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FRANCIS MERES AND THE AUTHORSHIP QUESTION.

A Faper delivered to the de Vere Society, Oxford,
on the twenty-fifth of February 1988
by the Rt. Hon. J. Enoch Fowell.

On the seventh of September 1598 there was entered at Stationers' Hall
for the printer "P. Short for Cuthbert (?) Burbie" a book entitled Falladis
Tamia: Wits Treasury, being the second part of Vits Commonwealth. The
author on the title-page was "Francis Meres, Master of Arts of both
Universities". The "first part" alluded to was a book published the previous
year, 1597, in which Meres apparently had no part, entitled Foliteuphuia:
Wits Commonwealth. There followed in 1599 Wits Theatre of the Little VWorld,
and in 1604 Palladis Falatium; or the fourth part of WVits Commonwealth. In
neither of these later publications did Meres claim any share either.

Falladis Tamia was an assortment of pieces. They included one of
eleven folios entitled "A comparative discourse of our English poets, with
the Greek, Latin and Italian poets". This has frequently been reprinted; and
is regularly cited for the allusions to Shakespeare which it contains.
Unfortunately attention has not been paid to the structure of the boock from
which the citations are mechanically culled without regard to their context.
The object of this paper is to make good that omission. It will appear that
the results have a certain bearing upon the vicissitudes and thus
indirectly upon the authorship of the plays.

Meres' essay consists entirely of paragraphs of a uniform bi-partite
pattern. A clause or clauses introduced with the word "as" and naming Greek
or Greek and Latin poets is followed by a clause introduced with thw word
“so" which mentions corresponding English poets. Thus the first paragraph
runs as follows; "As Greece had three poets of great antiquity, Orpheus,
Linus and Musaeus and Italy other three ancient poets, Livius Andronicus,
Ennius and Plautus, so hath England three ancient poets, Chaucer, Gower and
Lydgate".

There are in all fifty-seven such paragraphs including six in which, no
doubt by error typographical or otherwise, the initial "As", necessary not
only to the structure but to the sense, has been omitted. Six of the
paragraphs mention the name "Shakespeare" as one of a list. The first of
them is this:

"As the Greek tongue is made famous and eloquent by Homer,
Hesiod, Euripides, Aeschylus, Sophocles, Pindar, Phocylides and
Aristophanes, and the Latin tongue by Virgil, Ovid, Horace, Silvius
Italicus, Lucan, Lucretius, Ausonius and Claudian; so the English
tongue is mightily enriched and gorgeously invested in rare
ornaments and resplendent habiliments by Sir Philip Sydney,
Spencer, Daniel, Drayton, Warner, Shakespeare, Marlow and Chapman".

It will be noted that for symmetry there are eight names in each of
the three lists.
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The second reference to Shakespeare in a list occurs in a block
comprising three paragraphs, as follows:

“As Ovid says of his works [then follows a Latin quatation from
Ovid ] and as Horace says of his [ then follows a similar quotation
from Horace 1, so say I severally of Sir Philip Sydney's, Spencer's,
Daniel's, Drayton's, Shakespeare's and Warner's works. [ Then follows a
copy of six lines of Latin verse and prose, composed apparently by
Meres himself 1.

In general the contents of the essay do not show much sign of orderly
arrangement; but the four remaining lists containing Shakespeare's name are
in a black of ten paragraphs, which constitute a deliberate scheme. Meres
first states that there are eight “famous and chief" languages, and ‘also
eight "notable, several" kinds of poets. He then takes those kinds one by
one, heroic, lyric, tragic, comic, satyric, ijambic, elegiac and pastoral and
applies his "as-so" formula to illustrating his thesis with each "kind" of
poet in turn. The name Shakespeare appears in a list in the four paragraphs
devoted respectively to 1lyric, tragic, comic and elegiac. They are as
follows:

1. Lyric. “"As Pindar, Anacreon and Callimachus among the Greeks and Horace
and Catullus among the Latins are the best lyric poets; so in this
faculty the best among our poets are Spencer ( who excelleth in all
kinds), Daniel, Drayton, Shakespeare, Bretton".

