
5 December 1985 

Dear f"i "'5. Cox t 

Hovr ag .. eea.ble to heiJ.r from you. I tJmst you are well and flourishing. 

I'll be happy to accept your kind lunch-and-look invitation. But I don't see how, 

even with the best will in the world, as well as about the best Will in the world, that'c 

going to help me, enjoyable thou&~ it's sure to be. Perhaps I've failed (th~ugh it's 
l 

not for want of tryi g) to make the tenor of my enquiry entirely clear. It'4 this; 

why is a public body. paid from publiGl,f funds, publicly proclaiming as gospel tr.uth 

what are, after all, juet your OWn private and personal opinions? Perhaps I should be 

writing to my MU'. , not the P.R.O? . . 
My' point is that if you are m1staken the whole world is being totally
 

mi6informed, by and on bepalf of the U.K. Goverment. In my "days as a Civil servart,
 
, 

we strove to obviate such·eventualities. And I think you might concede the po8~ibility 

•that you are mistaken, on the followh;g grounds: (:') nobody is ir'fallible (0) whl.\t you
 

assert as fact has never been said before by anyone (c) it stands in cO,uplde contra­


dicUon U) all known serious scholarship on the oUbj ct, including the authorities
 

cited in your own bibliography.
 

As you rray i!lfer from tht: enclosed press notice, which I hope may int -'rest 

you, al!h€Rfngs arguably appLy to some of myp own opinions. The difference is 

that the Government isn't paying for the~ to be published as if they were well~known 

facts. II- think. and shall contibue to com~in, that such practices ar;"outr<ilgeo~. 
rr­

/~,ya misuse of public money. Nothing personal, you understand j we all have to speak 

as we find. 

Corillal regards 

Yours oincerely 



• • 

I 

/ 
i 

j 

29 Ja.nuary 1986 

Dear !'irs. Cox '/ 

Thank you for an agreeable lunch and chat. It's at any rate a relief 

know that my total dissent from what you say, however vigorously and sharply 

expressa, :Lsn't go:ne; to be taken personally. we,both agr-e- , 1'1'; eur-e , that getti 

Shakes;peurean facto and arguments right is the paramount preoccupation. 

You wondered in the ~ of 11 October 1984 whether Be co~ld write 

own name , r wrol'e on 18 October to complain about such Baconianism, and to hope th. 

the forthooming handbook would be more judicious. Well ("'6 I sea it) it w¥n.t. 

On the contrary, it announced as 5elf~evident something that no one in the world 

except you and ene or two unnamed Bacondans (who are they1) has ever given a momen:-
credence to it: t he whole history of scholarship. Some art all of the six signatur, 

claims the cus t od fan of four of them, are unautheflbtt. I wrote and complained abo' 

this fantastic a8s~~tion, as 800n as I saw the handbook. Nothing happened for two 

months, an~ 1 b~d to send a reminder. 

At our meeting yesterday you. were kind enough to show' me the will 

5icg.na. tur-ee , I' In sure that i.t won't do 61.f"111y to omit all reference to the first 

Icf these , incidentally. There are plenty of goo rejroduct ions, in well known 

ecurcee , of tblit signature in an earlier and L"l re leg:ible 6 ate. 

You told me that you thought tose three signatures were probably 

.. genDine. But doesn't that make it rather hard to understand why you spend a whole 

., , 
··pago (}4) cieputing their;' authenticity'! 

aThe redson you give for doing 80 (33) is this: tit is obvious at 

glance' (though not to anyone else) 'that these'(exoept the last~ two will signatur 

'ai"e not the eignaturee of the same man', far the reason that the letters are not 

formed in the same way in each, and you have Il)~de an a priori rule that they have 

be, before they can pae6 muster .::.<5 the signatures of the same person, in your vied. 

For !bis private and personal theory ~no evidence at all is offered 

1'" ,glance at the will signatured shows that it is obviOUsly wrong. Those are, on an 

hypothesis, the signatures of the S3me rer60n. It was perfectly apparentJ to me 

-'{and.1 believe, to you )t~~,t their actual letter-forms are, in fact., different. 

