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[:'213.:' ~H ss \IIm"burton. 
Hem? t!1un~:'3 -i'".,.. ,,0'1\" helDful r2i:'lv of ~l Sep-4;ember. I ','118 

e~r.er:inllv J:.leasc·d :·rHh 'lOUT 1:1 st of Edward III c t t at ions. for ,..td:--h I'ID 
p;r~2tl.,. otli;.z:ed. I'm r-athf'r puzzled by • inter-ceasimr,'. thmw;h. The ;,;old 
t';-• .3.t c cc ur-s >"vel'. 11"r'[i fro;;: th>E end of the London Lt brarv facsimile of t he 
159E. edH 10Tl. l./hlr:h I '.med for my own, t s 'intercession'. 

As to other cuot at ions: no doubt it depends what one mem,s, xnd 
of C·Jm~;0 ')'0:;.'r,:, ":·:;:~'rti:ns.l1r !-<.11 pl!~ceti to !mc·"" t he f act s of the case. 
But it wCluld b.::·,] J<;r8",t pit v, I think. if the explicit ':tSSUrDiJCeS contat ncd 
in the OED' s Jlt stor-tcu l Lnt r-oduct t on were now to ne modf.f Le.d. 

For S~':'''i.J yc:c:rc- :-,::;,'" I' ve D2::n c"j·'/ocat!nr:. 1n TIS and othi:!r 
articl~s: as ~ll as Yale TJ. P books. the d8tin~ of Shakespeare pl ayc bv 
their yeer of f t r s t pub l I c at ion; and I was certainl V heert ened to hear 
about the OED der:1i:icn yOU roent ~,CJn, But I fear it· s 51;01£4': t ~ cause no end 
of trouble. even with the helD of the most powerful computers. If I've 

tir19;ht. lunders t ccd t he r,,€~,. approech it means thut ,50nie 25 p avs 51'2 ,1C! Dr< 

tu be !'edd!;""d by SC'lW~ 5('(' "'~':'].r", ;:;11 t"'1] Q. 

Th",r; tt>ere ere the further problems posed by uncedainU.e,", 0f 
B.ttribnHon, Th1.1S the present (lED treats li&,; 159'1. MW''I'i 159[',. tiS 1':·'''9. nem 
1602. TLt., tllS. ;:'116. 3m::" Mn'.~. T~l!l. rc:" ':>.nr1 118 .. ~, pI C'IlS tv ShnkesPNlre• 
..lJl2rp~l: th'" Oxf or-d Shnl!oc?spearp editors 'Wells 611'1 Tnvlor S<W that the first 
four are memorial r econst r-uct.t ons by nc tors. and thE; lust el.~ht ",1"':­

co 11o'bor:i t i ve. 
If} recpnt t'imt's, those editor'S mnang others have n1.80 accept ed 

parts of Edward III. The Two Noble ;,inslnen una '::;~J Tn'.Jill'l:; Mm'", 
c.~i :H\the·ntJcnU.y ~~r,E\iU12p"'or~:m. Sn P'?r-h'H'3 SC;ti€ nf th"} ftr':'t citr:'ltt-::>ns ?OU 

kin~Jv sent rr~ ~~11 bA now ascribed to Shakespear€. 
As to Ironside. a t op I c to wiliet! r plan to return in E:iy",':ri 

book. I'd tE f,iO:;:t, xr:ot>::Lll Jl.f VC'''' c' k:fnti]v 13t ille' !mow thg evidl':nce. wnJ.ch 
I f~[u' I must have missed. for 81594. All the ar-zument s I've so far seen. 
or offered. over the last twent y veer-s, rel et.e to c. 1583. 