Once again, there are five ancients balanced against five English.

2. Tragic. “"As these tragic poets flourished in Greece [ ten names follow 1
and these among the Latins [ four names follow J; so these are our best
for tragedy". Then follow, as would be expected, fourteen names headed
by Lord Buckhurst and ending with "Marlowe, Peel, Watson, Kidd,
Shakespeare, Drayton, Chapman, Decker and Benjamin Johnson".

3. Comic. "<As> the best poets for comedy among the Greeks are these
[ ten names follow ] and among the Latins [ six names follow 1, so the
best for comedy among us be..."
and then there follow not, as would be expected, sixteen but seventeen
names, headed by Edward Earl of Oxford, and including in the middle
"Gascoigne, Green, Shakespeare, Thomas Nash". It would be a natural
assumption that the list originally numbered sixteen but that one name was
added without corresponding adjustment of the symmetry. It also happens to
be the one place where there is a referemce to Edward Earl of Oxford.

4. Elegiac. "As these are famous among the Greeks [ eight names follow I
and these among the Latins [ seven names follow 1, so these are most
passionate among us to bewail and bemoan the perplexities of love".
Then follaw ( predictably > fifteen names, among which "“Spencer, Daniel,
Drayton, Shakespeare, Whetstone".

In all these four paragraphs Shakespeare has appeared, with no special
distinction, in longish lists which give the impression of being compiled
slap-dash to produce the necessary numerical total for the purposes of
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symmetry. Indeed, in nearly every case there is an identical ‘run',
comprising Spencer, Daniel , Drayton and Shakespeare.

In complete contrast to all this stands a passage of three paragraphs
- I might say the famous passage, as it has been quoted, though out of
context, a thousand times over in works on Shakespeare - in which
Shakespeare is treated quite differently. I will read it in full first and
then comment.

"As the soule of Euphorbus was thought to liue in Pythagoras; so
the sweet wittie soule of Ouvid lives in mellifluous & hony-tongued
Shakespeare, witnes his Venus and Adonis, his Lucrece, his sugred
Sonnets among his priuvate friends, &c.

"As Flautus and Seneca are accounted the best for Comedy and !
Tragedy among the Latins; so Shakespeare, among y= English is the most
excellent in both kinds for the stage; for Comedy, witnes his Getleme
of Verona, his Errors, his Loue labors lost, his Loue labours wonne, his
Midsummers night dreame, & his Nerchant of Venice: for Tragedy, his
Richard the 2. Richard the 3. Henry the 4. King Iohn, Titus Andronicus
and his Romeo and Iuliet.

“As Epius Stolo said, that the Muses would speake with Flautus
tongue, if they would speak Latin; so I say that the Muses would speake
with Shakespeares fine filed phrase, if they would speak English".

Now, in the first place, all this is strikingly incompatible with the
inconspicuousness of Shakespeare elsewhere in the essay. Moreover it does
not conform to the “"as-so" structure placing Greeks and Latins in parallel
with English authors; there is only a bogus parallelism in the application
to Shakespeare of the sayings about Pythagoras and FPlautus. "Best for
comedy and tragedy" anticipates the carefully arranged comparisons of
authors under those headings in the artificially constructed eightfold
framework which follows immediately afterwards in the essay and which has
just been examined. In short, the passage is a cuckoo in the nest. It has
been foisted into an essay with the rest of which it is out of harmony.

The content of the passage is no less extraordinary. It is decidedly
and strikingly pro-Shakespeare, and corrective of the rest of the essay.

