tervefied, of cach 1o drchins sud a1 hf,
tbe fecds of watei-criflies, Curzima, Arais, Fomel,
Ammiy Covaway, of cach a drachm and 211,27 bryife
the feeds and fFriakle them swith fharp whete e 11
megery thew best ther ido ponder and aAd the Myrg-
bslang aud tlefe thaeps that follow, Spodinm,oalon-
frmety Sumachy Moflick, Gam Avilick of exh exe
Armbm and fifteen gramsy mix them togeiler, and
with ten exaces of ycup of Mivtles make thom into
an Electusy according (o Avr.

;upepn] A. Tegenly cafeeh the bowdls of the
wind Chollick, wiinging of the gurs, infinsitics of
ki fplecn, it flops Auxes, the Hemorehoids, 33 alis
the teems in women.

A. A crachm or rwo of this taken in the morning
had been abeteer remedy (1 fay amang ktheir Hodg—
Pods) than moit they gavein thelate Epidemicil
difeale, tke bloody flux.

Elefluninm Celfade. Page 104, in the Lat. Dook.
6, A Peclonal ElcGtuary.

The Colleds] 7eke of the juyce of Lignaris, fovect
Almands, Wazel Nots of each balf an ousce, Prac=
uals aa once, Hyfop, Maiden-Lair, Onii, Neule
Jeeds, vosed Brrtlavort of each a drachm and 2 balf,
black Pepper, the feeds of 17 atcr-crefles, the Koets of
Alicampaue, of cxchibalf s deschm, Heaey fomriecn
awanccs, mike don into a Eledluzy accerding to

it
:nl;anm Tt Mrenprhens the flomach and
lungs, and helps the vices thacof. Take it with o
Liquoris flick.

S

Tlerisea Disteflaren. Page 105 inthe
i k.

in Dook.
The Colledg) Tuke of Gentiur,Ray-bervies,Mirrl,
sand Birtlneast, of each tro eucer, Huzcy rme
pownd , make them it e Lleluny scending to

it
Culpeper] A Thisisa gallanc Ele@unry, like the
Autbory which was Mefuc. 1t wonderfully hdps
cold infiumitics of the brain, 35 convulfions,fallings
ficknefs, dead palieys, haking palicys &e. a3 alio
Romach, as pains :hae, n-r. wane of digeftion s
as alfo oppings of the Liver, dropfics ; It reliftsthe
petlilence, nd poyfont, and belps rhe bitings of ve-
nemous beafls. 1 he Jole is from half 3 drachm to
wwo drachms, acconling to the age snd frengeh of
the patien, asalfothe thengih of the difeafcs 5 you
may take it cicher in the morning or when urgent oc-
cafion cals for it

Disfeardinm. Tyze 106, in the Latin Book.
The Colleda) Take of Cizasmen, Caffis Lignes,

reter Cheriict of cach rwe dratlons, Gyamwl, | of esch balf sa onmce, Scordinm ame anace, Dirramy
7t of Ligaessy of cach thote deschams, Ciresman, | of Creet, Tarmentily Bi(loit,G albsunm,G st Asabicl
Mo, of exb vee dvashm, wiih right Limes tiic of eaclh half s oxuce; Opium onc drschm sed 22

wiight is whoie Sepsr dfulzed is Moflemidny
water, make it ate ex Lillsny sieding to Ar1.

baf s Sorvel feeds oue dractus wd ax balf'; Geatiom
balf cn owonce, Eale-Aruicaick av ewmee 2ad an half)

_l:(tyr;l’du,f. lvui:nh 1he flone, and peovokes | Enrh of Lemaos, baif <3 oucve y leay Feppery Gine

f an conce 52 atme, and | ger,of cach o drache

cillees alf (omoch, inWarer of 13y Horbs o | oa Lalfy Suzar of 1

Ko of them) tha beeak the | 1vine ven cisices § aake s ate @ Eledlasy sc-
opae in the Book (443, | co ding to Ait.

(
ﬂ:- b -mfw'm. laft Casl
! Didesder &
gt “”;n “wulynlm)nu\leh4 1

nfied Heney 1o pomad
oar porzd, Caaary

Celpep] A Te s 2 well compolal Ele@uary,

fomathing 3peopisted 19 he naiuciof womca, for it

provakes

1 ke cbe term, Rtk ni:l;bgr. helps theii

pulverizentur,mex addantur My-
robalami & fequentia,
Spodii et Eboread albedinem
calcinari,
Balauftiorum,
Sumach,
Maftiches, '

Do ks a2 1he cime of chele lyime in, T kaow
nothing better it flops Suxes, mighnly i

ncththe bicareand Hlomach 3 ncither i ot
may fafcly be given 1o wesl peaple ;. and befides pro-
vokes flecp. 1 may fafcly be given to youns children
1en graim ata tim § ancient people may 11ke x dram
oemore: 1t given 3 an exeellent cordial in ek
{eavers s ace aceernpanicd with want of fleep.

'y

Mithidste. Tage 106. ln the Lain Bock.

The Colledy] Take of Misvh, Sxfvem, Agricks
Ginger, Couman, Specknard, Frankinfonce, Tresle
Maullad feds, of caulb tondrzchme s the fieds of
Hai-wart, Opsbalfsmum, or Ol of Nutwncgs by ex-
[relfion, Schnanthy Sichr, Coftn1,G albamum, Tii=
pentsac, leng Tepper, Calloriumy Juyce of Hypaciflis
Stpax Culimitisy Opspaasx, ladim lesf, or for
want of it, Mact, of ¢l one ounce § Cafia Lignes,
Poly mewntwn, white Pepper, Scerdium, the fecds of
Cavers of Crect, Carpabilfsmmam or Cabcbs, Troch.
Cypheos, Rde. 3eh feven drachms § Celtick
Spickuad, Gum ick, Macedenin P iy feed,0-
pium, Cad cmomms the [efl, Fexeel feed, Geulisa, ved
Rofe Leawes, Ditezy of Crect of each five drachons ;
A feeds, Afzrshaces, Ormis, dceras, tbe gresser
Vslerizm, Sagspen. of eatl thrce drsclms, Meam, A
catia, the, k‘iiu of Scizks, the 19ps of St.J ok wort,
of each tve drachms and 3 balf 5 Maags wine fo
munch ar p1 fufficient to diffalve the Juyces end Gums,
clarified bency the treblle weight of allythe 11z excep-
22d, ke them into an Elellnory sccerding rs Ait-

Calpeper-) A. 1 bave nottime to fearch wherher
where be any differonce berween Damecrates and the
Calledg. 1 was Ao correed afierwards by Rar-
tbalomew Mormmts. Alfodiverfe Awhors bave fpent
more time about this and Venis Treacle (both of
them being tarible meffes of Al!osuh«))n reducing
them into Claffes, than ever id in (aying their
puayers. Allo Azdremscas hub ancther (et of Me-
thridate. Tt may beit isthat ufually qlled with ue
[ Venis Mithridate] but becacle the Elc@uary is ve-
1y chargableto be made, and cannot be made bue
1n greac quinitics, and only e bere preferibed is

zowen, orztleafl, efily o be gorten 3 1 am
willing to [parc my pains in any furtber

A, 1t is good againil poylon, and luch a5 have
dane themfcles wrong by taking Glihy Medicines,
it provokes fwear, it helps continaal watrings of the

flomsch, ulces i the bods, confumpeicns, weaknels
of the limbs, rids the boly of cold humors, and dif-
calcs coming of cold, it remedies cold inficmitics of
the brain, and Nopping of the paffige of the lences
(it heatlng, lecing, (aclling, &) by cold, ites=
pels wind, belps the chellick, provokes appaite to
ones victuals, it belps ulecrsin the bladder if G lrn
fiytroe, 2 alio difficulty of Urine, it cafls ous the
dead child, and belps (ch women 21 cannot cen-
uiubru)fan of cold, itisan admirsble remedy
for melancholly snd sl difcafes of the body coming

h g
- DI ELECTUARTA 5
peris longi, T scmAfpang, I e ——y
: o B0 diachmases, S Pimpinellz : 1t a3 drach.
Afasi, - Ambrz grifez ferupplum u! Ocimi, - B cpinde.
5 .. i A ' 'y am.
- m:ijﬁmmamlvulgaru,é : Monr:l:"f'crupulo; doke . Parofclini, Ombnia mifceantr cum § pi
“Centaurez minoris, Penidiorum uncias uu;mor ! Gr:ino‘mm ;hual;mubl e m{@n:i e iiadinem cof
IR 1) . . - 115 de
Sem, l,:::nl::,s . : g::;?:nn:“:;chm - 4 Milii Solis, ’ ‘Fiz't Ekﬂc::r‘i.um fecunddm ze- -
. roc pmidiam, * Sueci i - § =
Feeniculi an4 erupulum Vini Malvatici uncia} eres, ual;fgﬁcynhuz ¥ i | .
Ot lmllm&ﬁﬂm .fex, sﬁ:: Molcharz, 4 Cinnamomi, ELECTUARIUM
Lo ) . ) ; Macisanadrachmam unam. | PEC
gﬁ& . Granorum Paradifi aw:z drach- Sacchari albi aq.Althzz F;Tud| b e
R:igéa ns'mm . & m”dl;_as. = ~ o@uplum. R Succi Glycyrrhizz, -
o pparum, vmups raxini, ) Fiat Ele@uarium fecunddm ar-| | Amygdalanum duleium
oyg.m, o entris & lumboruny Scinco- tem. . Avellanarum ana femunciam
Orobi ana ferupulum unum. | mm, . \ i Pincarum unciam unam
Trita omniain cenvifsimurm pul-| | Boracis facitii, : ' MICLE'TA HijfTopi R
;cm;: excipiantur Mellis™ qua- Benzoini ana dracheas tres, : ' Cayillor,llm.V:aéd; =1
.ump o, & cor:&qmu EleQua-| | Ligni Alogs, h " K Corticum Myrobalanorum | | Ireos, e
A iums « a:]g, c}u d :,mf ulum per| | Cardamomi 202 *drachmas omnium torrefaftorum 2-] | Sem. Unicx, .
l::m menfis fpatium fermentari ¢ _du:s.*. na drachmas duas femis, Ariftolochix rorurgdf ana e~
. em. ]é:;g, Sem. Nafturii, quidrachmam.:
rum Cyminj Piperis nigri
DIASATYRION, Ra:iiicuc:\m Caryophyflatz, ana Anit, e, Naftani ;
rachmam unam [emis, iculi “Radi Fu i-
Re Rad Saydi uncias eres, Singula fimplicia cormminuend ol e ph
izmmlum D. dlonfm, _ &_mﬂ"c:ndo tandem cy cipe li- Carui ana drachmam-u- Mellis vacias qmrﬁordccim.
N ygdalarum dulcium, bris duabus & femis Syrupi ] nam (emis. " | |Fiae Ele@tuarivm fecunddm ar-
P'w Indicz, Zingiberis conditi. : Semina cruda terantur, & afper-| | tem. r
incarum, | Fiar Ele@uarium fecunddm ar- p gantur acero vini acerrimo deinde

THERIACA DIA.

TES\iARON.

Re Geriti

Bzccmn; Dnri,
Myrthz v
Ariftolochiz rorundzz ana un-"
cias duas,
Mellis

—_—

f————ELECTUARIES

l}l

. b
DPhyloainm Perficum, Page 197, Int
? Latin Book.

The Colledy) Take of white Pegper, the [redi o
wivte Ilw{u:lfu:ll rwa drachuary Ofour fx1e
of Lemman of cach tea drsebmr, Lap. Heraiich, 54~
of cach five drackms, Callerium, fadias e

uphackium  prepued, Pelivay of Spus

Aumber, Zedonry, Alesmpane, T1wh fa
cach 2 deschm, Camphive, a [Ouple, itk
HaseyKofer make 1hisie o4
ding 19 wt. .

calpejer] A All che difference is, Mefse appoints
Honcy, whale commendations of it 3 this + Tt flops
blood flawing from any part of the body, the immo-
desate llowing of the teims in women, the bemar-
thoyds in men, ?uum:oluwl.hlolody fluzes and
s proitable for fuch women as are fubjedk to mifcass

+ Sce the next Receipt.
r’d.&l\;w ".?.S, h;-xp‘ma.!clh(?umily the famt
with Aefae, before 1 think they follomed wicker.

Phylesium Romzm. Psge 107. in the
atin

The Colledg) Tiske of white Tepper, 1riite Hew-
bame feeds f.]rr- p:.— rachms , Opinr trvo ds sbms
and am balfe, Caffia Lignes a drachm and an bafo the
Jeeds of Smallage adrachun, Pafly of Macvdmass,
Fexmel, Carvett of € xch e [apies md foe
grains, Saffram 4 [crnpl
nod, Peliitoy of
Cimnsmon adrachm - Laife
red, Mirrl, Celinm, of rac
trekdde waight inclzified Hasry, make it 1520 =
Bellagy. §

Calpeper] A. Teisamoft coquifice thing o exbe
vehement and desdiy paims in whie part of the bedy
focver they be, whaber ioerrnal or m::d‘: that
vehemeney of pin will Lring 4 feaver, ind s feaver,
-’nlh,mn\:\ny-’-ll inhiswizs will deny § therefoe
in fuch difesfes which cufe velemency of paia, »
Challicks, the Stone, y &c. this oy ba
given (ordered by the difcrerion of v sl beaim ,
for It condnecth lirde to the curc) 1o mirigae the ex-
rremity of pain, woril conremient remady may be bad:
(23 men pur—y water cex before they can lop b2 hale
inaleaking veifel) As for orher rermues which As-
s Elethuary huch, | fusll pafs them by,
that oher remedies may be fownd
our for them in this Book, i cifedtusl, uad lofs dan-
gerous; wnd beoude the former Llebtawry iv oot
much onlike ta1his in fome partioalars, ok the
fime caurion in thar alfo. | wokd not buve the vale
gar medlle with this, noe the former.

Plytoxinm Magifirste. Page 108, inthe
Lartin Baok.

The Colledy) Take of Opium feur semirr, o=
Jamia, Miyrh, Mwmmy o cach halfe o wacr, 5 porst

through cold, it woald fill 3 whol of paper 10
reckon them all op anicalaly. “V":mic ‘:;t bl
feruple or half a drachm in the morning, and fallow
your bufingfs ; two drachms will make you (weat,ye
one dram if your body be wak, for thea twa drams
may be dangcrous bessule of ity heat s bow o orde
C-xr.h in fiveating you were tanghs befors, 1f you
ve forzot where, look the Tabe 3 Lzer end

of Iine 2x mach a3 # [ofcicarte meke if tmte an O
iate.
B calpepr] A Thobd theie Lsndasmen vo b 4 bes
ter Midicine, for this (being cxereding dungersmr)
| for an urskilful man to meddle wichal, | leg it ose,
1 vet am nex ignorant what goed it mig
| Wwhofe wounds have broughe them ineo 3
Siven by an able hand,
Hb = Linles s

Culpeper, Pharmacopoeia Londinensis: or the London Dispensatory (1653), 2H1"
2". By permission of the Wellcome Institute Library, London.
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70 The Englifb Phyfitian.