;,F.;,r example. there are ..Matte quite different capital Ws, three Ss, three lIs, three 

!s,at least two ~s.two ~6, two ~s, two !S, three ls, two £6, two! !S, two ~6, 

All these differences are set out perfettly plainly, :l.n reasonably clear facsimiJ.e, 

,in E.B.Everitt's The Young ShakeEpea;'e (Plates I & II). Gn your own showing 

these cannot possibly be, and and the same time probably 3re, the signatures of one 

a.nd t.hA aarna nel"AOn. 



--
wheth 

re~son) 

r that same per-eon wa.s also a sick person is not reaU,y 

point surely is that if, as a matter of agreed fact, the same 
"ign with -'".:c 

~ee different letter-forms. then your theory i8 theBeb;y r.a.r .. .. 
".i:'_",', ~._ -., :~. 

As tc whether that person was Shakespeare, it is surely relevant 6 
~OQ" 

(though you don't give it a mameion) the 147-11ne speech in Sir Thomas ~e 

by massive and long-sbnding consensus is in hi shand. The clear and st-rtk 

fcatpre of that hand~~iting. which has not so far as I know been observed a 

is its habitual use of different letter-forms. The evidence fOr this waseet 0 
_ , cHaunde Thompson vin the 1923 §!!:1 sylilposium. He notes two different capital WS .. 

two ha, two ,2:15, two !,6, two !o t two !S, three !s, three !:s • two ~s, two ES 
i.e. the very difrerences observed in the will signatures. 

PcJ:"M.p6 it would be as ..(ell to ana Lyae the will itself, in vie,,: of the well-\' 

Kn010fn suggestion that it 1s holograph. On that question you say that it cannot be, " 

because it i~ unlike the signature6. Here yOU assume that the signatures are in fae' 

;:,hakespeare '6 'otherwise the ari~ument makes no sense), which yOU later dispute. You 

say also that snakeapear-e had legal knowledge, and ti&e tflRf ~il!onsists of a 

first draft and a second draft. You alGO aay that the handwriting is 'poobably' that ...._­ ~ 

of an ~.lIl'.lginary clark (6houldn't there be some IOOre samples of his worki p the 

Str~tford arohiv~l!'l, if ao?). But _w-ea!'l~~-e., if (as you also say) the will.. 
va.eI diotated to li':1iincie Collins, how did it come to be written down by an tmaginar 

clerk to whom it w~e not dictated? 

'Some &cholars have failed to recognise the problem' is ollinely a rather unusua 

way of s,tying that your approach is entirely uni.que am unprecodented among serious 

ach lars? One e~q;].~nation would be that the probler.1 is u.s imagin3.ry as th clark. 

o~ almmst ev~y page you use the argument: 1n deciding whether the observed 

pnenomena ar~ ~ (a) U8ual or (b) unusual, ve have to prefer (a), since otherwise 

it would be UDUI;U&l. At the same time (4) you say that although will-signatures 

forgerieF were 1988 common than authentic signah~re,. this is enough to cdll-
Shake8p~r~'E into question. But of course it isn't. 

~ow Vilny of the 55 wills ii: the Prerogative court are 'numerous ''I Ah$lut a 

quarter. yoU; 6clid. But that's not realll numerous, i5 it'? One would like to know 

the F.. chral figure, and he,., ,.,e know they are forgeries 1-
You say that if we must select one document as the best evidence of SiS hand, 

then tht, will has 'no better' claim than the rest. But; of course it has, for the 

ver:l re::ISon you have just given. Each one of those §igrJ.attmss has a far stronger 

claim to be thought genuine than you have any reason to dispute it. You will see that 

on p.10 your colleague affirll1G the deposition signature as genuine, which yOU are 

dd.speed to doubt or- dispute., as in the other cases , for (S0 far as any ordinary 

re~der. will be able to see) no reason at all except the ~ Priori insistence that 

p'.;ople have no business uS'1'.g. diffErent letter-forms for their signatures. But so far 

fr"Om being 'unthinkable' that Shakespeare varied his letter-forlns, there is in fact. 