Fifli.\lly Uv:.:n~'E JflrFEl) 'Jchljf",r, or; whc·se Yc-rk J've made cout ous 
not e'; (t Co which of course vou'd be ent ire!'; welcome, J f t.hey're of (my 
Lnt er-est ) 1've never understood wilV anyone. least cf [111 fhl.: OEf; edU,.,l's. 
::JJ.H'ld 5:'C"'j,t t,ts ...i8'w~, a crLor f : :£ seem t o 1'0call for ey-ample that he was 
unable to .1ustifv h:l.!''t e s.sumpt.ton (p. 65) of a Rsnerol reliability rote of 
60'%, end thnt even his dedlu~ti:'e f;ob~rt Bu.<.:t.fif.:l.:i !;{ld H'lY"rvi:tt ~ or.s. '{ 
::;>•.:,1uld lit.v, ~tJ'Y"9:t':' U·",~ the. 1~~ !!I~ 11 inn "iLl P5 'Ij'()'" r' C; ~'='0d toeno1J)th 

lll€r-d 10'1. 1:C\rr>ful}y rr)'!'l.pi led 0'1 1.:: interestE,d readers fr()JB v '30'.lTCeS over z 
veurs .. wc,l.lld out.t..!('-=i;t(h thf: o()tnlDns or en 'V. 5i!.L;;~J..·~~ ~ .~}('\l~";r-( hJ;;pver ;,.lr~1-: 

in i' c'i~,;€d Dt' ir-Jt ~_ nt j :)r,,--:':I} I' ,""", ~_ i t"-,e j l" d'J:::-; ·~01J:""S(~ ..., ~:\ tH.1P,l.1 sh sc,me i- hDH;zh ~ 'S on 

th"?se pr"bl·~ms; I'md in th'3t rrmtext an outhoritutivf~ ~ul'l.nt.ifica.tioI1 of K. v 
and z {J.b\~ve ~mt1ld of COlJf":3'2' ba m.ost w-e lcolil€ f.\:l:j du:. ~i' D,·.:krLYw-} ·:::!.::':'-~_rt 

R.t,:·r:0~,'e.i t h·":r.k;M f.."n,i~' p:",nrj ~..J'i :t-.,::"":,] 



21 Oct::o~r 1999 

I'm much obliged for your letter of 18 ~tober. ! 

the Trons1n~ ~) rether than rely on the inferences of outside editors (Who 

In any e~ent. I trust there'll be no objection to my 

u,.urr./ _.- rrCJpos~ •~159~' 

... ... 
Yours sincerely 



32, Arundel Avenue, 
Sanderstead 

Surrey 
CR2 8BB 

25 October 1999 

Dear ~ss Warburton, 

I'm much obliged for your letter of 22 October. Of 

course I won't mention. if you'd rather I didn't. that you're proposing to 

accept and thus perpe~uate the date that Randall Martin wishes to assign to 

J;:dm~DiLJJ:.P-!16ic:f~. 

But I trust the same embargo doesn't apply to the 
I 

OED's own objective revision of its previous Shakespeare dating on lines I 

ventured to recommendiin a TLS article of 6 March 1992. I recall that John 

Simpson kindly wrote to me at the time. confirming that this would indeed 

be the new policy. 
... I've duly record@d this change in an article I'm ... 

currently contemplating, about the integrity of ~Q~c~.lI. If you'd like 

to see a preliminary draft of this piece, you'd be entirely welcome. 

Bes t wishes. 

YOUTS sincerely 

Eric Sems 



32 Arundel Avenue 
Sanderstead 
Surrey CR2 8BB 

27 October 1999 

Dear MlS6 Warburton. 
, 

I-m obliged for your prompt reply. I quite understand 

your wish to leave your adoption of Martinis "~1594' for Ironside 

unmentioned. But I fear I've already jumped the gun (not knowing that there 

WBS one) about your new rational Shakespeare dating policy, on which I 

think you're much to be congratulated. John Simpson imposed no such embargo 

when he freely told me about the OED's intention, in his very welcome and 

entirely unsolicited 1993 letter to me; so in my 1996 edition of Edward III 

<pp. 2, 71. 230. etc.> I felt able to mention. with approbation, that 

splendid d~marche, whi~h I had already ventured to recommend in a 1992 TLS ... 
article. ... ... 

But of course I'm very sorry if I was mistaken in my 

assumption that there was and is no secret about these intended 

adjustments. In any ev~nt I'd be happy to take into account any comments 

you may now have on the enclosed ~~~_JJJ_ piece (which I haven't 

submitted anywhere. as'yet); and 1"11 be very ready to consider any re­

drafting you deem necessary. or indeed any amendments to my Edward III 
t 

book. for a possible paperback re-isBue. I value my cordial relationship 

wi th the OED (as evide~ced by your Olom helpfulness in sending me the 
; 

relevant word-list>, which I trust hasn't been irreparably damaged by what. 