Rbewm, and Baain of thin Rbewm that maketh De-
Sure £y, Buxions into the Eycs and Nofe, and curcth
* the Ulcers and Stench therin: The (ame drop-
4 into the Ears helpcth the old and onioe

Eesofthem. Thote that sicroubled wit
the Spleen Ml find much af by continal
drinking owt of + Cup made of Ivy, fo as the
drink may Mugd fome (mal time therin before
itbe drunk. Cate fich, that Wine put inco
fuch > Cup wil foak through it, by reafon of

the Aniifath; that is baween tham.

Thiere leems to be 2 very Antipathy berween
Winc and vy, for if any have got 2 fusfer b{
difuking Wine, bis (peediclk cure is to drin
adrauibitof the fame Wine wherein 3 hand-
ful of Lvy Leavs being fielt bruited have been
boyled.

) Kidneywort,or Wall-
Penyroyal.
Dejeription.

ipti
His hath many dhick, e, and
round Lans growing from the

oo oy bl 2l
Fooullk fsflncdunderneth -sbocs
e middle of it od » linle unevenr

per e like s Sameer 5 from amoog which
e one or mere tender mocch bollow Stalks
Balf  foox bigh wish two ar three (mal Leavs
thereon, wdaally nor round aa thale below,but
fommbiat lon ud devided a the cdges : The
top ase bommimes devided into long Beanchs,

a number of Flowers, e round abowt
aloag fpike one above anocher, which are
bollow and Like s lictle Bell,of A whitith grecn

ally, the Leavs and Stalks, atc withered, diy,
and gone until September, tht the Lexvs
fpring up 33ain, and o abide all Winicr.
Vierraes amd e

The J?n o the diftlled warcr beins drunk
is very effedtual focal Tnflamations and unns- 75 o,
wral heats, 10 ool a fainting hot Stomach, of f;mg;
3 hot Liver or the Bowels : The bruifed Herb 715051,
of the place bathed with (he Juyce or diftilled Redneg,
Water tharcof and outwardly spplicd healeth 57, 001,
Pimples, Redncls, S1. Anthonics Firc, and o- gy gy
ther outward heas and Inflamations.  The xydacy,
f3id Juvce o Waier helperh much alfo to heal [y, 1, .
fore Kidneys, torn or fretied by the Stone, or pap”
exulcerated within, and ealeth the pains 3 It Difasy,
alfo provaketh Urine, 3nd is availsble for the 2’ ot
Droplie, and bulpeih 1o break the Stone,coo- §1gne.
ling the Inflamed parts and other pains of the .,,_,,‘,_,
Bowels, and dhe bloody Flux s Tt s fingular pyiey)
nalm(ool the painful Pilcs, o Hemorthoi- 1jma-

Veins, the Jayce being uled a5 3 Bath un- , 1y,

10 them, or made into an Oymiment* 1t is G,y
00 s ffclual 1o give calof pains 1o the hot 5,5 vy
Gour,, the Sciatica, and the Inflamations and cpfy.
Swel in tbe Cods ; 1t belperh the Ker- xaet
nels or nthe Neck or Throat, called g
;}\: m,;- Evil he_alhuL Kibes and Chilblains g !

1l with uyc it ilbls
it momd Juyce, or anointed gty

ment made thercof, and fome of

be skin of the Leaf 1id upon them 5 1t 1 -
oedi grecn Wounds o iy s B,
and o beal tham quicky.

Vens challengeh the Herb, wnder Libra.
PEbbd bbb b i odd bbb
Knapweed.

Defripcien.

b common fart betof b masy |
L e o s el
rifing from the Roox decyly denred about the

gy o s o el el
< vury famal beow » which falling
np—lpﬂ"aﬂ'fuﬂ (pring up bef

Wiy if s hare molllue.” The Roo 1
soxaad and mofl efally (wooth, grayifh with-

within, hn.i:‘f

ow fibres ac
the bead of the Root,
Salk.

bouom of the
1 Place. s

¢ groweth entifolly in man)
dmfu."ﬂ'l’,«m, in all 'Wdl
flene and mud Wils, upon
vpon the
feed, s e Bortom of ld Tics, and
of that are de-

5, and fomtimes 3 lirtde reat of tome
:"munin w0 o three places, 2ad fom-
what hairy withal among which rifrh up 2
frong round flalk fous o e foot bigh, devi-
ded Into many branches ¢ x: the tops wherof
ftand great fealygreen beads, ffrom the middle
of thém thrufl forth » puwler of dack purplith
red chrumms o threds, which after they are
withered and pafl, ther is (ound divers black
Sceds: lying in 3 eecat dedl of down, fomwhat
like unco & Thiftle Sccd, but fuller : The
Root is white, hard and woody, with divers
fbres anncxed therunto, which perifheth
not but abideth with leivs theron all the win-
wr, Mhooting out frefh evcry Spring.

Place.

Ts greweth in moll Feilds and Meadows, nd

Time.
It ulilly Flowreth in the imlqﬁfﬂz abows their borders and Hedges and in many

and the Sead s ripening quickly afer,

e e

" Tiwe.
1wy fowrsb in Fone and fay,
ad tbe led iy nipe fhoutly afer.

o wad Tfe.
! hdpethto thay Fluxcs,
mouth o nale, or othe:

The Englifly Phyfitian.
T

Culpeper, The English Physitian (1652), X1'-2, 3A2°-B1". By permission of the
Wellcome Institute Library, London.

ot of thewmzick becsory wpon b f

&lallerhWorms in the &I":!:nﬂmdu:‘t:
b inmanl pains thi i o the B,
tiaspefs & corruptian of blood and Cholles
The difled wane berof akog by e
th ol of e b o e,

Apoflazr,

b kad upon

muchiand Lungs 00l fot thele
cited by any 1l o other
bl e

by drinking the

© e Hearle and routs in wine.

¢ fure owwadly to the place.

4l running iorcs.cankrous

wp the moyllure and

, witbour fharpnefs;

w running foccs ot fcabs of

orher pans. 1t of fpecial ule

f1hie Throat, (welling of 1be

i and cxcellene L..;?m flay
the bleesins and heale up all green wounds.

Satuen clullengeth the berb for bis own.

LR R T R
Knot-grals.

Deferiptisn.
Tlluhsm y fo wel known hat it pec-
deth no Delcription.
.. =
'hir‘a-nbmuny(hnqdllh’-wd.
d H‘T.b-wly da aad by foor
E"uhlinF' 5 38 allo by wx Gdes of old
e
rwln the Sp
Tt fpringab ia ring
and nhhhm!ual.t\

incer , whea all

brancbes peridh

Vetaas ead wfe.

The Jopce of the common kind of
Bardeng, Kpse-grafi, s moll cic@uall v Ray bleeding
Hes, 3 the mowh, being drumke in flecled o
Flaz,  red Winc: and the bleding & the Noie, 10 be
Msdy  spplyed 10 the Forehead and Templo o to be
B, (suined op inwotbe Noftrils. Andnolds
Goafis clinétual vo coole sod temper vhat b of the
Foyt, blood, & Remach sad to fiay any Flux of the
Dafey,  bloced o bmon 33 Lask, Bloody flax Woeer
Gravdd, comfer, and of the Relas. It s
Vesema ingad e good to proveke Usine, belpe the
Baafts,  Nranguric, and SA, 1he hee hat comerh
Abewm,  therbys and it s powsrfal byllsin 1o expel ihe
Wems,  Guvell, o flane iaibe kidacys or A
Mest,  adram of che powler of the Harb beandtaben
in wine for muy dsyer togaber : Leing
boyled in wine s drsaike, s i prafiable 1o
thoke that are flang o bitien by venemoss

bereakis ﬁm‘j £y

heste, hot Swellings, and Impolturarions 245
Gangreacs and Fildous C or foule 0T
Iiky Ulcers, being applyed or puc into
| them ; bus cfperally e Al oy ol Uleesy E=
 and Sores happening in the privic pans of
men or women. It elpeh allfrth and green
Wounds, and fpecdily belpech them: The
Juyc ciopped into the Ears. cleanicrh them
beng foule and having runniag marer in
them:

Suurn feems to me 1o own tbe Hewb,
and ye o bold the Sua, ‘oz ]
atian, it s very prevalent for the premles:
233lfofor boken Joyatsyand Ragicts

b3+ 850 3 24 PAAR RIS 444
Ladies-Man dc_

Peferipeiom.

l‘Li: ';:-muw leav rifing from
3 I
by e g Bl

.

£ ;b aliale cu in ca e
edgos, inso cighe or ven pars mere

3 S, with lo
paires, ead demed round o

fech ep amceg them  he beighe of
:h'u’-(n, with foxh Like Lears xh::

ces, wirh (mal ylowith Heds,
Flogtrsof s kil colow, reking ous of

them, which , there comerh
rlluh::d I:Ib:m‘ Sced T‘k .._fl:
e nd - hm.q!hw
Ebmxhrrl:v‘, 5 -

Plae.
Tt growab naerally in Pafteres, and
Wood ida, in n.},F.ﬁm, ol
Keaz, sod cabis places of this Lasd.
1t Flowrcth in Mz 1nd Jane, snd sbideh
aficy Seed thee ol the Wimeer.
aad e
is vy proper for vhole tuflamasie

dethitfelf ; fo that about the end of Ay ul-

walt grounds alfo, almolt every where.
;

Tiint.
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ALPHABETICAL CATALOGUE

DISEASES

T R %EC‘XD']%THIIS S E:

Together with the Page where to find the Cure.

A
[ Bortion, 17.
crs, 9.

Afterbirch, 3 5 11 20 32
34 41 43 50 33 67 36
192 195 212 234«

Acvnitum, 195

Agues, 2 5 6 8 10 1L 1§

16 22 26 27 30 34 17
47 49 50 54 55 38 62
66 73 75 77 81 88 196
199 201 209 210 215
219 220 223 224 227
232 234235

Andicomes, 7 12 20.

Apofthumes, 2 11 32 49

354 38 65 71 9t 231.

Appetite loft, 3 10 1416
31 32196 201 220239.

Arterics, 10 12 25 61.

Si Anthonies fire, 14 3 4
37 45 62 63 70 78 199
205 210 224 237.

Almonds of the Lacz, 17 Sg

Ach, 27 195 202 205 210
222 224

Aduft Choller, 44.

Aduft Melancholly, 57-

Afthms, 67 237-

Apoplexy, 72 81 83 235.

B

Baldnefs, 14 47 190

Bacrennefs, =8 72 89.

Belly, 2 8 27 59 77 78
85 87 192 201 206 22
226 231.

Belching, 14 24
Binding, 2 3 15 17 38
53 62 86 196 206 22,

Beauty, 29 38 47 59

Breath, 12 13 14 24 26
36 48 51 66 67 76 S9
189 190 199 217 221
226.

Bleeding, 1 6 13 15 17
24 28 53 54 65 67 68
7t 72 84 86 194 196
200 220 213 219 228
229 231

Blood, 18 21736 39 44 45
69 20§ 209 212 230

Bloody Flux, 2 10 17 34
35 37 53 54 56 59 60

30 52 73.

Blifters 1.4.

Breaft, 1 = 3 8 70 41 55
78 88 192.

Back, 34 38.

Brain, 8 10 27 49 72.

Burning, 3 5 7 13 14 25
28 37 42 47 68 69 78

2 192 193 194 200
231,

Birth, so 86.

Bruifes, 7 12 14 15 22 32
34 37 42 43 50 52 76
78 88 39.

Boyls, 10 12 41 220 221.

Bees, 11.

Breafts 8 12 53 61 82 89
194 200 201.

Broken Bones 20 21 37 49
30 52 54 84 213.

C

Cachexia, 38 42.
Cancers 2 29 36 53+

61 71 92 228.

Black and blew Spots, 17
20 24 26 41 §3 59 66
88 204 214 239,
Bowels, 1 40 92.

Bees, 216.

Black Jaundice, 22. H
Bladder, 8 22 25 31 38

Cantharides 17.

Cankers 17 24 25 28 33
42 48 53 54 36 6o ¥0
88 196 212 219 220-

Childbirth 12 14 $2 237-

Chops 5 82 197 236-

Clenfing > 13 51 56 189

194 214. Ry

Chincough

acauncs andvay dchud o oy ol el

Wounds tha: haye Inflamatices, sl is very s,
f

cledtaal

An Alphabecical Table of the Difeafes, ec.

p L bt i

Chincough 73

Chollick 2 5 927 28 45
47 49 50 01 62 064 65
72 87 189 190 197 210
215 235 236

Cough 2 4 12 15 16 13
19 3436 41 48 5053
54 58 62 63 66 67 73
75 76 86 87 38 89 91
9: 189 190 191 195
199 213 =14 210 212
21§ 232

Cholier 2 3 8 10 28 30
37 41 46 50 54 57 G4
69 72 77 8182194196
199 210 214 21§ 209
223 230 233 239.

Cold 4 15 27 79 89 236.

Chilblains 64

Cods 13 45 64 65 77 210

236.
Congealed Blood 7.
Cools 9 15 25 53 62 190
196 199 214 220 333

228.

Convulfion 9 15 19 26 30
38 48 54 38 596272
73 85 87 192 221.

Cramp 9 19 26 27 30 38
48 54 38 59 6272 78
85 86 87 89 192 195
209 212 221.

Confumption 18 25 42 46
67-

Corns 68 237-

Clocted blood 33 43 209

Coftivenels 33-

Corrofion §3.

Curdled Milk 92.

D

Dandriff 14 43 78.

Dead child 31 53 79 192
195 212 23§.

Deformity 50 52 193«

Deafnels 2 64 216 217
221 235,

Diabets 17 230.

igelts 33.

Diffolves 33-

Difury 8 9 1213 15 21
22 24 2§ 26 28 31 32
37 39 41 42 45 47 49
5O 52 53 35 37 38 39

61 62 €6 67 70 75 76
89 90 92 101 226 231.

Diflocacions 21,

Dogs 66

Droplie 3 8 9 11 20 22
27 28 30 46 49 53 55
§8 62 63 66 70 78 79
S5 92 190 192 195 196
209 210 21§ 225 227.

Dimnefs of Sight, 49 81
197 202 207 209 15.

Dulacfs, 39 213.

Drying > 4 15 6290 197
198 235,

Drunkennefs 69

Dreams 72 82 199.

Disjun@ures 87 89 235.