• • 

for Whatever 

in his	 signatures ",,111 not I thick be found very compelling. 

;I> ile I'm about it, perhaps I migh· offer a <few further points
 

worth.
 

26 (mid-page): omission.
 

27 Shake epear-e '6 son was named Hamnet or Hamlet (alternative spellings of the 

same name. as in the variant forms 'chimne J ' and 'chimley' after Sadler 

who iB-~8s spelt Hamlet in the body of the will. The fact that 

Shakespe,.J.re' 8 son was called by the name somet imes spel t I Hamlet' Seems 

perhaps worth mentioning. 

Weren't the rings	 left to Heminges and Condell commemorative rather thanQon 
mounnf.ng? I me n. they wet'en' t suppeed to burst into tears or w....jIIJ-Iil!A!t- a black 

arm-band every time they looked At the their rings? But perhaps they were to 

be reminded about the First Folio. 

3j	 I wonder what the Guildhall and the British Library people thir~ about the 

authehbicity of their signatures? Would they agree that what they're 

so carefully conserving are very likely just I~l;~h3~s, w4~!it-"J.t.!i!fI---a!4;.· 

ae ,hoved by their different letter-forms? M-~M-plRQ going to label 

its own exhibits thus? Is the F.R.O.? 

33 'calligraphy' surely means beautiful writing, deliberate penmanship? 

It's no use knoctilng the a.n~i-Stratford4&ns. You have greatly forwa.rded 

theu" cause. If, as a fact, the signatures are not those of the lSiJ.me 

man, then there must be some extraordinary Shakespeare mystery, which may 

well have eome equally mysterious explanation. That's surely a sight more 

sensible than the unsupported opinion of Jenkinson in 1922. Wmthin three lines 

that opinion has somehow become a 'pr.tactice', and used as a basis for 

r	 discrediting the signatures, indeed Shakespeare is ima5inat1vely kidnapped 

and bundled away out of London, fOr no reason at all. This is a whole 

page of what everyone can see is baseless epecukab ' on, w: ch I hay to say 

reads to me like obvious nonsense. 

You may not agree about that. But I wonder whether you may not think, 

as I do, 'hat there is something to b.. said for a recall. reconsidero,tion and 

recasting of this Govermment document? I'm sure, as I began by sdying, 

that we're both keen on getting the record straight about Shakespe,re. 



If, after this, we're still (as I hope) on speall:inc; and metting, as well, 

writing, terms , there are some rather grandiose plans and PTojects I'd welcome 

a. chance of discussing with you. 

First, there's the idea, which I recall you appro¥ed of, and indeud 

(I think) mobted, of a joint exhibition of actual or putative 

Shakespeare handwriting, to aasmmble in one place for pUblic and scholarly 

scrutiny ~~lsix siGnatures. And why not the.so..rcalled seventh, in the Folger
10SC:E1beC1 

And the Bodliian initiall~d Ovid, and the BL!Montaigne, and some of the 

items recently credd.t ed fo Shakespeare in Charles Hamilton '5 new book, (Harcour' 

Brace) In Seerch of ShakesEeare: A Reconnaissance onto th~ Poet's Life and Hand­

writinga And a selection of relevant 1t~ems from stratford, a la recherche du 

lawyer's clerk perdu, and the Dering MS of Henry IV, and eilen (unless this 

goes tQ.o far) the BL MS of Edmund Ironside? • 

And then what one needs is a conference at eolloquium of experts and 

commentators world-wide. rburself, Cb!irles Hamilton, Dieter ~;champ in Germany, 

l~ti Fox, and others. Great pUblicity for the PRO; I'd offer to be ~ l~ man, 

60 to apeak, myself. And such a putsch is exactly what :3hakespeaee schOlarship 

needs at the moment. I bet funds could be cound for it, too. Gary Taylor 

could read ri s poem. It would all be great fun. 