The first assertion is that Shakespeare is a re-incarnation of Ovid,
later listed among the Latins “"famous" for elegiac poetry. For proof the
reader is referred not only to Venus and Adonis and The Rape of Lucrece
which had been published in 1594 and 1595 respectively each with a
dedication signed "VWilliam Shakespeare", but to "his sugared sonnets among
his pfivate friends etc." "Sugared" is one of Meres' adjectives; he has
already written that "Heliodorus wrote in prose his sugared invention of
that picture of love in Theagines and Cariclea". But "Shakespeare's Sonnets"
were not to be published until 1609, except for "certain sonnets by W.S."
included in a book entitled Amours which appeared in 1600. Apart from the
fatuously added "etcetera", it was futile for Meres to refer his readers by
way of evidence- to sonnets available on his own admission only to the
poet's “"private friends", even though by doing so Meres implicitly claims to
be a "private friend" himself. The statement is one which a “private friend"
could make, or arrange to have made, not for the enlightenment of the
public but by way of recording admiration.
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Ve now come to the six comedies and six tragedies which Meres calls in
evidence for Shakespeare being "the most excellent in bothe kinds for the
stage". It is a remarkable list. One of the items, Love Labour's Won is
neither known under that title nor securely identifiable with any play
known under any other title. Three items in the list Love Labour's Lost,
Richard II, Richard III were published or re-published in 1598 ( the year
of Meres' book ) as "by WVilliam Shakespeare" or “"newly corrected and
augmented by VWilliam Shakespeare". HenrylIV, first published in 1598, was re~
issued in 1599 as ‘“newly corrected by V.Shakespeare"; The Merchant of
Venice, entered at Stationers' Hall in 1598, was published in 1600 as
"written by William Shakespeare"; and Midsummer Night's Dream was first
published also in 1600, with that attribution.

Two more plays in Meres' lists, though already in print,' were not to be
attributed to Shakespeare until much later. Romeo and Juliet, published in
1507, was first attributed to Shakespeare in some copies of a quarto
reprint issued in or after 1612 and subsequently not until the First Folio
of 1628. Titus Andronicus, published in 1594, was first attributed to
Shakespeare in the First Folio. That leaves three plays still to be
accounted for. King John, if that is 'our' King John and not Tke Trouvblesome
Reign, was first published in 1622 as “written by W.Shakespeare"; Errors
( that is, presumably, the Comedy of Errors ) is known to have been
performed in 1594 but was first printed in the First Folio; and Gentlemen
of Verona ¢ that is, Two Gentlemen of Verona ) was first published in the
Folio and no record is known of any performance of it.

The analysis has disclosed a remarkable state of affairs. In 1598, when
¥eres published, there were three plays in circulation in print under the
name of Shakespeare; Love's Labour's Lost, Richard II and Richard III. Love's
Labour's Lost would enable Meres to include Shakespeare in his list for
comedy, and Richard II and Richard III, which are here classed explicitly as
tragedy, would have covered his inclusion of Shakespeare in the tragic list.
Thus, supposing Venus and Adonis to cover elegiac and The Rape of Lucrece
to cover lyric, publications alrady in existence as by Shakespeare were
sufficient to account for all Meres' references to Shakespeare outside of
this passage . Yet here Meres exhibits, as it were ostentatiously, knowledge
of works which were to be attributed to Shakespeare after 1598, including
two which were not so attributed until the First Folio. To do so could no
more strengthen his case with readers , to whom some of the plays were
inaccessible and mast not attributed to Shakespeare, than his reference to
the "sonnets etc". could have done.

As he had been given knowledge of the existence of the sonnets, so he
must have been made aware of a much wider range of plays for which
Shakespeare's authorship would be claimed than his contemporaries knew of
in 1598. The passage is, in any case, on grounds unconnected with its
peculiar contents, an insertion made in the essay after its completion and
possibly when it was already in proof. Those who gave him the information
must have been sufficiently influential and authoritative to secure its
insertion. They bad knowledge - and perhaps control - not only of sonnets
circulating among “"private friends" but of plays already in existence which
were eventually to be part of the official Shakespeare canon in the First
Folio but which had not yet , even when already inm print , been given the
Shakespeare attribution.
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So much is deducible from the material. It stimulates a question to
which deduction provides for us no certain answer, though the answer could
be important. What was the motive of these "grand possessors®, if I may
purloin a phrase from the preface to the pirated Troilus and Cressida of
1609, in planting this advertisement upon Meres? It is more notable that
around 1598 to 1601 there was a spate of attributions to Shakespeare of
new plays and plays already published anonymously. Assuming that a price
would be obtained this way by the "possessars", is it toc fanciful to
imagine a piece of deliberate promotion? There are, it might be saying to
whom it might concern, lots of Shakespeare works, and excellent ones too,
if we can strike a bargain. In the event, for whatever reason, some oI the
plays thus precaonized, like numerous others including some of the greatsst,
were to remain unpublished for another quarter of a century.