I now see. may be interpreted as an involuntary indiscretion on my part. 

Yours sincerely 

"""r·~··-, 

Eric Sams 



....
 

7 November 1999 

Dear Miss Warburton, 

Many thanks for your letter of 1 November. I'm glad 

you found something of interest in my draft essay, and I've duly amended it 

to take full account of the points you make. I was especially grateful for 

your helpful confirmation of John Simpson's assurance that the revised OED 

will date Shakespeare's work by its publication date, as opposed to 

conjact ure. 

I'. much looking forward to the new edition, which on 

the same factual basis will If. sure also find space, under the hAading.. .. .. 
'For1DS', for the further variant spellings found in manuscripts such as Sir 

Thomas More and Ironside, or 1n published texts of the same great period. 

In any event I wish you and your colleagues every success in this supremely 

worthwhile enterprise. 

Yours sincerely 



4. June 2000 

Dear Miss Warburton, 
You may recall my enquries about the vocabulary of 

!Ung,Jtc;l!l@.cd JJ.l; in reply, you were good enough to send me 6 conspectus, 
for which I was most grateful, of OED first citations. 

In the context of writing a sequel. again for Yale 
U. P.. to my R~!\J Sb{i.k!!.§P§Dl <1995. 211996). 1've recently been looking at 
Th~1)~·~~.~br9tr!£:1~_Jl1~.tQr~9f.JC:!..ll81gic, etc, which was first pubHshed in 
1605j and I find myself ogoin in need of sOlile gUidance about the OED's 
coverage of this play, which was Shakespeare's main source for his O~l 

great tragedy. May 1 trouble you again? I'm truly sorry to be such a 
nuisance. 

My Dltdn difficulty, 85 bef'ore, arises froII the OED 
dating. The loIOrd ' foppet' for example is dated 1605, wi th u r-ef~~rence to a 
volume called ~:I,)LQlLfltlYq <..79>. which I see menns S1x,Ol<l P.la-Y~LQJ1 

~j.<;;tt SJH~l<?-§~~r~,.fQY11g~Q.J:rL§LJ~g~gYfJ~Jorfll.ea!5W~ (and other old plays), 
1779, 1605 presumably relates to Letr.~.s publicotion year, But then 
'postulate' v . 1 from the same ploy is dated 1593 with the gloss H:t!'!,t Ktn.8. 
!,._t;~r (which I fear I can't find emong the sources) 1605D. And then 
, touchy'. again froll the same play. is back at 1605, with the source noted 
86 K:iI1g,j,.eir'. _.) ..PJ.1.\1g11j;!3r~ D, ~il:h I'm afraid I agel n can't find, or follow. 

Personally, I far prefer 1593. which wos presl~bly 

inserted on the ground that ~6t looks very like this same play was 
performed on 6 April 1594 and was hence already written In the previous 

~year. But not even 1593 makes it the 'old play' everyone says it is. On 
I\clear evidence. furthermore, it was a Oueen's pIny; ~ld the heyday of that 

company was the 15805. SO L~Jr:- might well be cnnd in my next book will be) 
doted c. 1587. 

- But if the OED adopted that d2ting, then much of Leir's 
vocabulary would reappear in canonical Shakespeare (with e,~. LLL. at 
present' 1588', duly reclassifie'd to tl later year); and some k~JL words, 
whenever they were written. seem to be omitted altogether. My prellminDry 
resul t e suggest some 20 words in the former category and heLf'va-rdozen in 
the latter. Perhaps you'd like 6 list in due cOUTee? 

Meanwhile you may like to note that if k~~L really is an 
'old ploy', then it preSUMably precedes CIDlon1cai Shakespeare, which 
accordlnR to the present OED begins c. 1588; 60 again c. 1587 seems a good 
year. Perhtsps I should add. t hough, that k~tc c. 1587 and ;([PfLsj<Jf? c. 1588 
are by the same dramatist, as the enclosed table see~3 to me to show. 