E

Ears, 2 10 12 14 18 31
35 47 »> 68 70 82 39
190 197 20§ 235.

Errwigs 64.

Epidemical Difeafes, 4 14
20 2432759

Eyes 6 8 10 11 12 18 31
34 41 45 47 5153 56
63 68 7377 81 205215
223 224 236 239.

R

Faintiog 5 10 72 192.

Falling-licknefs, 18 z0 33
38 56 58 61 66 72 77
79 83 92 192 195.

Falls =1 32 34 52 78
Felones 7 12.

Fatnefs, 51.

Flegm, 3 5 8 19 212225

31 32 40 50 §8 67 69

79 $1 85 189 192 197
209 21§ 217 224
Fleas 4 7.
Feavers 10 54 65 79 229
Fiftulies 21 28 33 45 53
35 71 88 189 203.

Flux, 2 3 5 9 10 12 14

21 25 33 37 8 44 53

54 36 60 67 69 71 72

75 84 85 194 199 201
209 213 225 328 229.
Forgetfulnefs 57.
Frechles, 5 20 31 39 41
+4 33 75 76 88 191
226 238,

Frenzy, 18 38 73 108.

Funtg Pox, 49 64 66 206
230.

Fundament, 17 41 §2.

Gall, 2 27 42 44 45 64

Gangrenes, 2023 37 4271
89.

Gauls, 13.

Gnats, so.

Gout, 2 § 7 8 10 1r
12 15 25 34 37 39 4%
48 54 55 59 63 64 79
89 go 191 192 193
196 198 200 209 230
231,

Gums, 17 23 192 205 226.

Guu, 195-

Gravel, 17 20 2128 31 52
57 59 79 8289191 194
204 211 214 216 220

Griping, 2.

Groyn, 66 87.

H

Headach, 21 47 54 58 72
85 189 192 205 209
224 232.

Head, 28 34 72.

Heart, 9 10 47 205 233

Hemorrhoids, 30 33 52 54
55 86 89 195 224

Horfes tired, 7.

Hortets, 11.

Hoarcenefs, 25 31 34 73
233-

Homors, 31 75 81 82 190
194 197 206 236.

Hypochondria, 42 44

Hiccough, 43.

1

lliack Paflion, 216.

Inflamagions, 1 45 7 1217
20 21 26 31 34 37 45
47 33 54 62 6y 6467
6871727374 77 9
82 90 91 92 1po Iyt

199 220 223 233
Bbb

Impo-
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45 John Milton, Poems of Mr. John Milton (1645), frontispiece and title page.

Mr. Fobn Milton
POTH .

ENGLISH and LATIN,
Compos'd at feveral times.

Printed by bis true Copies.

The S o x o s were fet in Mufick by
Mr. HENXRY LAwES Gentleman of
the K1~ Gs Chappel,and one
of Hs MATESTIES
Private Mufick.

——— Buccare frontem )
Cingite, ne vati noceat mala lingaa futnroy -,

;:Rs;n\ R Virgil, Ecloz. 7.

&é N L - :
S e = Aty Z == e i '
[ WS ' Printed and publift’d according te

e ] L ] X e\ PH |
P e ey st i sdeee | ORDER. l
) | - > 2 2Nt s
N Poins Tt & @IS E1005 AUTOYLSS §7émwv: f o % LoNDON
N k. 0, e ] L p N )
i’ « Y ikrvaccly gk e 1oL TS g,')\\tr ll Printed by Ruth Raworth f(c_»r Hﬁfmp:rg Mofeley
3 ,
: j \ ‘ » ¢ tobe fold at the figne of the Princes
fra\(\ = ?“0 i SRS \fu:)/‘-“?b s = zl.Axmt in S. Pauls Chmﬁ:—yud. 1645 l
— gl | e T WAt Lulp ! . ; !

46 John Lilly, Merlini Anglici Ephemeris (1649), title page.

P P T Y PP T Y YT
MERLINI ANGLICI , &=
EPHEMERIS. —

O R
Generall and Monthly Predi€tions upon feverall
Eclipfes and Celltiall Configurations
_ Budeyme X643,

By WILLIAM LIL LY, Sctudent in Aftrology

PR3 DEPIPPOIPPEFPIIPVRL 259000000
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London Printed for J.Partridge, and H. Blundes 16 49
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I1m1Ss10n

, MS 4053, ff. 1"-2"). By pe

Medical Receipt and Memoranda Book (WML
of the Wellcome Institute Library, London.
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Appendix 2: Descriptive Bibliography

This descriptive bibliography supplements the discursive material contained in the chapters
which deal with the publishing histories of these books. The following descriptions are for
the most based on examinations of copies held at the Royal College of Physicians, the
Wellcome Institute Library, and the British Library. Limited travel funds mean the
following bibliographies are less full than would be necessary to established an ‘ideal copy’
because not all extant issues and states have been seen. But where multiple copies have
been examined, for example editions of The English Physitian published in 1656, they have
revealed complex publishing histories which revise the information given in Wing’s Short-
Title Catalogue.

Each title is given a letter, followed by a decimal point and the number of the
edition. Variants are indicated by (a) or (b), and reissues by (i) or (i1). Following the title,
STC or Wing reference numbers are given and, where relevant, in parentheses, the number
of a microfilm copy in the edition of Early English Books published by the University of
Michigan. The inclusion of a microfilm reference does not mean that that copy has been
described. Only those physical copies at the locations listed above have been examined and
described, and their shelf-marks are listed under the heading ‘Copies Examined’. Title
pages are either reproduced or transcribed following the usual quasi-facsimile standards.
Format and pagination are recorded, and any deviations from this, indicative of a variant
state, are mentioned in the notes. In the typographical description, the measurements are of
the main text block printed on a typical page, and, in parentheses, the measure of the total
printed page, including marginalia, headlines, and signatures. The point size of the type
with which the majority of each edition was printed is also given, although, of course, type
of various sizes was used throughout, usually for headlines, headings, and other forms of

emphasis. The list of contents reflects the general arrangement of each edition.
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London College of Physicians

A.l. Pharmacopoeia Londinensis, in qua Medicamenta, 1st edn (London:
John Marriot, 1618)

STC 16772 (Reel 844:25)
Copies Examined. RCP 18370-1.

Title. [McKerrow and Ferguson: no. 250], see Illustration 2.

Collation. 2°: ' "A> A’ B-Y* 7’ 2A-2H, [$2 signed (- "A2, 72, 2A2, 2B2, 2C2, 2D2, 2E2,
2F2, 2G2, 2H2; M2 signed ‘M3”)]; 110 leaves, pp. [16] 1-13 14 15-47 48 49-87 88 89-97
98 99-111 112 113-139 140 141-155 156 157-167 168 169-173 174 175-181 182 183 184
[20] (misprinting 37 as ‘29°, 57 as ‘61°, 181 as ‘118’) [= 220]

Typography. catalogue of compounded receipts: 2 cols, 38 1., 219 (237) x 140 mm., 14 pt;
catalogue of simples: 2 cols, 54-56 11., 12 pt

Contents. 1" engra. title; 1" blank; §2"-4" ‘SERENISSIMO | PRINCIPI IACOBO |
MAGNAE BRITANNIAE, | FRANCLE, HIBERNIE, &c. | REGI, Collegium Medicorum
| LONDINENSIVM?; "A1%-2" ‘Candido Lectori’; "A2" blank; A1™" ‘NOMINA D.D.
COLLEGARVM | SOCIETATIS MEDICORVM LONDI- | NENSIVM HODIE
VIVENTIVM’; A2" “TYPOGRAPHVS LECTORI’; A2" ‘A briefe of his MAIESTIES royall
Proclamation’; B1'-Y1" catalogue of compounded medicines divided into twenty-three
chapters; Y1'-4" ‘PREPARATIONES | CHYMICE MAGIS | VSVALES’; Y4' blank;
Z1™ ‘EXTRACTORVM | CONFICIENDORVM | RATIO’; Z2™ ‘SALIVM EX OMNI-
| GENERE VEGITABI- | LIVM CONFICIEN- | DORVM MODVS’; 2A1" ‘PONDERA’
and ‘MENSVRZA’; 2A1" blank; 2A2-C1" ‘MEDICAMENTORVM | QVORVNDAM
PRAEPARATIO- | NES PHARMACOPZEIS APPRIME | NECESSARIZ’; 2C1" blank;
2C2™ ‘NVNCVPATIONVM | QVARVNDAM COM- | MVNIVM INTER- |
PRETATIO’; 2DI1-E2' ‘CATALOGVS | SIMPLICIVM QV AE | AD
PHARMACOPOEZE’ divided into thirteen chapters; 2F1-H2" ‘INDEX MEDICAMENTO-
| RVM; 2H2" Finis

A2. Pharmacopoeia Londinensis, in qua Medicamenta, 2nd rev. edn
(London: John Marriot, 1618)

STC 16773 (Reel 844:26)
Copies Examined. RCP 18372.
Title. [Johnson: Elstrack, no. 14], see Illustration 3.

Collation. 2°: A® *' B-C* D' 2A-2C* 2D-2E2, [$2 signed (+ A3, B3, C4, °C3, ’F3, °F4, ’L3,
204, %Q3, 283; - 2D2, 2E2)]; 124 leaves, pp. [32] 1-57 58 59-101 102 103-141 142 143-183
184 185-210 [6] [= 248]

Typography. catalogue of simples: 2 cols, 56 11, 219 (237) x 140 mm., 12 pt; catalogue of
compounded receipts: 2 cols, 38 11, 14 pt

Contents. Al" engra. title; A1" blank; A2'-4" ‘SERENISSIMO | PRINCIPI IACOBO |

MAGNAE BRITANNIAE, | FRANCIZE, HIBERNIZE, &c. | REG], Collegium Medicorum
| LONDINENSIVM’; A5™-6" ‘Candido Lectori’; A6" ‘A briefe of his MAIESTIES royall
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Proclamation’; *1™ ‘NOMINA D.D. COLLEGARVM | SOCIETATIS MEDICORVM
LOND- | INENSIVM HODIE VIVENTIVM’; BI-C4" ‘CATALOGVS | SIMPLICIVM
AD | PHARMACOPOEIAN’ divided into fourteen chapters; D1™ ‘NVNCVPATIONVM
| QVARVNDAM COM- | MVNIVM INTER- | PRETATIO’; 2A1-2" ‘AQVE
SIMPLICIO- | RES DISTILLANDZE’; 2A2'-2A4" catalogue of compounded medicines
divided into twenty-two chapters; 2A4-B2" ‘PREPARATIONES | CHYMICZE MAGIS |
VSVALES’; 2B3™ ‘EXTRACTORVM | CONFICIENDORVM | RATIO; 2B4™
‘SALIVM EX OMNI- | GENERE VEGITABL- | LIVM CONFICIEN- | DORVM
MODVS’; 2C1™ ‘PONDERA’ and ‘MENSVRZ’; 2C2"-D1' ‘MEDICAMENTORVM |
QVORVNDAM  PREPARATIO- | NES PHARMACOPZEIS APPRIME |

NECESSARIZA’; 2D2-E2" ‘INDEX COMPOSITORVM’; 2E2' ‘EPIGLOGVS’ and
‘FINIS’

A3. Pharmacopoeia Londinensis, in qua Medicamenta, 3rd edn (London:
John Marriot, 1627)

STC 16774 (Reel 845:1)
Copies Examined. RCP 18373.
Title. As A.2., except imprint date is ‘1627’.

Collation. 2°: "A""B** B*.C** D** e*' A-O* P-Q” R-2D*, [$2 signed (+ "A3; - P2, Q2)];
123 leaves, pp. [38] 1-119 [1] 125-204 [8] (misprinting 200 as ‘204, 201 as ‘205°) [= 246]

Typography. catalogue of simples: 2 cols, 47 11., 220 (236) x 139 mm., 12 pt; catalogue of
compounded receipts: 2 cols, 38 11., 14 pt

Contents. "Al" engra. title; "A1" blank; "A2'-4" ‘SERENISSIMO | PRINCIPI IACOBO |
MAGNAE BRITANNIAE’; "B*1"-2" ‘Candido Lectori’; "B*2" ‘A briefe of his MAIESTIES
Royall Proclamation’; "B*3™ ‘NOMINA D.D. COLLEGARVM’; "B*4" ‘PONDERA’ and
‘MENSVRAE’; "B*4" blank; B*1-D*2" ‘CATALOGVS ‘ SIMPLICIVM’; D*2" blank;
e*1™ ‘NVNCVPATIONVM l QVARVNDAM’; A1-2" ‘AQVE SIMPLICIO’; A2'-2A3"
catalogue of compounded medicines; 2A4'-B2" ‘PREPARATIONES CHYMICZE’; 2B3™
‘EXTRACTORVM l CONFICIENDORVM’; 2B4™ ‘SALIVM EX OMNI- | GENERE
VEGETABILI- ‘ VM’; 2C1-4Y ‘MEDICAMENTORVM | QVORVNDAM
PRAPARATIO- | NES’; 2D1%-3" ‘INDEX COMPOSITORVM’; 2D4" ‘EPIGLOGVS’ and
‘FINIS’

A4, Pharmacopoeia Londinensis, in qua Medicamenta, 4th edn (London:
John Marriot, 1632)

STC 16775 (Reel 1279:3)
Copies Examined. RCP 18374.
Title. As A.2., except imprint date is ‘1632’.

Collation. 2°: A-T® V&, [$4 signed (- Q2, S4; P2 signed ‘N2”)]; 122 leaves, pp. [38] 1-119
[/] 125-204 [6] (misprinting 7 as ‘9°, 24 as ‘22, 201 as ‘205’) [= 244]

Typography. catalogue of simples: 2 cols, 47 11, 215 (231) x 139 mm., 12 pt; catalogue of
compounded receipts: 2 cols, 38 1., 14 pt

Contents. Al" engra. title; Al" blank; A2"-4" ‘SERENISSIMO | PRINCIPI IACOBO":
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AS5'-6" ‘Candido Lectori’; A6' ‘A briefe of his MAIESTIES Royall Proclamation’; B1™
‘NOMINA D.D. COLLEGARVM’; B2" ‘PONDERA’ and ‘MENSVRZE’; B2Y blanl;' B3'-
C6" ‘CATALOGVS | SIMPLICIVM®; C6" blank; DI™ ‘NVNCVPATIONV’M |
QVARVNDAM’; D2-3" ‘AQVE SIMPLICIO’; D3'-T2" catalogue of compounded
medicines; T3'-5' ‘PREPARATIONES | CHYMICA’; T6™ ‘EXTRACTORVM |
CONFICIENDORVM’; V1™ ‘SALIVM EX OMNI- | GENERE VEGITABI- | LIVM’:
V2'-5Y ‘MEDICAMENTORVM | QVORVNDAM PRZEPARATIO- | NES’; V6'-8"
‘INDEX COMPOSITORVM’; V8' ‘EPIGLOGVS’ and ‘FINIS’

A.S. Pharmacopoeia Londinensis, in qua Medicamenta, S5th edn (London:
John Marriot, 1639)

STC 16776 (Reel 893:3)
Copies Examined. RCP 18375-6.