The de Vere Society will not have overlooked that curious suggestion
that the Earl of Oxford was inserted into a pre-existing text at the h
of those "best for comedy", although not a stitch of evidence exists that he
wrote comedies - at any rate, under his own name. Vhose business =might
have been to drop such a hint?

¥R. POVELL’S CONCLUDING REKARKS, FOLLOVED BY THE QUESTIORS ASEED OF
HIN AND HIS REPLIES THERETO.

My Lord, Ladies and Gentlemen, the paper which I have just ofifered to
you serves two purposes. First, it it is a protest against the toc careless
use which to this day is made by works on Shakesepeare of the peculiar
work of Francis Meres. Those who have exploited it as evidence for the
existence of certain plays at a certain date should have noted and should
have asked themselves what deduction was to be drawn from the curicus
formal and contextual phenomenon of that passage ( which I have singled
out ) in Meres' Falladis Tamia.

e

The second reason for my paper is to draw attention to the possible
implications of an unexplained but undoubted literary event. Aad 1=t me
repeat what that literary event was. Here was Francis Meres, ia 1588,

having ready for press and perhaps in proof a stilted composition
comparing English with Classical authors, in the course of which there were
half a dozen references to Shakespeare, without any special distinction from
dozens of other contemporary and recent English authors and poets. &s that
work was ready for the press , somebody or some people secured the
introduction to it and the printing in it of material of quife a different
character, which could only come from the personal and private servant of
whoever was the poet, who wrote not only the elegiacs and lyrics to which
the name is attached but also the plays which were eventually to printed
in canonical form in 1623, twenty-five years later, in the First Folic.

I am tonight the guest of the de Vere Society. I have to make an
admission which I hope will not be ill taken by my kind and generous
hosts. I am not an Oxfordian, in the sense that I would affirm the Earl of
Oxford to have been the author of the plays in the Shakespeare canon. What
I am is an anti-Stratfordian. What I am is someone incapable of accepting
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the conventional assumption as to the story of the author , the story of
the plays and the eventual fate of author and of plays. In its sidelong way,
the work of Meres , if you analyse it more carefully than, so far as I know,
it has ever before this evening been analysed, contributes to that doubt.

For such an operation as must have been performed on Francis Meres and
his book by those who were in a position to know of works in circulation,
but only in private circulation, is not easy to reconcile with the
conventional account of Villiam Shakespeare of Stratford-on-Avon and his
famous poems and plays. It is that which associates my humble operation on
Francis Meres' Falladis Tamia with the concerns of those ( and they are
many ) who regard the authorship as a mystery, as well as with the
concerns of those who, for hereditary and other reasons, are partial to the
proposition that the name for which we are locking is Edward de Vere, Earl
of Oxford. I thank you.

QUESTION: There's a famous quote by Mark Twain in reply to the question of
whether Shakespeare had written the plays. He said that the plays were
either written by Wiliam Shakespeare or a man who called himself Villiam
Shakespeare. And I think that what people have taken from that is that when
you read the plays you find the mentality of one man coming through. Are
you suggesting that it wasn't one individual who wrote the plays , but a
number of individuals?

ANSVER: I do think that Mark Twain's celebrated remark was not intended to
be tautological. I think that when he first uses the words William
Shakespeare, he means that man of Stratford-on-Avon 1564-1616. And when he
uses it again, he is using it as an author's name to which certain works
are attributed. He was, therefore, not in fact making a joke, but defining
the serious point of the Shakespeare authorship question. That question is
undoubtedly bound up with the nature and content of the plays and the
degree of unity which exists between them.