There's another point which I find significant (and no doubt 
1'va touched on this topic in earlier correspondence), on which you're sure 
to be completely vindicated; all that wretched nonsense about 'memorial 
r-econat r uct Lon bV actors', which, as your book--list makes clear. the OED 
has never accepted. is now. to ~y grent gratification. being increasingly 
rejected by the sume profession that has been absurdly nsserting it for the 
past eighty inglorious years. By the time your new edition appears, that 
bottle should at long last be won. I trust the some will apply to my sequel 
as well: I certainly plan to say so. . 

Best reRSrds and wishes, 

Your s 51 ncerel y 

http:Letr.~.s
mailto:Ung,Jtc;l!l@.cd


14 June 2000 

Dear Miss Warburton. 
Thanks for your usual helpful reply, YOLl wouldn't. I 

suppose. find it oo ss t b.le to be as kind about ~.eir as you ~!ere about EciWt1r.9. 
IIr, bv again letting me have a complete list of OED first citations? 

I'm not Bure. need I say. about the technicalities of 
putting OED online: it takes me all mv time to manege this ancient Amstrad 
(the proper place for which. our two Internet sons assure me. 1s on the 
AntiqqEsRoadpho\-.l). But I imagine that. the task will include subsuming all 
the Lgir entries under one dat.e. 

As to those entries. I'm sorry about 'D': I'd have 
been less baffled by e.g. 'D2r' or 'D3v'. As to the date. no doubt both the 
performances of Lelr took plaCe in April 1594 (as the Malone edition 
suggest s ». But I confess to some dif ficult y with t he idea of cit ing k§~T. as 
1605 Ci f I understand you arip;ht., when the text then published was written 
years earlier. 

I entirely agree with VOU, as I said in the TI",~. that 
this is the r.ight pl-uctice for canonical Shakespeare. because of the 
achoLar l v interest in those works. which seems to me well justified and in 
no way (paG., the Lat e JUrgen Schafer) exaggerated: thus the factual L._Qye'.? 
Labour's Lost 01 1598 1s r'm sure preferable to the purely speculative........__.... - ... . ..
 -
, 1588'. But isn't the-factual' bv 1594' better than 1605' for LeLr , by thef 

same criterion? And the position of plavs that remained unpublished seems 
even p.l e i.ner: thus' 15'J.t' for Ir-onsLde is f us t as unevidenced nOH 88 • 1588' 
ever was for LoY~'$ Lqp.oV.r'~J~q~t,. 

Best: of all. I'm sure You'd a~ree, would be;:; correct 
and dispassionate evaluation of stvle, No doubt Wells and Tavlor. whether 
in their O~fQrg_.;:;nAke§pe'3r~ or their Te:"!:dJql_(om'p~l)tQ.l). Io/i11 continue to 
rank as trustworthy authorities. unless they cun be disproved: and they and 
others are aure l v .1ust being reasonable in dat Inz l,etr c. 1590. Othendse 
it could hardly be the' old pLJY' that everyone calls it. bv '.311 'old 
dramatist' (nowadays notable rnaLnLv for his apparent acquiescence in the 
shameless plagiarism of his work perpetrated bv his O~TI Queen's colleague 
Shakespeare). Ever t t t t a 1587 for L~J[. ·..n.th IXQI).?i,j? written bv the same 
dramatist somewhat later. 1558, seems to me much more fact ue l than 
speculative: and Wells and Tavlor 8i<:ree about l.ii:LX. Thev don't yet know 
about my r.r..9I)~iqe evidence. which in mv present circumstances is likely to 
remain unpubl t ahed unt 11 The RealShqkespeare Part Two which I'm now 
preparing for submission to Yale U, p, 

For what. it' 8 I-J-::>rth. Co 1590 seems to sit quite 
comfortably with the Hamlet mention€d bv Nashe in 1589 and your own 
TrQl"lD..l§,?9ID~_ Rf3Jgl1 1591 (for which hNJeVer the OED doubl e-dat tng svs t em. 
unless I have misunderstood it. seems to divide into the first and second 
editions). 