Do you think that eome or any of these modeet proposals would stand a 

chance of success, or would at least be worth consulting the Direcbtw at Keeper 

about ? 

hest re«grds; sorry to be 9. nuisance, and worse, 

yours sincerely 
(' 

\-r" ,':,~v'''''''''
..,......./.,..-v- ­

.__..r 

(note the seven vclriant letter-fol'ms) 



5 March 1986 

Dear Mrs. Cox, 

1 wonder whether you'd had a chance of condidering my letter of 

29 January? But no doubt YO\Jl' silence might also indicate dissent. 

As perhaps you've seen, Charles HamUton may well also be gunning 

far yo r Chapter' IV, since his new book In Se:.u-ch 01' Shakespeare 1s founded. on 

the authenti~ity of the signatures. He has some tacl5imUea which might interest 

yeu, showing the utterly and f'Q11tastically different ways in which Napoleon, 

arid John F. Kennedy, and Richard Nixon, twach wrote their own signatures. 

Much of HamUton is (I'm sure you'd &~ee with me about th1Ca at least
• 

rather dotty. But he ra4ses one interesting point among othersi why does everyone 

seem to say that John Combe's will is somehow conneoted vUh Shakespeare's via 

Collins and. his clerk'? I thought it might perhaps be because the Latin exordium 

of each does rather seem to be in the same hand, to my admittedly inexpert eye. 

I thOUght too that I might venture to ask your opinion in that matter. If you felt 

(but why should you?) huaane and forgiving enough to let me have a photocopy 

of the Combe first page I'd be grateful, though still of course implacable. 

Are you interested in the fortunes of Edmund Ironside? As I 

predicted, the lay reviewers are pt"o and the academics con, 80 tar. But r'm 

battling back, e.g. in the current issue of' the London Review or Books. 

Corllial regards, 

yours 



15	 September 1986 

Dear Mrs Cox , 

I wonder <1 whether you'd Y4lt had a chance of' considering my letters of 29 

January and 5 t:"iarch? ancl eTen perhapd looking at Charles Ha,,,iUon's becent book on 

Lihakespaare's Landwriting? 

I was sorry you couldn't spare a photocopy sample of John Combets will. 

thought you might be interested in some recent developments following 

further correspondence between Charles Hamilton. Levi Fox and myself. 

Your published study of the will concedes that it may be holograph, however 

_tlusual that might be" Charles Hamilton is sure it is holograph, and further that it is in 

the same hand as the Stratford 1605 tithes indenture, and further that this hand also wrote 

Edmund Ironsi~e (ani indeed the Southampton letter about which you may recall writing to the 

•	 Observer in response to my identification at: that as in Shakeepe.:.<re's handwriting). I Q1'1closl 

hie latest oomparisons. There is flAM...- more work in progreS6. 

I nClte that already in 1915 F.C.Wel18tood at the Stratford Birthplace had 

made some careful comparHone which. he claimed. established that the will and th~ 1605 
lUii=•• were without doubt in the same hand. I.B.Evditt in 1954 had already identified 

the.... hand with that of Edmund Ironside. and hence the will. Hamilton was \l1'LlIWare 0 
• ~ , __• u,,-- .._,-r..~·i'-'''''''''''.	 I I 

al3.Y of this. he just ordered a photocopy of ~ronside from the British Library as a work tha' 

had been attr;buted to ShP..l<espeare, and recognised the wri.ting at a gance. 

In his book , Charles Hamilton mus a poiat which etruok me as 80 .elf ­

f>-)dentll1 relevant and p."iua facie 80 readily .,eritiable that I thought I'd .,eAture to )'O\l 

consult JOu and other experts About it. He 88.18 that in ,4 _litet1mds texperieDce the II~ 

'by me' on a seventeenth centUr, documtat aAuaUy a-an. .t'quite e i q1J. 'in D'f1 own hand'.-But no doubt you know ot counte1"-iMtaac8e. 

Your oomments would came .,err a poopoe, my edit ion of Ironside is to be 

reissued in paperback later this month, and it'. clear (e.g. trom the recent Guardian repozot 

that some further attention may be jie1d to the whole handwriting question. with epecial 

reference to the wiU text and signatUI'es. 

Best regards, 

yours,-- r: 
\. 

......,,~........,
J:>--~ c. 