Perhaps I should have made a more discursive confession than the ome
with which I concluded my remarks. I am satisfied - that's rather a self-
satisfied verb to choose - but, anyway ,I have satisfied my own mind that
the attribution of the plays to William Shakespeare of Stratford-on-Avon
raises too great difficulties to be surmounted. So, I've had to face the
question: what then are these plays and how came they to be in circulation
and how came they, after many of them (including no fewer than nine of
the very greatest of those plays) had first made an illicit or fugitive
appearance, to be printed collectively, so handsomely?

And I've had to respond to that question in two ways . First, this is
Elizabethan court drama. This is not drama which was commercially created
for a living to be made by those who put it onto the public stage or by
those who sold editions of it. It was drama which was written for a select
audience and a select environment, the true legal ownership of which rested
in hands so powerful that they could for years prevent its publication, its
pirating. If these are Elizabethan court plays, then the likelihood is that
there is an Elizabethan court playwright and that whatever is indubitably
common to them is attributable to that court playwright.
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But I believe we underestimate in modern times the capabilities of a
committee., One of the greatest works of English literature,that is
indubitably the work of a committee, is the King James Bible, though it was
also a committee which was working from existing materials. And I think we
are apt to decry the notion that a group of men, steeped in the same
culture, living in the same milieu, writing for the same purpose, would be
capable of contributing to a series of stage plays.

Unless, therefore, it were necessary ( and I do not believe it to be so
> to attribute to one hand the whole or the greater part of all those
works, then what we are left with is a mass of Elizabethan and very early
Jacobean court plays produced for the court, owned in a sense by the court
and by the courtiers who produced them and produced jointly but, for the
most part, under the inspiration and leadership of someone singularly
distinguished, both as a poet and as a playwright. If Samuel Clemens had
put to me this evening the question which you addressed to me on his
behalf, those are the terms in which I would have responded to it.

QUESTION: Why do you think it is that there is such resentment among
established academics towards anti-Stratfordians? There's a refusal to
listen to anti-Stratfordian arguments and to countenance them, even to the
point where academics have been threatened with the loss of their
livelihoods for expressing them?

ANSVER: Perhaps the word resentment and the word established can be taken
together as mutually supportive and mutually explanatory. I'll tell you an
anecdote from my own experience. It's a collateral anecdote, but it contains
the heart of my reply to your enquiry.

My friend Angus Maud ( who I must remember is now Lord Maud ) and I
collaboratively wrote a short history in the early 1950's which was called
The Biography of A Nation - it's out of print, I'm sorry to say. I had
occasion to write the chapter which covered the Elizabethan age and
Elizabethan literature. And I referred to Shakespeare in terms which were
not wholly consistent with acceptance of the authorship of the Stratford
man. The member of Parliament for Stratford-on-Avon secured the deletion of
those words and the substitution of something which was at any rate
consistent with the conventional point of view. As he did so, he remarked
to me, "It's as much as my seat is worth to have my name to any sentence
which casts doubt upon the Stratfordian authorship".

There is a huge vested interest of long duration in the conventional
Stratfordian authorship. It is a vested interest shared not only by those
who in any way have their living invested in the bard. of Stratford-on-Avon,
but also by those who at any stage may have committed themselves to the
proposition that the plays and all the phenomena therein are reconcilable
with the supposed Stratfordian origin.

I shall conclude with an analogy . I started with an anecdote and I'll
conclude with an analogy. I'm conscious that the de Vere Society advised me
at an early stage that this talk was to be strictly non-political, so I
must be very careful in my references which cover politics, even in this
building and environment.
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But certainly 1987 was a remarkable year. It was a year in which those
who had asserted, and invested their political credibility in asserting,
that the intermediate range nuclear weapon was the indispensable coupling
of the United States to the defence of Western Europe and the United
Kingdom, found themselves witnesses of the demonstration of the opposite.
And yet in 1987 we saw them succesfully surmount, without apparent effort
or danger, a challenge to a position which had collapsed underneath them.
Indeed, we saw the Oxfordian of my analogy, one Neil Kinnock, actually
running from the field for fear that he might be accused of being an
Oxfordian. :

I hope the analogy may be partly illuminating. It all derives from
certain characteristics which are common to human nature.