Perhaps. while I'm writing. I may mention some 
possible perplexities about the canonical plavs? Presumably you'll now be 
dattn!') both The Comedy of Er rcr s and Toe T~ro.Gent11;1llJE)1 of VerqlJo, to their 
year of first print1n~. 1623; not' 1590' or '1591' rEspectivelY? It's true 
that plav8 with those titles seem to have eXisted by 1594 and 1598 
respecti~ely, but who knows what their t ext s act ue Ll v l,;ere? Citations from 
All's j.tlell. Antony, As.. You Like It. Cor-iolanus. <;:yrqp.eJtn!:? 1-3}Jl':nry.V:C 
HE;nry YUI. Iulj,Jj~ CJte.~§.r, Kina; J9hn, Mf'cbl:,th .. f\1eqf.Hn-e fpl-.f!leaSl.,Jre. The 
T~mll1E9f~bl:' Shr~~. The Tempas t. Timon of. Athens. end Twsl f t h Nt ght t<iill I 



_.
 

suppose ·315':, be allocated to 1623. f or similar reasons. I don't know how 
'1538' applies to L.9v§'§Lebqur:' s Lost 1598 or n.t.1.!§ A.rg!.rQnt<:.lJ.§ 1594-, 
'1592' to Rorjjgp.~nd.I1JUet 1597 and 1599. '1590' to Am3;l§.~~L_Nj.~I1.t·.~. 

Dream 1600. '1593' to Richard II 1597. '1594' to Ri.cl1~tL9.JJJ 1597, '1596' 
to The.M.€,lf!=Demtpf. V",nice, '1596' to The TamJ.ngof tb.~SI1.r.~w, '1597' to b. 
Lover ' s ~olllvli3illt. '1598' to M~r-:ryWiv~§, '1599' to Mv~tLAQ.P. '1600' to the 
Sonnet~ 1609, '1604' to Ot.heU9 1622. '1608' to Pe:r1<::1l:l;l 1609 or TLotl1,J.~ 

al}~ ..CJ:'~\?§.iq~ 1609. f 1616· to LtKr~~E:l. or '1619· to H~Jlr.Y.\l (unless this is 
the Pavier 03), The textual differences between Quarto and Folio printings 
will also need to be separatelY indicated as necessary. and (1 should have 
thought) passages from Edw?l.rd HI and SirT!:lornsJ?J1gr.§. dul v Tnc I uded. 

I trust too that your public rejection of the theories 
of 'memorial reconstruction' and of the Oxford editors' theories of 
'collaboration· (as I infer from your attribution to Shakespeare of his 
Folio plays, plus Pertcl~~, in all their various versions) will be duly 
maintained. especiall v at. the present time. when' memor-ial reconstruction' 
is being increasinglv reiected by the Shakespeare profession itself. 
If my own researches can be of any help in any of these vexed questions. 
please let me know. In any event. whoever is tacklin~ these taxin~ topics 
and tasks has all mv svmpathv. 

In the meantime I'll be verv ready to send vou mv own 
Lefr listings. 8S YOU ,.;ere good enough to suggest, as soon as they can be 
finalised. But I fear tha~ this mav take another month or so. in mv p~sent 

circumstances: mv wife had a stroke last year. alas. and i6 now bein~ cared 
for in a residential home. 



R April 2001 

DBar Jill ES Warbur ton. 

I'm venturinR to write to you, in view of our previous 

cnrrespondence. If need be. perhaps you'd be good enough to pass t hf.s 

letter on. In any event I trust you are well. 

I've been looking again at the noU.on <which seemA to 

me as fl,ctually unevf denced an it is prima facie absurd) that one 'George 

Wilkins' is a pertveut hor of pericles 1609. In that context 1 r ve been 

studying his Painful Adventures of Perides PrinGe of Tyre 1608 in the 1857 

edit ion. TIiSt 7'9 -page novella's vocabulary includes over 100 words not 

... fOlmd in the whole of Shakespeare-(Spevack J973): and many such words ... 
typify Wilkins's addiction to verbal nouns <QED vbl. sb.). I plan to 

dEscribe and exemplify that unfortunate condition in a sequel to my Real 

Shakespe~re. But meanwhile I thought that there might be some interest in 

the enclosed list of Wilkinsian words <with 1857 page references) which all 

seem to me to be some~~at perplexingly trp.ated in the present OEO volumes. 

Of course ~ny items in need of amendment are no doubt trivia. and in any 

event the faults if any may well be my own; if so. I'm sorry. 

Yours sincerely 

Eric Sams 