Title. As A.2., except imprint date is ‘1627’; the printer’s note is dated 18 March 1638/9
(V7).

Collation. 2°: (engra. title +) A-T® V°, [$3 signed (+ V4)]; 122 leaves, pp. [36] 1-119 120
121-200 [8] [= 244]

Typography. catalogue of simples: 2 cols, 47 11., 224 (239) x 140 mm., 12 pt; catalogue of
compounded receipts: 2 cols, 38 11., 14 pt

Contents. A1'-3" ‘SERENISSIMO I PRINCIPI JACOBO | MAGNAE BRITANNIAE, |
FRANCIZE, HIBERNIE, &c. | REGI, Collegium Medicorum | LONDINENSIVM’; A4™-5
‘Candido Lectori’; A5" ‘A briefe of his MAIESTIES Royall Proclamation’; A6™ ‘NOMINA
D.D. COLLEGARVM’; Bl' ‘PONDERA’ and ‘MENSVRZ’: B1Y blank; B2"-C5'
‘CATALOGVS l SIMPLICIVM AD | PHARMACOPOEIAN’; ce™
‘NVNCVPATIONVM | QVARVNDAM’; DI-2" ‘AQVAE SIMPLICI- ‘ ORES
DISTILLANDAE’; D2'-T1" catalogue of compounded medicines; T2'-4"
‘PRAEPARATIONES | CHYMICE MAGIS | VSVALES’; T5™ ‘EXTRACTORVM |
CONFICIENDORVM ‘ RATIO’; T6"™ ‘SALIVM EX OMNI- | GENERE VEGITABILI-
l VM CONFICIEN DORVM | MODVS’; V1'-4" ‘MEDICAMENTORVM |
QVORVNDAM PRAPARATIO- | NES PHARMACOPOEIS APPRIME |
NECESSARIZE’; V5'-7" INDEX COMPOSITORVM’; V7" ‘The Printer to the Reader’ and
‘FINIS’; V8 blank

B.1. Pharmacopoeia Londinensis Collegarum, rev. edn (London: Stephen
Bowtell, 1650)

Wing R2111 (Reel 192:9)
Copies Examined. RCP 18377-80.

Title. [Johnson: Anon., no. 73]

Collation. 2°: A>*A?B-S® T* V*, [$3 signed (-*A2)]; 117 leaves, pp. [14] 1 23-56 7 8-119
120 121-151 152 153-185 186 187-201 202 203-212 [8] (misprinting 160 as ‘159”) [= 234]

Typography. catalogue of simples: 2 cols, 47 11., 218 (235) x 137 mm., 12 pt; catalogue of
compounded receipts: 2 cols, 37 11, 14 pt

Contents. Al" engra. title; Al” blank; A2-4" ‘SERENISSIMO | PRINCIPI JACOBO |
MAGNZE BRITANNIZE, | FRANCIZ, HIBERNIZA, &c. | REGI, Collegium Medicorum |
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LONDINENSIUM’; AS5™" ‘LECTORI’; *Al1'-2" ‘NOMINA D.D. COLLEGARUM |
SOCIETATIS MEDICORUM | LONDINENSIUM HODIE | VIVENTIUM’: *A2" blank;
B1° ‘PUNDERA | SUNT’ and ‘MENSURZ | apud nos ufitatiores funt’; B1" blank; B2'-
C6" ‘CATALOGUS | SIMPLICIUM | AD | PHARMACOPOEIAN’; C6" blank; D1™
‘NUNCUPATIONUM | quarundam plura uno titulo | complectentium explicatio’; D2
‘AQUZE | SIMPLICES STILLATITIE | COMMUNES’; D3"¥ ‘AQUA SIMPLICES |
previa digeftione diftillandee’; D3"-S1" catalogue of compounded medicines divided into
twenty-five chapters; S1'-4" ‘MEDICAMENTA | CHYMICE PREPARATA, | QUAE
FREQUENTIORI | SUNT IN USU’; S5 ‘EXTRACTORUM | CONFICIENDORUM |
RATIO GENERALIS’; S5" blank; S6™ ‘SALIUM | CONFICIENDO- | RUM MODUS’;
T1'-4' *SIMPLICIUM QUORUNDAM | MEDICAMENTORUM | PREAPARATIONES’;

T4 ‘FINIS’; V1'-4" ‘INDEX REMEDIORUM’; V4’ ‘Precipua Typographi errata fic
corrige’
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Nicholas Culpeper

C.1. A Physical Directory: Or a Translation of the London Dispensatory, 1st
edn (London: Peter Cole, 1649)

Wing C7540 (Reel 90:15)
Copies Examined. WIL 19294/B/1-2: BL E.576.(1).
Title. See Illustration 4.

Collation. 4°: (engra. por. and title +) A-2X" 2Y-272, [$2 signed (-2Z2)]; 180 leaves, pp.
[16] 1-184 115-138 239-345 [29] (misprinting 26 as ‘24°, 27 as ‘25, 30 as ‘28, 31 as ‘29,
183 as °113°, 271 as 270°, 306 as “309°, 307 as ‘337°, 317 as *117°) [= 360]

Typography. (12') 1 col., with outer mrg. nn., 38 1., 157 (173) x 97 (116) mm., 11 pt

Contents. Al1'-3" ‘The TRANSLATOR to the READER’; A3'-4" ‘THE NAMES OF THE
DOCTORS | OF THE SOCIETY OF PHYSITIANS | LONDON, The Authors of this WORK’;
B1'-2" ‘The COLLEDGE to the Candid READER’; B3" ‘A brief of his MAIESTIES Royal
Proclamation | Commanding all Apothecaries of this Realm to follow | this
PHARMACOPOEIA lately compiled by the | Colledg of Physitians of LonDON’; B3'
‘WEIGHTS’ and ‘MEASVRES’; B4™ ‘DIRECTIONS’; C1'-M3" ‘A | CATALOGVE |
OF THE | SIMPLES | CONDUCING TO THE | DISPENSATORY’: M3'-2R1"
‘COMPOVNDS | CONTAINED IN THE | DISPENSATORY’; 2R1'-4" ‘CHYMICAL
PREPARATIONS | MORE USUAL’; 2R4" ‘THE WAY OF MA | KING EXTRACTS’:
2817 “THE WAY OF | MAKING SALTS | OF ANY KIND | OF VEGETABLES’; 2S2'-
T1V ‘PREPARATIONS | OF CERTAIN MEDI- | CINES VERY NE- | CESSARY FOR
APO- | THECARIES’; 2T1%-2" ‘A CONCLUSION’; 2T2" blank; 2T3™-U4" ‘AN | EXACT
ALPHABETICAL | TABLE | TO THE ENGLISH NAMES IN THE | CATALOGUE OF
SIMPLES’: 2U4'-Y1" ‘A CATALOGVE | OF THE COMPOVNDS | IN THE ORDER
THEY ARE | fet down in every CLASSES’; 2Y1™- Z2' ‘AN | ALPHABETICAL TABLE
| OF THE VERTUES BOTH OF SIMPLES | and Compounds contained in this BOOK’;
272" FINIS

Notes. In Wellcome copies, page 131 is misprinted as ‘13°, and in WIL 19294/B/2 page
279 is misprinted ‘27°. WIL 19294/B/1 is lacking portrait.

C.2. A Physical Directory: Or a Translation of the London Dispensatory, 2nd
edn (London: Peter Cole, 1650)

Wing C7541 (Reel 813:4)
Copies Examined. BL 1601/70.; WIL 19295/C; RCP 18525.

Title. [within double rules, 237 x 140 mm.] A | Phyfical Directory: | Or a Tranflation of
the | DISPENSATORY | Made by the | COLLEDGE of PHysITIANS of | LONDON, | And
by them impofed upon all the APOTHECARIES | of England to make up their MEDICINES by.
| Whereunto is added, | The Vertues of the SIMPLES, and COMPOUNDS. | And in this
econd Edition are Seven hundred eighty four Additions | the general heads whereof are
thefe: VIZ. | 1. The Dofe (or quantity to be taken at one time) and U, | both of SIMPLES
and COMPOUNDS. | 2. The Method of ordering the Body after fweating and | purging
Medicines. | 3. Cautions (to all Ignorant People) upon all Simples or | Compounds that are
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dangerous. | With many other Additions, in every Page, marked with the | letter 4. l [rule]
| The fecond Edition much enlarged, by | Nich. Culpeper Gent. Student in Phyfick. |
[rule] | Scire fotelfates Herbarum, ufimque medendi | Maluit, & mutas agitare (inglori;ls)
artes. Virgil. | [rule] | LONDON: | Printed by Peter Cole, and are to be (old at his Shop at
the (ign of the Printing- | Prefs in Cornhil, near the Royal Exchange. 1650.

Collation. 2°: (engra. por. +) A' B-2R? 2X-387, [$2 signed (- 3S2; 3P2 signed 2P2")]; 121
leaves, pp. [10] 1-140 161-208 219-242 [20] (misprinting 28 as 29°, 57 as ‘47", 177 as’
176°, 180 as <172°, 227 as ‘237°, 230 as 220°) [= 242]

Typography. (Z2") 2 cols, with outer and inner mrg. nn., 52 11., 212 (230) x 116 (146) mm.
11 pt (9 pt marginalia) ’

Contents. Al" title; A1 blank; B1-2" ‘TO THE IMPARTIAL READER’; C1%-2'
‘DIRECTIONS’; C2" ‘The Names of feveral Books printed by Peter Cole’; D1*-R2" ‘A |
CATALOGVE | OF THE | SIMPLES | CONDUCING TO THE | DISPENSATORY’:
R2-3L1" ‘COMPOVNDS | CONTAINED IN THE | DISPENSATORY’: 3L1%-2"
‘CHYMICAL PREPARATIONS | MORE USUAL’; 3M1" ‘THE WAY OF MAKING |
EXTRACTS’; 3M1' ‘THE WAY OF MAKING | SALTS OF ANY KIND | OF
VEGITABLES’; 3M2-N2" ‘PREPARATIONS OF | CERTAIN MEDICINES | VERY
NECESSARY | FOR APOTHECARIES’; 3N2' ‘A Conclusion’; 301-P1¥ ‘AN
ALPHABETICAL TABLE TO THE | ENGLISH NAMES IN THE CATALOGUE OF |
SIMPLES’; 3P2-Q2" ‘A CATALOGVE OF THE COMPOUNDS IN THE | ORDER
THEY ARE SET DOWN IN EVERY | CL4SSIS’; 3R1-S1' ‘A CATALOGUE, OR
TABLE | OF THE | DISEASES | CONTAINED IN THE | DISPENSATORY’; 3S2'
‘The Names of several Books printed by Peter Cole’; 3S2" blank

Notes. BL copy is lacking portrait of Culpeper, leaf H2, and gatherings 3R and 3S (i.e. the
index of virtues). Wellcome copy lacking portrait.

CJ3. A Physical Directory: Or a Translation of the London Dispensatory, 3rd
edn (London: Peter Cole, 1651)

Wing C7542 (Reel 1254:12)
Copies Examined. BL 7510.g.10.; WIL 19296/C/1-4.

Title. [within double rules, 233 x 141 mm.] A | Phylfical Directory; | Or a Tranflation of
the | DISPENSATORY | Made by the | COLLEDG of PHYSITIANS of | LONDON, | And
by them impofed upon all the APOTHECARIES | of ENGLAND to make up their Medicines
by. | And in this Third Edition is added | A Key to Galen’s Method of Phyfick. ‘
Wherin is Three Sections. | 1. The firft Section thewing the temperature of Medicines, viz.
Hot, Cold Moif and Dry. | 2. The fecond Section (in nine Chapters) treat of the
Apropriation of Medicins to the feveral parts of | the Body, viz. 1 The Head. 2 Breaf. 3
Heart. 4 Stomach. 5 Liver. 6 Spleeen. 7 Reins and Bladder. | 8 Womb. 9 Joynts. | 3 The
third Section (in 24 Chapters) fheweth the Properties or Operations of Medicines: 1 Emol- |
ient, 2 Hardning, 3 Loofing, 4 Making thick and thin, 5 Opening the Mouths of the Vellels,
6 At- | tenuating, 7 Drawing, 8 Dilcullives, 9 Repelling, 10 Burning, 11 Clenfing, 12
Emplafers, | 13 Suppuring, 14 Provoking urin, 15 Provoking the Terms, 16 Breeding, or
taking away Milk, | 17 Seed, 18 Eafing Pain. 19 Breeding Fleh, 20 Glutinative, 21
Scarrifying, 22 Reliffing | Poyfon, 23 Adorning the Body, 24 Purging Medicines. | [rule] l
By Nich. Culpeper, Gent. Student in Phyfick | and Astrologie. | [rule] | Scire pote flates
Herbarum, ufumque medendi | Maluit, & mutas agitare (inglorius) artes. Virgil. | [rule]
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l [type ornament] | [rule] | LONDON: | Printed by Peter Cole, at the [ign of the Printing-
Prefs in | Cornhil, near the Royal Exchange. 1651.