7 ;

QUESTION: Has your reading of Shakespeare, combined with your interest in
textual criticism, caught on to any details of the texts which support your
case for Shakespeare not having been the Stratford man?

ANSWER: The Chairman did actually refer in his remarks to textual criticism
of Shakespeare. I haven't been engaged this evening in textual criticism of
Shakespeare and indeed I haven't been engaged in textual criticism of
Francis Meres. What I invited people to do was to study the Francis Meres
book and to understand the structure on which it was drawn up. Admittedly,
from that a textual critical deduction followed, namely that there was a
passage, a very interesting passage, which did not fit into that structure.
But essentially, it was through the study of the form ( the Germans of
course have a word for it - gestaltkritik ) that I arrived at what you
might correctly designate as a textual critical deduction, namely the
subsequent addition of certain parts of the text.

But I am not engaged in Shakespeare textual criticism, nor in
Shakespeare literary criticism. I owe perhaps, at any rate I shall pay, an
explanation, a personal explanation for my standing here tonight as a guest
of the de Vere Saciety.

In 1972 ( the biographers will have all this, so don't worry ), I was
quite sure that my public life would come to an end with the end of the
then parliament. I would have no public life after I ceased to contest my
seat as a Conservative in 1974. So I naturally addressed myself, being aged
then only sixty ¢ how young one then was ), to the question: "And what will
you do? And as usual with such questions, the answer was there befaore I
had asked it.

“Well," I said, “there are two things which I'd really like to do; two
things which really interest me. One is the Shakespeare authorship question
and the second is the textual criticism of the Synoptic Gospels, with a
view to eliciting the evolution of the basic gospel."

S0 in 1972 I proceeded to begin to accumulate some of the basic tools
for these two occupations, and to dabble in them quietly. You know how
important it is, as the social scientists will tell you, not to go too
suddenly into your retirement, and my retirement in 1974 was to have been a
more predictable retirement than my actual retirement of 1987. Vell, what
happened was that after a bit the New Testament won hands down, and I
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became so entirely absorbed with it that I was only left with certain
recollections and unanswered questions from the Shakespeare aspiration. But
how did I come by the Shakespeare aspiration?

That's a bit of personal history too and you're being very patient with
these ruminations of a septuagenarian. I was invited in 1963 to contribute
to a BBC World Service series Shakespeare the Universal Man three talks on
Shakespeare the politician. It was in writing those talks that I read the
political plays and looked at the dates of the political plays. And what
happened to me was that ( and all your mentors will caution you against
what happened to me happening to you ) I said to myself: "only a man who
knows what it is to be where power is exercised, who has been at the
council table, where the life and death of those present is potent‘:ially
involved, could know the knowledge which is displayed in those plays,
particularly in some of those earliest dated, such as particularly Richard
II .ll

It was that which first put me upon the enquiry and first put me on to
the question as to how reconcilable was the evidence for the Stratford
man's authorship with what else we know about the plays; and whether what
we know about the plays is not in itself sufficient to raise the question
of a mask over the identity of the actual author. So that and not any
practice of the one trade of which I've been a master in my time, textual
criticism, is what led me to be an anti-Stratfordian, if not yet a pro-
Oxfordian.

QUESTION: In one of Meres' lists, you have the names of Edward de Vere and
Shakespeare in the same list. I'm asking myself: how can we percieve this
situation and still consider Edward de Vere as the author of the plays?

ANSVER: Yes, I follow your point. And it is quite true that in the one list
which is not symmetrical, in the one paragraph which is not symmetrical,
where there is one English name too many, there occurs the name of Edward
de Vere, Earl of Oxford. And you say, those who foisted or planted upon
Meres the famous inserted passage would not have secured the insertion of
the Earl of Oxford without alsc securing the deletion of Shakespeare. Now I
don't think this is at all necessary.