Collation. 2°: (engra. por. +) ©' A-U? 2A-2R? 29 28-3K?2, [$2 signed]; 109 leaves, pp. [12]
1-138 [4] 139-184 [18] (misprinting 43 as ‘46, 46 as ‘43”) [= 218]

Typography. (R1") 2 cols, with outer and inner mrg. nn., 60 11, 217 (230) x 118 (148) mm..
11 pt (9 pt marginalia)

Contents. 71" title; n1" blank; A1™-2" “TO THE | COLLEDGE | OF | PHYSITIANS':
A2"-B1" ‘The Names of £veral Books printed by Peter Cole’; B1' ‘TO THE | READER’:
B2' ‘Weights & Measures in the New Dispensatory’ and ‘Weights and Measures in the Old
Dispensatory’; B2'-C1' ‘DIRECTJONS’; C2'-M2" ‘A | CATALOGVE | OF THE
SIMPLES | CONDUCING TO THE | DISPENSATORY’; M2-2P2" ‘COMPOVNDS
CONTAINED IN THE | DISPENSATORY’; 2Q1™ ‘CHYMICAL PREPARATIONS |
MORE USUAL’; 2Q2" ‘THE VVAY OF | MAKING EXTRACTS’; 2Q2" ‘THE WAY OF
| MAKING SALTS OF | ANY KIND OF VIGITABLES’; 2R1%-2" ‘PREPARATIONS OF
CER- | TAIN MEDICINES VERY NE- | CESSARY FOR APOTHECARIES’; 2R2" ‘A
Conclusion’; 291°-2" ‘A | SINOPSIS | OF THE | KEY | OF | Galens Method of
Physick’; 2S1™-3F1" ‘A KEY | TO | GALENS | Method of Physick’; 3F2-G2" ‘AN |
ALPHABETICAL TABLE | TO THE | ENGLISH NAMES | IN THE | Catalogue of
Simples’; 3H1™-11" ‘A CATALOGUE | OF THE | COMPOUNDS | In the order they are
set down in every | CLASSIS’; 312"-K2" ‘A | CATALOGUE OR TABLE | OF THE |
DISEASES | Contained in the | DISPENSATORY’; 3K2" ‘The Names of #veral Books
printed by Peter Cole’

Notes. In WIL 19296/C/2, gathering 29 is bound in at the beginning of the book, after the
title page. WIL 19296/C/3 lacking portrait and leaf 3K2. In WIL 19296/C/4, pages 43 and
46 correctly printed, while leaves 2N1 and 2N2 are bound in the wrong order. At the end of
the catalogue of simples (M2"), the compositor changed to 9 point type to ensure the text
did not run over.
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Nicholas Culpeper

D.1. Pharmacopoeia Londinensis: or the London Dispensatory Further
Adorned (London: Peter Cole, 1653)

Wing C7525 (Reel 90:14)

Two states with variant title pages.

D.1.(a).

Copies Examined. BL 577.g.29.; WIL 19297/C/1-2; RCP 18531.

Title. [within double rules, 242 x 146 mm.] Pharmacopeia Londinenfis: | OR THE |
London Dilpenfatory | Further adorned by the Studies and Collections of | the Fellows,
now living of the (aid | COLLEDG. | Wherein you may find, | 1. The Vertues, Qualities,
and Properties of every Simple. | 2. The Vertues and Ut of the Compounds. | 3. Cautions
in giving all Medicines that are dangerous. | 4. All the Medicines that were in the Old
Latin Dipeniatory, and | are left out in the New Latin one, are printed in this fourth |
Impre(flion in Englith with their Vertues. | 5. A Key to Galen’s Method of Physick,
containing thirty three | Chapters. | 6. What is added to the Book by the Tranflator, is of a
diffe- | rent Letter from that which was made by the Colledg. | 7. In this Impreflion the
Latin name of every one of the Com- l pounds is printed, and in what page of the New
Folio | Latin Book they are to be found. | [rule] | By Nich. Culpeper Gent. Student in
Phyfick and | Aftrology, living in Spittle-fields neer London. | [rule] | Scire potefates
Herbarum, ufimque medendi | Maluit, & mutas agitare (inglorius) artes. Virgil. | [rule] |
LONDON: | Printed for Peter Cole, at the fign of the Printing-Pref3 in | Cornhil neer the
Royal Exchange. 1653.

D.1.(b).
Copies Examined. RCP 18530.

Title. Lacking lines 18-20, which advertised the references to the Latin folio, and line 7 is
printed ‘Whereunto is added’.

D.1.(a). & D.1.(b).

Collation. 2°: (engra. por. +) A' B2 C' D-R? S' T-Y* Z' 2A-2Z” 4B-4L”, [$2 signed]; 108
leaves, pp. [12] 1-54 57-74 101-190 [2] 301-325 [I5] (misprinting 125 as ‘128, 128 as
“125°. 154 as ‘145”, 183 as <179°, 189 as ‘185, 190 as ‘186, 309 as ‘305’, 312 as *308’) [=
216]

Typography. (2G1") 2 cols, with outer and inner mrg. nn., 69 1., 229 (246) x 130 (161)
mm., 9 pt (7 pt marginalia)

Contents. Al" title; A1" blank; B1'-2" ‘TO | THE RIGHT WORSHIPFUL | Edward Hall
Efquire, Juftice of the Peace for the | County of Surry’; B2 blank; C17" ‘A | Premonitory
Epiltle | TO THE | READER’; D17 “The Names of £veral Books printed by Peter Cole’;
D1 ‘Weights and Mealfures in the NEW DISPENSATORY’ and ‘Weights and Mealures in the
Old Dispensatory’; D2 ‘DIRECTIONS’; E1™ ‘The TRANSLATORS PREFACE to the |
Catalogue of SIMPLES’; E2N1' ‘A | CATALOGUE | OF THE | SIMPLES |
CONDUCING TO THE I DISPENSATORY’; N2-S1" ‘A | CATALOGUE | OF
| SIMPLES | IN THE | NEW DISPENSATORY’; T1" ‘An Explanation of certain
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Uncupations, comprehen- | ding more things than one under one name’; T1"-U1" *‘SIMPLE
DISTILLED WATERS’; U1"-2X2" catalogue of compounded medicines; 2Y1™
CHEMICAL PREPA- | RATIONS MORE FRE- | QUENT IN USE’: 2Y2' ‘THE
GENERAL WAY OF I MAKING EXTRACTS’ and ‘THE WAY OF MAKING | SALTS’;
2Y2'-Z1" ‘PREPARATIONS OF | CERTAIN SIMPLE l MEDICINES’; 271" A
CONCLUSION’; 272" ‘A SINOPSIS of the KEY of GALENS | Method of Phyfick’; 4B1"-H1"
‘AKEY | TO | GALEN’S Method of Physick’; 4H1"-11" ‘AN | ALPHABETICAL TABLE
| TO THE | ENGLISH NAMES | IN THE | Catalogue of Simples’; 411'-K2" ‘A TABLE
of the COMPOUNDS in the Order | they are fet down in every Claflis’; 4K2"-L2" A
CATALOGUE or TABLE of the DISEASES | treated of in the Dipensatory’; 4L2" FINIS

Notes. Judging from the catchword on page C1", the printer intended to print the section on
weights and measures on leaf C2. However, gathering D must have been printed first when
it was found that enough space remained on page D1" to print the section. This indicates
that gatherings were not printed in order and, possibly, that Cole’s advertisement was added
after casting-off. Other signs of revision after casting-off included the jump in pagination
from 54 to 57, although the catchwords are consistent, the position of cancelled leaf S2.
Despite the jump in the register, the catchwords on leaf 272" and 4B1" match.

RCP 18530 lacking portrait and gathering 4F, and leaf 4E1. RCP 18531 lacking portrait
and leaf N1; gatherings L, M and N misbound after gathering F. BL 577.g.29. lacking
gathering 2Z. In WIL 19297/C/1 page 183 is printed correctly. WIL 19297/C/2 is lacking
portrait, and page 17 is misprinted ‘20°, and 20 as “17°.

D.2. Pharmacopoeia Londinensis: or The London Dispensatory Further
Adorned, anr edn (London: Well-Wisher to the Commonwealth, 1654)

Wing C7526 (Reel 1525:17)
Copies Examined. BL 777.a.10.; RCP 17988.
Title. See Illustration 6, 126 x 64 mm.

Collation. 12°: (por. +) A® B-R'> S° T*, [$5 signed (-A3, AS, ES, S4, T2, T3, T4)]; 210
leaves, pp. [16] 1 4-79 80 81-201 202 203-263 264 265-353 354 355-386 [20] (misprinting
33 as’ 32°, 139 as ‘136°, 144 as ‘141°, 156 as “136°, 157 as ‘137", 160 as ‘140, 161 as
‘1417, 164 as <163°, 165 as ‘164, 168 as ‘167", 169 as 168, 175 as 179, 219 as’ 229’
230 as “30°, 296 as ‘96°, 322 as ‘332, 373 as ‘333’, 286 is printed upside-down) [= 420]

Typography. (P19 1 col., with inset mm., 45 11., 119 (123) x 63 mm., 6 pt; ‘Key to Galen’s
Method of Physick’, 62 11., 4 pt

Contents. Al title; A1 blank; A2"-3" ‘TO | THE RIGHT WORSHIPFVLL | Edward Hall
Efquire, Tuftice of the Peace for the | County of Surry’; A3"-5" ‘A | Premonitory Epiftle to
the | READER’; A6" “‘Weights and Meafures in the New Dilpenfatory’ and ‘Weights and
Meafures in the Old Difpenfatory’; A6'-8" ‘DIRECTIONS’; A8" ‘The Tranflators
PREFACE to the | Catalogue of SIMPLES’; B1-D11" ‘A | CATALOGUE | OF THE |
SIMPLES | CONDUCING TO THE | DISPENSATORY’; D11"-F9" ‘A CATALOGUE
OF | SIMPLES IN THE | NEW DISPENSATORY’; F9'-9" ‘An Explanation of certain
Nuncupations, comprehending | more things than under one name’; F9'-G1" ‘Simple
Diftilled WATERS’; G1'-Q3" catalogue of compounded medicines; Q3'-5" ‘CHEMICAL
PREPARATIONS more | frequent in ufe’; Q5™ ‘THE GENERAL WAY OF MAKING
EXTRACTS’; Q5" ‘The Way of making SALTS’; Q6™-8" ‘PREPARATIONS of certain
Simple Medicines’; Q8" ‘A CONCLUSION’; Q9-R12' ‘A KEY TO GALEN’S Method |

b

of Phyfick’; S1-2" ‘4 Sinopfis of the Key of Galens Method of Phyfick’; S2'-4" "An
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Alphabetical Table to the English names in the Cata- | logue of Simples’; S4'-T2" ‘A
TABLE of the COMPOUNDS in the | Order they are et down in every Claflis’; T2"-4" "A
Catalogue or TABLE of the DISEA- | SES treated of in the DISPENSATORY”; T4" FINIS

Notes. RCP copy lacking gatherings G3 through G10, replaced with photographs. BL copy
lacking portrait.

D.3. Pharmacopoeia Londinensis: or The London Dispensatory Further
Adorned, anr edn (London: Peter Cole, 1654)

Wing C7527 (Reel 2479)
Copies Examined. WIL 19298/B.

Title. [within double fleuron type frame, 160 x 98 mm.] Pharmacopceia Londinenfis: | OR
THE | LONDON DISPENSATORY | Further adorned by the Studies and | Collections of
the Fellows, now living of | the aid COLLEDG. | In this Sixt Edition you may find, | 1
Three hundred ufeful Additions. | 2 All the Notes that were in the Margent are brought |
into the book between two fuch Crotchets as | thefe [ 1] 3O0nthe top of the pages of this
Impre(lion is printed | The fixt Edition, Much Enlarged | 4 The Vertues, Qualities, and
Properties of every | Simple. | 5 The Vertues and Ule of the Compounds. | 6 Cautions In
giving al Medicines that are dangerous. | 7 All the Medicines that were in the Old Latin
Dif | peniatory, and are left out in the New Latin one, | are printed in this Sixt Impre(lion
in English with | their Vertues. | 8 A Key to Galen’s Method of Physick, containing |
thirty three Chapters. | 91In every Page two Columns. | 10 In this Impre(lion, the Latin
name of every one of | the Compounds is printed, and in what page of the | New Folio
Latin Book they are to be found. | [rule] | By Nich. Culpeper Gent. Student in Phylick
and | Aftrology; living in Spittle-fields neer London. | [rule] | London: Printed by Peter
Cole in Leaden-Hall, and are to be (bld | at his thop at the fign of the Printing-Prefs in
Cornhill, | neer the Royal Exchange. 1654.

Collation. 8°: "A* A-P* Q® 2A-2B® 2C-2Q* 2X* 2Y? 2Z-3G" 3H?; [$2 signed (+ 2A3, 2A4,
2B3, 2B4; - 212, 3H2; 11 signed ‘L1°, 2Y1 signed ‘Y1’); 178 leaves, pagination destroyed in
copy

Typography. (2G2") 2 cols, 46 11., 153 (162) x 96 mm., 9 pt

Contents. "Al" title; "A1 printer’s device; "A2™ ‘To the Reader’; "A3"-4" ‘The Names of
several Books Printed by Peter Cole’; A1" address to the reader; Al1'-4" ‘An Affrologo-
Phyfical Dilkourl of the Human | Vertues’: A4-B1" Directions; B1'-2" ‘Weights and
Meafures in the New | DISPENSATORY’; B2" ‘Weights and Meafures | in the Old
Difpenfatory’; B2"-3" ‘A Premonitory Epiftle to the | READER’; B3"-4" ‘The Tran/fators
PREFACE to the | Catalogue of SIMPLES’; B4" advertisement for aurum potabile; C1-12
catalogue of simples from the old Pharmacopoeia; 12'-N3" ‘A Catalogue of New SIMPLES
in | the New Difpenfatory’; N3'-2Q4" catalogue of compounded medicines; 2Q4"-X2'
‘Chymical Preparati- | ons, more frequent in ufe’; 2X2" ‘The General way of | making
Salts’; 2X2"-4" ‘Preparations of cer- | tain Simple Medicines’; 2X4" ‘A CONCLUSION;
2Y1-3D2" ‘A | KEY | TO | GaLen’s Method | OF | PHYSICK’; 3D2"-El" ‘An
Alphabetical Table to the Englith Names | In the Catalogue of Simples’; 3E1-F2" *A
TABLE of the COMPOUNDS?’; 3F2"-H2" ‘4 Table of the Dias’

D.3.(i). Reissue of D.3., with reset title page and preliminary gathering
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(London: Peter Cole, 1655)
Wing C7528
Copies Examined. WIL 19299/B.

Title. AsD.3., except imprint: ‘London: Printed by Peter Cole in Leaden-Hall, and at the |
fign of the Printing-prefs in Cornhil, neer the | Royal Exchange. 1655.’

Note.s. Including a new engraved portrait of Culpeper opposite the title page. The verso of
the title page contains an advertisements for Cole’s stock of Culpeper books.

D.3.(ii). Reissue of D.3., with reset title page and preliminary gathering
(London: Peter Cole, 1656)

Wing C7529

Copies Examined. Yale Medical Library (information from correspondence).

D.4. Pharmacopoeia Londinensis: or The London Dispensatory Further
Adorned, anr edn (London: Peter Cole, 1659)

Wing C7530 (Reel 980:9)
Copies Examined. BL 1488.£.43.; WIL 19300/B/1-4; RCP 6302.

Title. [within double fleuron type frame, 164 x 96 mm.] Pharmacopceia Londinenfis: | OR
THE | LONDON DISPENSATORY | Further adorned by the Studies and | Collections of
the Fellows, now living of | the faid COLLEDG. | In this Sixt Edition you may find, | 1
Three hundred ufeful Additions. | 2 All the Notes that were in the Margent are brought |
into the book between two fuch Crotchets as | thefe [ ]| 3 On the top of the pages of this
Impre(lion is printed, | The Sixt Edition, Much Enlarged. | 4 The Vertues, Qualities, and
Properties of every | Simple. | 5 The Vertues and Uf of the Compounds. | 6 Cautions in
giving al Medicines that are dangerous. | 7 All the Medicines that were in the Old Latin
DiF | peniatory, and are left out in the New Latin one, | are printed in this Sixt Impre(lion
in English with | their Vertues. | 8 A Key to Galen’s Method of Physick, containing l
thirty three Chapters. | 91In every Page Two Columns. | 10 In this Impreflion, the Latin
name of every one of | the Compounds is printed, and in what page of the | New Folio
Latin Book they are to be found. | [rule] | By Nich. Culpeper Gent. Student in | Phylick
and Aftrology. | [rule] | London: Printed by Peter Cole, Printer and Book-(¢ller, at the |
Sign of the Printing-pre(s in Cornhil, near the | Royal Exchange. 1659.

Collation. 8°: -.* A® B2 *C?® C-G® I° 2A-21° 2K® 2M-2P® 2Q7, [$4 signed (- ..2, .4, B2,
2K4, 2Q2)]; 180 leaves, pp. [28] 1-18 19 20-107 [1] 191-341 [5] 343-377 [33] (misprinting
54 as ‘45°, 263 as 2517, 339 as 211°) [= 360]

Typography. (2B1") 2 cols, 46 11., 154 (162) x 97 mm., 9 pt

Contents. .17 blank; 1" vertical title: ‘Culpepers Difpenfatory in Englith’; ..2" title; ..2"
blank; .3 ‘TO THE READER’; ..3"-A3" ‘Books printed by Peter Cole’; A3"-6" ‘An
Affrologo-Phyfical Dilcour of the Human | Vertues’; A6"-8" directions; A8'-8" ‘Weights
and Meafures in the New | DISPENSATORY’; A8' ‘Weights and Meafures | in the Old
Difpenfatory’; A8'-B2" ‘A Premonitory Epiftle to the | READER’; B2"™ “The Tranfators
PREFACE’; *C1'-E2" old catalogue of simples; E2-G3" “A Catalogue of SIMPLES in | the
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New Difpeniatory’; G3'-218" catalogue of compounded medicines; 2I8"-K2" *Chymical
Preparati- | ons, more frequent in ufe’; 2K2" “The General way of | making Extracts’:
2K2™ ‘The way of making SALTS’; 2K2'-4" ‘Preparations of cer- | tain Simplé
Medicines’; 2K4" ‘A CONCLUSION’; 2K5" ‘A | KEY | TO | GALEN’S METHOD | OF |
PHYSICK’, imprint date, ‘1658’; 2K5"-6" ‘A SINOPSIS of the the KEY of GALENS |
METHOD OF PHYSICK’; 2M1-02° ‘A KEY | TO GALEN’S Method of Phyfick’; 202"-
5" ‘An Alphabetical Table to the Englith Names | In the Catalogue of Simples’; 2(,)5r-P2r
‘A TABLE of the COMPOUNDS in the | Order they are fet down in every Claflis’; 2P2"-Q2’
‘A Table of the Difafs treated of in the | DISPENSATORY ; 2Q2" adverisement for
Culpeper’s aurum potabile, to be had from ‘his Widdow, and administred by a Physitian in
her House ... on the East side of Spittle-fields, next door to the Red Lyon’

Notes. BL copy lacking leaf .. 1, bearing vertical title on its verso. WIL 19300/B/1 lacking
leaf .1; 19300/B/2 lacking leaves ..1, I3, and 14, with page 19 correctly printed;
19300/B/3 lacking leaf .1, with page 19 correctly printed; 19300/B/4 lacking leaves ..1.
D4, G2, G3, and gatherings *C, C, and 2P.

D.S. Pharmacopoeia Londinensis: or The London Dispensatory Further
Adorned, anr edn (London: Peter and Edward Cole, 1661)

Wing C7531 (Reel 1666:20)
Copies Examined. BL 7509.g.15.; WIL 19301/C/1-2; RCP 18532.

Title. [within double rules, 251 x 149 mm.] Pharmacopeeia Londinenfis: | OR, THE |

London Difpenfatory. | Further adorned by the Studies and Collections of the | Fellows,
now living of the faid COLLEDG. | Being that Book by which all Apothecaries are bound
| to make all the Medicines in their Shops | In which is Printed, | 1. The Vertues,
Qualities, and Properties of every Simple. | IL. The Vertues and Ufe of the Compounds. |

[1. Cautions in giving all Medicines that are dangerous | IV. All the Medicines that were in
the Old Latin Difpeniitory, and | are left out in the New Latin one, are Printed in this
Impre(- | fion in Englifh with their Vertues. | V. A Key to Galen’s Method of Physick,
containing 33. Chapters. | VI. The Latin Names of every one of the Compounds, and in |

what Page of the New Folio Latin Book they are to be found. | By Nich. Culpeper Gent
Student in Phylick and Aftrology. | In this Impreflion, 1661. There is Added, to the Com- |

pounds, Many Vertues & Ules more than ever were | in any former Imprefsion. By divers
Learned and | Able Doctors of Phyfick, Vizz. W.R. A.C. J'W. And, | By Abdiah Cole,
Doctor of Phyfick, and the Liberal | Arts; who hath Practifed Phyfick forty nine years, |

And lived above thirty years, out of his own Coun- | try; And hath (een the Practice of
France, Italy, Ger- |many, Turkey, and the Indies. ‘ [rule] | London: Printed by Peter
Cole and Fdward Cole, Printers and Book-fellers, at the | Sign of the Printing-prefs in
Cornhil, neer the Royal Exchange. 1661.

Collation. 2°: A' B-C* F-P* Q' 2A-2E* 2E? 2G-3Q?, [$1 signed]; 104 leaves, pp. [/4] 1-38
101-229 [27] (misprinting 154 as 153°, 155 as ‘154°, 224 as 214°) [= 208]
Typography. (2M2") 3 cols, 74 11, 248 (260) x 145 mm., 9 pt

Contents. Al" title; A1 blank; B1"-C1" ‘The Printer to the Reader’; C1'-2" Books Printed
by Peter Cole, and Edward Cole’; C2'-F2" ‘An Affrologo-Phyfical Difcour of the Human
Vertues’; F2* ‘DIRECTIONS’; F2" ‘Weights and Mealures in the New | DISPENSATORY",
and ‘Weights and Mealures in the Old | DispENsATORY’; G1-M1" catalogue of simples
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from the old Pharmacopoeia; M1'-Q1" ‘A | CATALOGUE | OF | SIMPLES | IN THE |
NEW DISPENSATORY’; 2A1'-3D2" catalogue of compounded medicines; 3D2-E2'
‘Chymical Prepa- | rations, more fre- | quent in ufe’; 3E2" ‘The General | way | of
making | Extracts’; 3E2" “The way of making | SALTS’; 3E2"-F1" ‘PREPARATIONS | of
certain Simple | Medicines’; 3F1%-K1" ‘A | KEY to Galen’s | Method of Phyfick’; 3K1"-2"
‘A SYNOPSIS of the Key of GALENS |Meth0d of PHYSICK’; 3K2"-M1" ‘A TABLE of
the COMPOUNDS in the | Order they are fet down in every Claflis’; 3M1"-N1" *An
ALPHABETICAL TABLE to the | Englith Names in the Catalogue of Simples’; 3N1'-2°
‘An Alphabetical TABLE (newly added) of the Eng- | lith Names of fuch Simples as the
Vertues thereof are | (&t down in this Impreflion that were not in the former’; 3N2'-Q2" ‘An
ALPHABETICAL TABLE of Difeafes | Treated on, in the Dipeniatory’

Notes. BL copy lacking gathering F, includes MS contents list to chapters at end of
volume. WIL 19301/C/2, 3A1 signed as ‘2A1°.
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Nicholas Culpeper

E.1. The English Physitian: Or An Astrologo-Physical Discourse of the Vulgar
Herbs of this Nation (London: Peter Cole, 1652)

Wing C7501 (Reel 1254:11)
Copies Examined. BL C.54.k.10.; RCP 4288; WIL 19318/C/1-2.

Title. [within double rules, 234 x 135 mm.] THE | Englith Phyfitian: | OR | An
Alfltrologo-Phyf(ical Dilcourfe of the Vulgar | Herbs of this Nation. | Being a Compleat
Method of Phylick, whereby a man | may preférve his Body in Health; or cure himself,
being | fick, for three pence charge, with fich things only | as grow in England, they being
mof fit | for Englilh ‘Bodies. | Herein is alfo thewed, | 1. The way of making Plaifters,
Oyntments, Oyls, Pulti(= | fes, Syrups, Decoctions, Julips, or Waters, of all forts of i
Phyfical Herbs, That you may have them readie for your | ufe at all times of the yeer. | 2.
What Planet governeth every Herb or Tree (uled in | Phyfick) that groweth in England. | 3.
The Time of gathering all Herbs, both Vulgarly, and | Aftrologically. | 4. The Way of
drying and keeping the Herbs all the yeer. | 5. The Way of keeping their Juyces ready for
ufe at all | times. | 6. The Way of making and keeping all kind of ufeful | Compounds
made of Herbs. | 7. The way of mixing Medicines according to Cau/ and | and Mixture of

the Difas, and Part of the Body Afflicted. | [rule] | By Nich. Culpeper, Gent. Student
in Phylick | and Astrologie. | [rule] | LONDON: | Printed by Peter Cole, at the (ign of
the Printing-Pref(s in | Cornhil, near the Royal Exchange. 1652.

Collation. 2°: (engra. por. +) n' A-2G? 2M-3B?, [$2 signed (- 3B2; T2 signed ‘T3’, 202
signed 201°)]; 89 leaves, pp. [14] 1-92 189-241 242 243-255 [5] (misprinting 18 as ‘17,
19 as 18, 250 as ‘205°, 252 as ‘242’) [= 178]

Typography. (2C1") 2 cols, with outer and inner mrg. nn. 63 11, 212 (229) x 115 (142)
mm., 8 pt

Contents. 71" title; n1"¥ blank; A1™-B2" ‘TO THE READDR’; B2" ‘Authors made ufe of in
this | TREATISE’; C1-2" ‘A Catalogue of the Herbs and Plants &c. in this | Treatife,
apropriated to their [everal | PLANETS’; C2" ‘The Names of £veral Books printed by Peter
Cole’; D1-2X1" “THE | Englifh Phyfitian’; 2X1" blank; 2X2"-3A2" ‘DIRECTIONS’; 3A2"%-
3B2" ‘AN | ALPHABETICAL CATALOGUE | OF THE | DISEASES | SPECIFIED IN
THIS | TREATISE: | Together with the Page where to find the Cure’; 3B2 The Names of
everal Books printed by Peter Cole’

Notes. RCP lacking leaves D2, El, F1, T1, Z1, 2E2, 2N2, and 2Q2. WIL 19318/C/2
lacking portrait.

E.2. The English Physitian: Or An Astrologo-Physical Discourse of the Vulgar
Herbs of this Nation (London: for the benefit of the Commonwealth of

England, 1652)
Wing C7500 (Reel 62:13)

Two states with variant title pages, pagination, and final gathering.

E.2.(2).
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Copies Examined. RCP 13085.

Title. THE ENGLISH | PHYSICIAN | OR AN | Aftrologo-phyfical Diourfe of | the
vulgar Herbs of this | NATION. | Being a compleat Method of Phyfick, | whereby a man
may preferve his Body in | health; or cure himself, being fick, for | three pence charge
with fuch things one- | ly as grow in England, they being moft fit | for Englith Bodies. |’
Herein is allo hewed, | 1. The way of making Plaifters, Oyntments, | Oyls, Pultifles
Syrups, Decoctions, Julips, or Wa- | ters, of all forts of Phy(ical Herbs, that you may | have,
them ready for your uf¢ at all times of the | year. | 2. What Planet governeth every Herb or
Tree | (ufed in Phyfick) that groweth in England. | 3. The time of gathering all Herbs, both
vul- | garly, and Aftrologically. | 4. The way of drying and keeping the Herbs | all the
year. | 5. The way of keeping the Juyces ready for | ufe at all times. | 6. The way of
making and keeping all kinde of | ufefull Compounds made of Herbs. | 7. The way of
mixing Medicines according to | Caufe and Mixture of the Difeafe, and Part of | the Body
afflicted. | [rule] ’ By N. Culpeper, Student in Phyflick and Astrology. | [rule] |
LONDON, ‘ Printed for the benefit of the Common- | wealth of England. 1652.

Collation. 12°: A® *a° B-2B°, [$5 signed (- *ad, *a5, B4, C4, D5, F5, G5, N4, S5; 04
signed ‘C4’, 2B3 signed ‘B’)]; 156 leaves, pp. [24] 1-111 112 113-192 183-266 [12]
(misprinting 152 as ‘132°) [= 312]

Typography. (N2') 1 col., with outer mrg. nn. 56 11., 112 (119) x 47 (57) mm., 5 pt

Contents. Al title; A1" blank; A2"-*a3" ‘To the Reader’; *a4" *Authors made ufe of, in this
| TREATISE’; *ad"-6" ‘4 Catalogue of the Herbs and | Plants, &c. in this Treatile, appro-
| priated to their @veral | PLANETS’; B1-Z1" ‘The Englith Phyfician’; 7Z2'-2A6"
‘DIRECTIONS’; 2B1™-6" ‘An Alphabetical Catalogue of | the Difeafes fpecified in this
Trea- | tife. Together with the page | where to finde the Cure’; 2B6" FINIS; 2B6" blank

Notes. RCP lacking leaves 2B3 and 2B4.
E.2.(b).
Copies Examined, BL 774.a.34.; WIL 19320/A.

Title. THE ENGLISH | PHYSICIAN | OR AN | Aftrologo-phyfical Difcourfeof | the
vulgar Herbs of this | NATION. | Being a compleat Method of Phyfick, | whereby a man
may preferve his Body in | health; or cure himself, being (ick, for | three pence charge,
with {uch things one- | ly as grow in England, they being moft fit | for Englith Bodies. |
Herein is allo thewed, | 1. The way of making Plaifters, Oyntments, Oyls, | Pultifles,
Syrups, Decoctions, Julips, or Waters of | all forts of Phyfical Herbs, that you may have
them | ready for your ufe at all times of the year. | 2. What Planet governeth every Herb or
Tree | (ufed in Phylick) that groweth in England. | 3. The Time of gathering all Herbs, but
vul- | garly, and aftrologically. | 4. The way of drying and keeping the Herbs | all the year.
| 5. The way of keeping the Juyces ready for ufe | at all times. | 6. The way of making and
keeping all kinde of | ufefull Compounds made of Herbs. | 7. The way of mixing
Medicines according to | Caule and Mixture of the Dileale, and Part of | the Body
afflicted. | [rule] | By N. Culpeper, Student in Phyflick and Astrology. | [rule] |
LONDON, | Printed for the benefit of the Common- | wealth of England. 1652.