Let us look at the framework of the book. Ve have eight paragraphs in
which the name Shakespeare occurs in a totally undistinguished manner in a
long list. That is the form and the symmetry of the work. I don't find it
at all difficult to contemplate that in the comic list the Earl of Oxford is
put in without taking the name Shakespeare out in the rest of the book,
especially as the Earl of Oxford does not feature in the inserted list.

The inserted list is not about the business of equating Shakespeare
with anybody. It is about saying that there are certain works of
Shakespeare in circulation and that those works are sufficient already to
account for the appearance of that name in those long lists, but, by Jove,
there's a lot of other work from the same source, so let's get that fact
somehow on to the record. But what they're getting on to the record isn't a
removal of the mask over William Shakespeare.
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So it seems to me by no means necessary that whoever foisted that
passage in should have made it a condition imposed upon Francis Meres that
he should also remove Shakespeare wherever the name occurs and insert the
Earl of Oxford. I agree that it is a bit of a wild oat that the Earl of
Oxford occurs in that one place but I don't find it an unimaginable
occurence and I don't find it incompatible with allowing the name
Shakespeare to continue in the text of the supposititious famous passage.

QUESTION: Do you think Shakespeare wrote anything and if so what? You
quoted in the Meres passage a number of more or less minor and middle
degree authors. If you accept that people like Dekker were to some extent
bona fide writers, do you think Shakespeare was in that sort of category
and if so do you think we have any real Shakespeare surviving today? .

ANSVER: The name Shakespeare is certainly in the same category as the
other names which Meres included in his lists and that was a category of
authors and poets whose works were published with those names attached to
them. So that, in order to get Shakespeare in to those lists , it was only

necessary to refer to published works with the name Shakespeare on the
title page. -

I did , in the course of my paper, draw attention to the fact that
sufficient works with Shakespeare on the title-page had before 1598 been
published to account for all the occurrences in all the long and
undistinguished lists. So the occurence of Shakespeare's name in those long -
lists indicates no more than that Meres knew of bocks ( of the relative
sort ) which had Shakespeare's name on the title-page and so do we; such
books prior to 1598.

You combined with that a different question which I took to be another
form of Mark Twain's question, namely, did the man of Stratford write
anything at all? Now, I'm blessed if I know and there's nothing in nature
to have prevented him writing something.

But there is such a thing as Occam's razor. Now Occam's razor is a
logical principle for which I have the greatest respect because I invented
it, or rather reinvented it , before I knew that it had been invented by
Villiam of Occam. I used to call it the principle of the economy of
explanation and I had been shaving with it quite happily long befaore
somebody, who must have been an Oxford man, told me that it is Occan's
razor and introduced me to it as something which had existed since the
thirteenth century. Most things are earlier than we think. If Shakespeare is
a pseudonym, then we would need special and extra reasons for denying
pseudonymity to some of the contexts in which that name is used. Sa, in the
first place, we have Occam's razor.

But there is something else which haunts the back of my mind, which
militates against the proposition that William Shakespeare wrote half a
dozen plays and X wrote a dozen and a half plays and for whatever reasan,
when they were published, it was ensured that they were published under the
name Shakespeare. And this is the fact that nobody ever said, not during
the material period, “I met William Shakespeare". Ve are talking about a
period, the last decade of the sixteenth and the first decade of the
seventeenth century, for which memoirs and diaries of all kinds abound.
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Edward Alleyn, the actor-manager, kept diaries full of the names of,
and his encounters with, known dramatists and authors of the day. Now it
sticks in my mind as a worrying fact that in all those years in which
plays by Shakespeare were being staged, in which it was worth the while of
publishers to pirate and print and sell them, nobody ever happened to say,
sao far as we know, "I had & drink with Shakespeare." He is non-existant in
a scene peopled with the physical presence of the other persons who feature
in those lists, a scene in which the social contacts amongst those in the
relatively narrow world of the stage and of literature were the subject of
memoirs, writings, allusions, references. That, to me, is the reason why I
am prepared to let Occam's razor do its worst on your proposition.
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