Collation. 12°: (engra. por. +) INEDS B—2B6, [$5 signed (- *a4, *a5, E4, Z2; F2 signed ',
2B3 signed ‘B’)]; 156 leaves, pp. [24] 1-51 52 53-136 137 138-188 179-266 [i2]
(misprinting 83 as ‘81°, 139 as 137°, 215 as 217°) [= 312]

Typography. As E.2.(a).
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Contents. As E.2.(a)., except 2B1™-6" ‘An Alphabetical Catalogue of | the Difeafes

(pecified in this Treatife. | Together with the page where | to findethe Cure 2B6" FINIS:
2B6" blank ’ |

Notes. In Wellcome copy page 139 correctly printed, and lacking portrait.

E.2.(b).(i). Reissue of E.2.(b)., with reset title (London: Printed by William
Bentley, 1652)

Wing C7501A
Copies Examined. BL 1606/2070; WIL 19319/A.
Title. See Illustration 8.

Notes. Wellcome copy lacking leaves F2, F5, 06, P2, P3, P4, P5, and 2B6.

E.3. The English Physitian Enlarged (London: Peter Cole, 1653)
Wing C7502 (Reel 178:14)

Two states with variant title pages and pagination.

E.3.(a).

Copies Examined. BL 988.a.7.; WIL Suppl./A/CUL.

Title. [within double fleuron type frame, c¢. 165 x 110 mm.] THE| Englith Phyfitian |
ENLARGED: | With Three Hundred, Sixty, and Nine | Medicines made of Englith Herbs
that | were not in any ImpreSion until this: | The Epifle wil Inform you how to | know
This Impre Sion from any other. | Being an Affrologo-Phyfical Dikourf of the Vulgar |
Herbs of this Nation: Containing a Compleat Me- | thod of Phylick, whereby a man may
preserve his Bo- | dy in Health; or Cure himflf being Sick, for three | pence Charge,
with fich things only as grow in Eng- | land, they being mof fit for FEnglifh Bodies. |
Herein is allo (hewed thefe seven Things, viz. 1 The Way of ma- | king Plaifters,
Oyntments, Oyls, Pultif fes, Syrups, Decoctions, | Julips, or Waters, of al (orts of Phylfical
Herbs, That you may have | them ready for your ufe at al times of the yeer. 2 What Planet
Go- | verneth every Herb or Tree (uled in Phylick) that groweth in | England. 3 The Time
of gathering al Herbs, both Vulgarly, and | Aftrologically. 4 The Way of Drying and
Keeping the Herbs al | the yeer. 5 The Way of Keeping their Juyces ready for ufe at al |
times. 6 The Way of Making and Keeping al kind of ufeful Com- | pounds made of Herbs.
7 The way of mixing Medicines accor- | ding to Cau and Mixture of the Difas, and
Part of the Body | Afflicted. | [rule] | By NicH. CULPEPER, Gent. Student in Phyfick | and
Affrologie: Living in Spittle Fields. | [rule] | London, Printed by Peter Cole, in Leaden-
Hall, and are to be (bld | at his Shop at the fign of the Printing-Prefs in Cornhil, neer the
Royal Exchange. 1653.

Collation. 8°: B* C-M® Q-2A% 2B-2C*, [$4 signed (- B4, 2B3, 2B4, 2C3, 2C4; G2 signed
‘F2°)]; 164 leaves, pp. [24] 1-173 284-398 [16] (misprinting 132 as ‘10°, 289 as “189’, 295
as ‘205”) [= 328]

E.3.(b).
Copies Examined. BL E.1455.(1.).
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Title. As E.3.(a)., except: lines 9-14, no swash italic capitals; line 25, no swash italic M.
Collation. AsE.3.(a)., pp. [24] 1-173 284-285 186-191 292-398 [16] [= 328]
E.3.(a). & E.3.(b).

Typography. (T8') 1 col., with inset nn., 46 11., 155 (161) x 93 mm., 9 pt. Gathering D and
E only have margin notes.

Contents. B1" blank; B1" printer’s device; B2" title; B2" blank; B3™-4" ‘To the READER';
C1-5" ‘AN | ALPHABETICAL TABLE | OF ALL THE | HERBS AND PLANTS | In
this BOOK: | As alfo what PLANET governeth every one of them’; C6" ‘The CONTENTS of
the DIRECTIONS’ and ‘Authors made ufe of in this Treatife’; C6"-7" ‘The Names of €veral
Books Printed by Peter Cole’; C8' vertical title: ‘Culpepers English Phyfitian Enlarged’;
C8' blank; D1"-27" “THE | Englifh Phyfitian Enlarged’; 7Z7"-2A8" ‘DIRECTIONS’; 2B1'-
C4" “The TABLE of DISEASES’

Notes. Wellcome and BL 988.a.7. copies, lacking first leaf bearing Cole’s device on its
verso, instead it is is printed on the verso of the title-page instead. BL 988.a.7. also lacking
leaves C7 and C8.

E.3.(i). Reissue of E.3.(a)., with reset title page and preliminary gathering
(London: Peter Cole, 1655)

Wing C7502A (Reel 2465:7)
Copies Examined. WIL 19321/B.

Title. As E.3.(a)., except imprint: ‘LONDON | Printed by Peter Cole in Leaden-Hall, and
at the fign of the | Printing-pre s in Cornhil, neer the Royal Exchange. 1655.

Contents. B1" blank; B1" portrait of Culpeper; B2 title-page; B2" ‘The Names of several
works of Nicholas Culpeper’; B3'-B4" ‘To the READER’; C1™-end, as E.3.(a).

Notes. Wellcome lacking portrait and gatherings 2B and 2C.

E.3.(i1). Reissue of E.3.(a)., with reset title page and preliminary gathering
(London: Peter Cole, 1656)

Copies Examined. RCP 130861; WIL 19322/B.
Title. As E.3.(i)., except imprint date: ‘1656.

Contents. nl" title; nl" ‘The Names of £veral Works of Nicholas | Culpeper’; n1"-2" *Mris.
Culpeper Information’, dated 18 October 1655; 712"-4" ‘To the READER’; n4" advertisement
for Cole’s stock of Thomas Hooker’s Eleven Books made in New England; C1'-end, as

E.3.(a).

E.4. The English Physitian Enlarged (London: Peter Cole, 1656)

Wing C7503 (Reel 1944:23)
Copies Examined. BL 1608/144.

Title. [within double fleuron type frame, 162 x 96 mm.] THE| Englith Phyfitian |
ENLARGED: | With Three Hundred, Sixty, and Nine | Medicines, made of Englifh Herbs
that | were not in any ImpreSion until this: i The Epiffle will inform you how to | know
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This Impre Sion from any other. | Being an Afrologo-Phyfical Dikoure of the Vulgar |
Herbs of this Nation: Containing a Compleat | Method of Phyfick, whereby a man may
preférve his | Body in Health, or Cure him@lf, being fick, for | three pence Charge, with
fich things only as grow | in England, they being mof fit for Englih Bodies. | Her,ein is
allo (hewed thefe Seven Things: viz. 1 The Way of ma- | king Plaifters, Oyntments Oyls
Pultilfes, Syrups, Decoctions, | Juleps, or Waters, of al forts of Phyfical Herbs Th,at yOL;
may have | them ready for your ufe at al times of the yeer. 2 What Planet Go-’ | verneth
every Herb or Tree (ufed in Phyfick) that groweth in | England. 3 The Time of gathering al
Herbs, both Vulgarly, and | Altrologically. 4 The Way of Drying and Keeping the Herbs al
| the yeer. 5 The Way of Keeping their Juyces ready for ufe at all | times. 6 The Way of
Making and Keeping al kind of ufeful Com- | pounds made of Herbs. 7 The way of mixing
Medicines accor- | ding to Cauf and Mixture of the Difa, and Part of the Body |
Afflicted. | [rule] | By NICH. CULPEPER, Gent. Student in | Phyfick and Afrology. |
[rule] | London: | Printed by Peter Cole, Printer and Book-feller, at the ! Sign of the
Printing-pres in Cornhil, near the | Royal Exchange. 1656.

Collation. 8°: A* C-M® Q-2A° 2B®, [$4 signed (- A3, A4)]; 162 leaves, pp. [24] 1-173 284-
398 [12] (misprinting 286 as ‘176°) [= 324]

Contents. Al' title; A1"-4" ‘Books printed by Peter Cole’; A4'-C2" “To the READER’; C2"
‘Authors made ufe of in this Treatife’; C3"-7' ‘AN | ALPHABETICAL TABLE’; C8 “The
CONTENTS of the DIRECTIONS’; C8™ “Mris. Culpepers Information’, dated 18 October
1655; D1-Z7" “THE | Englifh Phyftian Enlarged’; Z7°-2A8" ‘DIRECTIONS’; 2B1'-B6"
‘The Table of Dikas’

Typography. (S4) 1 col., with inset nn., 46 I1., 154 (161) x 93 mm., 9 pt. Gathering D only
has margin notes.

E.4.(i). Reissue of E.4., with reset title page and preliminary gathering
(London: Peter Cole, 1662)

Wing C7504A
Copies Examined. WIL 19324/B.

Title. [within double fleuron type frame, 157 x 97 mm.] THE| Englith Phyfitian |

ENLARGED. | With three Hundred Sixty and Nine Me- | dicines, made of English Herbs
that were | not in an ImpreSion until now: The E | piffle will inform you how to know this
I Impreffion from any other. | Being an Affrologo-Phyfical Dilkourle of the Vulgar |

Herbs of this Nation: Containing a Compleat Me- | thod of Phyfick, whereby a man may
preferve his Body | in Health; or Cure himlf, being Sick, for three pence | Charge, with
fuch things only as grow in England, they | being mof fit for Englih Bodies. | Herein is
allo (hewed thefe Seven Things: viz 1. The Way of ma- | king Plaifters, Oyntments, Oyls,
Pultifles, Syrups, Decoctions, | Juleps, or Waters, of all forts of Phyfical Herbs, That you
may | have them ready for your ufe at all times of the year. 2. What Pla- | net governeth
every Herb or Tree (ufed in Phylick) that groweth | in England. 3. The Time of gathering
all Herbs, both Vulgarly | and Alftrologically. 4. The Way of Drying and Keeping the Herbs
| all the year. 5. The Way of Keeping their Juyces ready for ufe at | all times. 6. The Way
of making and keeping all kind of ufefull Com- | pounds made of Herbs. 7. The Way of
mixing Medicines accord- l ing to Caufe and Mixture of the Difa, and Part of the Body

afflicted. | [rule] | By Nich. Culpeper, Gent. Student in Phyfick | and Afrology. | [rule]
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| London: Printed by Peter Cole, Printer and Book-feller, at the | Sign of the Printing-prefs
in Cornhil, near | the Royal Exchange. 1662.

Contents. Al title; Al blank; A2"-4" Books printed by Peter Cole’; A4"-end, as E.4.

E.S. The English Physitian Enlarged (London: Peter Cole, 1656)
Wing C7503

Copies Examined. BL 1478.¢.28.

Title. [within double rule frame, 162 x 96 mm.] THE| Englith Phyfitian | ENLARGED: |
With Three Hundred, Six- l ty, and Nine Medicines, made of Englifh Herbs | that were not
in any ImpreSion untill this: The | Epistle will inform you how to know This | Impre Sion
from any other. | Being an Astrologo-Phyfical Difour of the Vulgar | Herbs of this
Nation; Containing a Compleat Me- | thod of Phyfick, whereby a man may prefrve his
Body | in Health; or Cure himself. being Sick, for three | pence Charge, with fuch things
only as grow in England | they being mof fit for Englith Bodies. | Herein is alfo (hewed
thele Seven Things: viz. 1 The Way of ma- | king Plaisters, Ointments, Oils, Pultiffes,
Syrups, Decoctions, | Julips, or Waters, of all [orts of Phy(ical Herbs, That you may | have
them ready for your ufe at al times of the year. 2 What | Planet Governeth every Herb or
Tree (uled in Phyfick) that | groweth in England. 3 The Time of gathering all Herbs, both |
Vulgarly, and Aftrologically. 4 The Way of Drying and Keep- | ing the Herbs all the year. 5
The Way of Keeping their Juyces | ready for ufe at all times. 6 The Way of Making and
Keeping | all kind of ufefull Compounds made of Herbs. 7 The way of | mixing Medicines
according to Caufe and Mixture of the Difas, | and Part of the Body Afflicted. | [rule] |
By NICH. CULPEPER, Gent. Student in | Phyfick and Afirology. | [rule] | London:
Printed by Peter Cole, Printer and Book-feller, at the | Sign of the Printing-pre(§ in
Cornhill, near the | Royal Exchange. 1656.

Collation. 8°: ' C-M® Q-2B® [$4 signed]; 161 leaves, pp. [/8] 1-173 184 285-398 [16]
(misprinting 286 as ‘176’)[= 322]

Contents. w1 title; n1¥-C2" ‘To the READER’; C2" ‘ Authors made ufe of in this Treatife’;
C3"-7' ‘AN | ALPHABETICAL TABLE | OF ALL THE | HERBS and PLANTS | In this
BOOK. | As alfo what PLANET governeth every one of them’; C8" ‘The CONTENTS of the
DIRECTIONS’; C8"-8" ‘Mris. Culpepers Information, Vindication, and Testimony’; D1'-
77" “THE | Englifh Phyfitian Enlarged’; Z7'-2A8"' ‘DIRECTIONS’; 2B1'-2B8" ‘The Table
of Difeales’

Typography. (Q4%) 1 col., with inset nn., 46 11, 152 (161) x 93 mm., 9 pt. Gathering D
only has margin notes.

Notes. Incompete preliminary gathering. Main text contains adverts to Cole’s medical
books. However, these are different titles to those in E.4.

E.5.(i). Reissue of E.5., with reset title page and preliminary gathering
(London: Peter Cole, 1661)

Wing C7504
Copies Examined. BL 7510.a.19.

Title. [within double fleuron type frame, 164 x 96 mm.] THE | Englith Phyfitian |
ENLARGED: | And now made a very neceflary part of | the Phyftian Library that will
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Cure all | Difafs. | The Epifle will inform you how to know The | true Impre5ion from
the Counterfeit. | Being an Alfrologo-Phifical Dikour of the Vulgar | Herbs of this
Nation: Containing a Compleat | Method of Phylick, whereby a man may prefrve | his
Body in Health; or Cure himlf, being Sick, for | three pence Charge, with fich things

only as grow | in England, they being mof£ fit for Englith Bodies. | Herein is alfo hewed
thefe Seven Things: viz. 1. The Way of | making Plaifters, Oyntments, Oyls, Pultifes
Syrups, De- | coctions, Juleps, or Waters, of all forts of Phyfical Herbs, | That you ma);
have them ready for your ufe at al times of the | year. 2. What Planet Governeth every Herb
or Tree, (ufed in | Phyfick) that groweth in England. 3. The time of gathering | all Herbs
both Vulgar, and Aftrologically. 4. The Way of | Drying and Keeping the Herbs all the,
year. 5. The Way of | Keeping their Juyces ready for ufe at all times. 6. The Way | of
Making and keeping all kind of ufeful Compounds made | of Herbs. 7. The Way of mixing
Medicines according to Cau | and Mixture of the Difale, and Part of the Body afflicted.
| [rule] | By NICH. CULPEPER, Gent. Student in | Phyfick and Afrology. | [rule] |
London: Printed by Peter Cole, Printer and Book-(zller, | at the Sign of the Printing-prefs in
Cornhill, near | the Royal Exchange. 1661.

Collation. 8°: A* C-M® Q-2B® [$4 signed (-A2, A3, A4)]; 164 leaves, pp. [24] 1-173 184
285-398 [16] (misprinting 286 as 176°) [= 328]

Contents. Al title-page; A1"blank; A2™-4" ‘Books Printed by Peter Cole’: A4-C2" “To the
Reader’; C2'-end, as E.5.

Notes. Preliminary gathering includes advertisement for the apothecary Ralph Clarke.

E.5.(ii). Reissue of E.S., with reset title page and preliminary gathering
(London: Peter Cole, 1665)

Wing C7505
Copies Examined. BL 1484.bbb.15.

Title. [within single fleuron type frame, 159 x 97 mm.] THE| Englith Phyfitian |

ENLARGED. | With three Hundred fixty and Nine Me- | dicines, made of English Herbs
that were | not in an ImpreSion until now: The | Epiffle will inform you how to know |

this ImpreSion from any other. | Being an Affrologo-Phyfical Dilkourk of the Vulgar |

Herbs of this Nation: Containing a Compleat | Method of Phyfick, whereby a man may
preferve his | Body in Health, or Cure him@lf being fick, for | three pence Charge, with
fich things only as grow in | England, they being mof fit for Englifhi Bodies. | Herein is
allo (hewed thefe (even Things: Viz. 1. The Way of | making Plaifters, Oyntments, Oyls,
Pultifles, Syrups, Decoctions, | Juleps, or Waters, of all [orts of Phyfical Herbs, That you
may | have them ready for your ule at all times of the year. 2. What | Planet governeth
every Herb or Tree, (uled in Phyfick) that groweth | in England. 3. The Time of gathering
all Herbs, both Uulgarly | and Aftrologically. 4. The Way of drying and keeping the Herbs
all the year. 5. The Way of keeping their Juyces ready for ufe at | all times. 6. The Way of
making and keeping all kind of ufefull | Compounds made of Herbs. 7. The Way of mixing
Medicines | according to Cauf and Mixture of the Difas, and Part of the | Body
afflicted. | [rule] | By Nich. Culpeper, Gent. Student in | Phyfick and Afrology. | [rule]
| London: Printed by Peter Cole, Printer and Book-feller, | at the Sign of the Printing-pre(s
in Cornhill, near | the Royal Exchange. 1665.

Collation. 8°: A* C-M® Q-2B® [$4 signed (-A4)]; 164 leaves, pp. [24] 1-173 184 285-398
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[16] (misprinting 286 as’176°) [= 328]

Contents. Al' title; Al1" blank; A2'-4" ‘Books Printed by Peter Cole’; A4"-C2" *To the
Reader’; C2"-end, as E.5.
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Nicholas Culpeper

F.1. A Directory for Midwives: or, A Guide for Women (London: Peter Cole,
1651)

Wing C7488 (Reel 90:13)
Copies Examined. BL E.1340.(1.); WIL 19311/A

Title. [within single fleuron type frame, 129 x 77 mm.] A | DIRECTORY | FOR |
MIDWIVES: | OR, | A Guide for Women,

[ Conception,

In their { Bearing, And

\ Suckling their Children.
Containing, | 1. The Anatomie of the Vellels of Generation. | 2. The Formation of the
Child in the Womb. | 3. What hinders Conception, and its Remedies. | 4. What Sfurthers
Conception. | 5. 4 Guide for Women in Conception. | 6. Of Mikarriage in Women. | 7. 4
Guide for Women in their Labor. | 8. A Guide for Women in their Lying-in. | 9. Of Nur fing
Children. | [rule] | By Nich. Culpeper, Gent. Student in | Phylfick and Aftrologie. | [rule]
| Exod. 1. 21. | It came to pafs, becaufe the Midwives feared the Lord, l that God built
them Houfs. | [rule] | LONDON: | Printed by Peter Cole, at the [ign of the Printing-Pre /s
| in Cornhil, near the Royal Exchange. 1651.
Note. Line 4: ‘MIDWIVES’, the W made from two V’s with the right hand limb of the left
V filed to fit.

Collation. 8°: (engra. por. +) ¢ A-G* H® (+H9, H10) 1-Q°, [$4 signed (- O3; P3 signed
‘P2°)]; 138 leaves, pp. [32] 1-112 111 111 111 112 113-217 [23] [= 276]

Typography. (M5 1 col., 2711, 111 (121) x 68 mm., 10 pt
Inserts. Plate, 112 x 68 mm. (op. F6")

Contents. 1" title; 1" blank; §2"-8" ‘To the MIDWIVES of Eng- | land. Nich. Culpeper
wilheth fuccels in their Olffice in this | World, and a Crown of Glory | in that to come’;
8"-A6" ‘To the READER’; A6"-8" ‘The Names of fveral Books | Printed by Peter Cole’;
A8' “In Laudem Authoris’ by ‘Jer. Edmonds, Philomu(.’; B1'-D4" ‘BOOK. I. | Of the Vellels
dedicated to | GENERATION’; D4"-F8" ‘Book. II. | Of the Formation of the Child | in the
Womb’; G1™-11" ‘Book. III. | Of what hinders Conception, | together with its Remedies’;
11¥-6" “‘BOOK. IV. | Of what furthers Conception’; 17-K7 ‘BOOK. V. | A Guide for Women
in | ConcePTION’; K7'-L8" ‘BoOK. V1. | Of Miarriage in Women’; L8'-NT" ‘Book. VII.
| 4 Guide for Women in their | LABOR’; N7"-05" ‘Book. VIIL | A Guide for Women in
their | Lying-Inn’; 06'-P4" ‘Book. IX. | Of Nurfing Children’; P4*-5" ‘CONCLUSION’; P5"
‘Errata non Corrigenda’; P6" ‘Errata Corrigenda’; P6'-8" ‘An Interpretation of certain |
crabbed Names which you fhall | meet with unexplained in this | TREATISE’; Q1'-8" ‘The ‘
CONTENTS’

Notes. The British Library copy lacking leaves H9 and H10. This shows signs of revision
during printing. The extra chapter is included in the contents list to Book 111 (G6") in both
states. The compositor or printer must have initially missed the single leaf chapter which
was later added. Wellcome copy lacking portrait and illustrative plate. BL copy, plate

inserted op. D4".
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F.2. A Directory for Midwives: or, A Guide Sfor Women, anr edn (London:
Printed, 1652)

Wing C7488A
Copies Examined. Glasgow University Library Hunterian Add. 29

Title. [within single fleuron type frame, 76 x 125 mm.] A | DIRECTORY | FOR |
MIDWIVES: | OR | 4 Guide for Women,

[ Conception,

In their g Bearing, And

\ Suckling their Children
1. The Anatomy of the Vellls of Generation. | 2. The Formation of the Childe in the
Womb. | 3. What hinders Conception, and its Remedies. | 4. What furthers Conception. |
5. A Guide for Women in Conception. | 6. Of Mikarriage in Women. | 7. A Guide for
Women in their Labor. | 8. A Guide for Women in their Lying-in. | 9. Of Nurfing Children.
| [rule] | By Nich. Culpeper, Gent. Student in | Phyfick and Aftrology. | [rule] | Exod. 1.
21. | It came to pals, becaufe the Midwives feared the Lord, | that God built them Hous.
| [rule] | LONDON: Printed, 1652.

Collation. 8°: A-K®, [$4 signed]; 80 leaves, pp. [16] 1-135 [9] (misprinting 34 as ‘43’, 93
as ‘63”) [=160]

Typography. 38 11. Body 64: Face 60 x 2:2.5
Inserts. Plate, 48 x 104mm. (op. D6")

Contents. Al title; A1" blank; A2"-5" ‘To the Midwives of England, | Nich. Culpeper
wilheth fucefs in | their Office in this World, and a | Crown of Glory in that to come’; A6'-
7" “To the READER’; A8™ ‘In Laudem Authoris’ by ‘Jer. Edmonds, Philomuf’; B1-C4"
‘Book. 1. | Of the Vel Rls dedicated to Generation’; C4"-E1" ‘Book. II. | Of the
Formation of the Childe in | the Womb’; EI'-F3" ‘Book. III. | Of what hinders
Conception, together | with its Remedies’; F3'-7° ‘Book. IV. | Of what furthers
Conception’; FT'-G4" ‘BOOK. V. | A Guide for Women in Conception’; G5'-H2" ‘Book. VI.
| Of Miarriage in Women’; H3"-13" *‘Book. VIL | 4 Guide for Women in their Labor’;
147" ‘BooK. VIIL | 4 guide for Women in their Lying-In’; 18-K3" ‘Book. IX. | Of
Nurfing Children’; K4" ‘CONCLUSION’; K4'-5" “An Interpretation of certain crabbed |
Names which you fhall meet with | unexplained in this Treati®’; K6'-8" ‘THE |
CONTENTS’; K8" blank

Notes. The unique copy of this book in the Hunterian Collection at the University of
Glasgow has a frontispiece engraving of Culpeper, cut from Cole’s 1651 edition, pasted in
opposite the title. This is the pirated edition attacked by Cole in the preliminaries to his
1656 enlarged edition of this book, and was set from a copy of Cole’s 1651 edition
represented by the Thomason Collection which, however, lacks the seventh and last chapter
‘Of Heat and Driness of the Womb’ to the second section of book three.

F.3. A Directory for Midwives: or, A Guide for Women, 2nd edn (London:
Peter Cole and R. Westbrook, 1653)

Wing C7489
Copies Examined. Yale Medical Library (microfilm).

Title. [within single fleuron type frame] A | DIRECTORY | FOR | MIDWIVES: | OR, |
A Guide for Women,
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[ Conception,
In their 3 Bearing, And

| Suckling their Children.
Containing, | 1. The Anatomy of the Vells of Generation. | 2. The Formation of the
Child in the Womb. | 3. What hinders Conception, and its Remedies. | 4. What Sfurthers
Conception. | 5. A Guide for Women in Conception. | 6. Of Mifarriage in Women. | 7. A
Guide for Women in their Labor. | 8. A Guide for Women in their Lying-in. | 9. Of Nurfing
Children. | See the Epiftle to the Reader, to this Edition. | [rule] | By Nich. Culpeper,
Gent. Student in | Phyfick and Afrologie. | [rule] | Exod. 1. 12. It came to pass, because
the Midwives | feared the Lord, that God built them Houfs. | [rule] | London: Printed by
Peter Cole in Leaden-Hall, And |are to be fold at his Shop, at the Printing-Pre(s in |

Cornhil, neer the Royal Exchange: And R. Weftbrook | at Deaths Arms in Thredneedle-
fireet, again(t the upper end of Broad-fireet. 1653.

Note. Line 4: ‘MIDWIVES’, the W made from two V’s with the right hand limb of the left
V filed to fit.

Collation. 8°: (engra. por. +) A-H® I° (-11) K-L* M", [$4 signed (- M3, M4)]; 91 leaves, pp.
[14] 1-142 199-220 [4] [= 182]

Typography. (C2") 35 11.
Inserts. Plate, (op. E3")

Contents. Al title; A1" ‘The Titles of @veral Books, by Nich. Culpeper | Gent. Student in
Phyfick and Afirologie’; A2'-3" “To the Midwives of Eng- | land; Nich. Culpeper witheth |
fuccefs in their Office in this World, and | a Crown of Glory in that to come’; A4™-5" *To
the Reader’; A5"-8" “THE | CONTENTS’; B1'-D4" ‘BoOK. L. | Of the Ve/®ls dedicated to
| GENERATION’; D4"-F2" ‘Book. 1. | Of the Formation of the Child | in the Womb’; F2'-
G5" ‘Book. IIl. | Of what hinders Conception, | together with its Remedies’; G6'-H2"
‘BOOK. IV. | Of what furthers Conception’; H2'-7° ‘Book. V. | 4 Guide for Women in |
Conception’; H8-15" ‘BooK. VL. | Of Mikarriage in Women’; 16'-K7° ‘Book. VIIL. | 4
Guide for Women in | their Labor’; K8'-L4" ‘Book. VIIL. | 4 Guide for Women in | their
Lying-In’; L5"-8" ‘BooK. IX. | Of Nurfing Children’; M2™ ‘CONCLUSION’; M3" ‘Errata non
Corrigenda’; M3"-4" “An Interpretation of certain | crabbed Names which you fall | meet
with unexplained, in | this Treatife’

F.4. A Directory for Midwives: or, A Guide for Women, 3rd edn (London:
Peter Cole, 1656)

Wing C7490 (Reel 1631:10)
Copies Examined. BL 1175.a.10.; GUL Hunterian Add. 200

Title. [within fleuron type ruled frame, 133 x 74 mm.] A | DIRECTORY | FOR |
MIDWIVES: | OR, | ‘A Guide for Women,
( Conception,
In their { Bearing, And
| Suckling their Children.
Containing, | 1. The Anatomy of the Vellels of Generation. | 2. The Formation of the Child
in the Womb. | 3. What hinders Conception, and its Remedies. | 4. What furthers

Conception. | 5. 4 Guide for Women in Conception. | 6. Of Mikarriage in women. 1 7. A
Guide for Women in their Labor. | 8. A Guide for Women in their Lying-in. | 9. of
Nurfing Children. | See the Directions in the Epiltle to the Reader. | Now are added five
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Brals Figures, and Explanations | of them, at page 54. never printed before. | [rule] | By
Nich. Culpeper, Gent. Student in | Phyfick and Afirology. | [rule] | Exod. 1. 12. It came
to pals, becaulé the Midwives | feared the Lord, that God built them Houfs. | [rule] |

London: Printed by Peter Cole, at the Sign of the | Printing-Prefs in Cornhil, neer the |
Royal Exchange. 1656.

Note. Line 4: ‘MIDWIVES’, the W made from two V’s with the right hand limb of the left
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