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PREFACE
HE general scope and purpose of this volume are set
forth in the Introduction, and these prefatory words
aretherefore chiefly by way of acknowledgement.

Seven ofthechapters are based, with considerablerevision
and enlargement,on contributionsto periodicals,and | have
to thank the respective editors for permission to republish
them in their present form.

Chaptersil and V1l are expansions of articles in The Fort-
nightly Review, and chapter V of an article in The Library.
Chapter IV appeared in The Contemporary Review, and chap-
ters VIII, IX, and X1 in The Times Literary Supplement but
in every case these have been revised to bring the various
sections of the volume into closer relation.

Chapters I, I1I, VI and X are new, except that in Il
| have'lifted/ with the consent of Sir Israel Gollancz, afew
passages from my contribution to The Book of Homage to
Shakespeare.

| wish also to repeat my thanks to those who in various
ways have helped or facilitated my investigations. Dr R.L.
Poole alowed me to examine some of the documents in the
Oxford University archives, and to reproduce in facsimile
an extract from the Vice-Chancellors' accounts. The Town
Clerk of Oxford made arrangements for me to inspect the
accounts of the City Chamberlains, and to reproduce in fac-
similean extract from them.

Mr C. H. Wilkinson permitted me to collate the manu-
script of The Cheats in Worcester College library, and drew
my attention to the library's unrecorded set of Shakespear-
ean quartos.

Mr William Forster, C.I.E., allowed me to make extracts
from minute-books of the East India Company and some
of the logs of early voyages preserved at the India Office.
He was aso the first to identify "W.M.', author of The
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PREFACE
Lanchinge ofthe Mary, as Walter Mountfort. Miss E. M.
Thompson transcribed the manuscript of the play.

Two observations of a more personal kind may be added.
In attempting to trace the relations between the University
and the professional stage, from the time of Shakespeare
downwards, | have felt my interest quickened by the events
of my undergraduate days at Baliol. It was then, when
Benjamin Jowett, Master of Balliol, was Vice-Chancellor,
that the attitude of the academic authorities towards the
professional theatre went through a momentous change.
The significance of that change cannot be fully appreciated
unless we follow the story back to the Elizabethan period.
And now that theatrical art promises to be brought into
closer contact with University studies, the chronicle of their
unhappy estrangement may not be without its use.

In other chapters of this book 1 have been labouring,
though on somewhat different lines, in afield where A. H.
Bullen led theway. It istherefore, | hope, not unfitting that
the volume should bear on its title-page the imprint of the
Shakespeare Head Press. | venture to offer it as a modest
wreath to the memory of the great Elizabethan scholar and
man of letterswho was the founder of that Press in the town
of Shakespeare's birth. He would, 1 think, have welcomed
in thisyear that marks the tercentenary of the publication of
the First Folio any side-lights thrown by a study ofEgerton
MS. 1994—our chief manuscripv volume of'old plays—
upon the problem of Shakespeare's 'papers' and their rela
tion to the early printed texts.

February, 1923. F. S. B.
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SHAKESPEARE AND
THE UNIVERSITIES

"CHAPTERI. INTRODUCTION

HIS volume deals with aspects of Elizabethan drama
| and theatrical history, if the term 'Elizabethan’ be
allowed to cover not only the period till the close of the
playhousesin 1642, but the earlier years of the Restoration,
when the influences from the great age were still living.
The individual chapters, while ranging over a variety of
subjects within these limits, are intended to have a general
inter-relation. They illustrate, for the most part, the influ-
ence on the presentation by professional actors of stage-
plays in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries of two
external bodies—the Universities and the Office of the
Revels. The former kept the theatrical companies at arm's
length; thelatter watched themwithacritical and suspicious
eye. From the consideration of their procedure some other
more or lessallied subjects have come up for discussion.

It needs an effort now to realize the traditional attitude
of Oxford and Cambridge towards Shakespeare, whether
on the stage or in the study, for some 250 years. During
the past half-century we have seen the two Universities
united in doing him honour. It was Cambridge that took
the lead when in 1863 two of her representative scholars,
W. G. Clark and W. Aldis Wright, began the publication
of a nine volume variorum edition of the dramatist's works,
based upon a collation of the folios and quartos. Since then
Shakespearean research has been increasingly occupied
with the problem of the provenance of the copy for the
earliest printed texts. 'The New Cambridge Shakespeare,'

b |



SHAKESPEARE & THE UNIVERSITIES

of which the first three volumes appeared in 1921, seeks in
the light of the most recent investigations to furnish atext
reproducing, as far as possible, what was written by the
dramatist in his own 'papers.’ '

The original Cambridge editors in 1868 issued the
first of the 'Clarendon Press' series of single Shakespear-
ean plays, which, though published at Oxford, were
typical of the scholarship of the sister University. The one-
volume 'Oxford' Shakespeare, published in 1894, was
edited by W. J. Craig, an alumnus of Trinity College,
Dublin, which has to its credit so much valuable work on
the dramatist.

In the present century scholars either officially con-
nected with Oxford, or publishing through the Univer-
sity Press, have contributed to every branch of Shake-
spearean investigation. Sir Sidney Lee's facsimile of the
first folio (1902) and his census of the existing copieswere
followed by his facsimiles of the Poems and of Pericles,
and by Miss H. Bartlett's and Mr A. W. Pollard's census
of the quartos. With these may be classed Mr Falconer
Madan's monograph on ‘the original Bodleian copy of
thefirst folio." Sir Walter Raleigh's volume in the 'English
Men of Letters series, and Dr A, C. Bradley's Shake-
spearean Tragedy and Oxford Lectures on Poetry have en-
riched Shakespearean criticism. Mr Percy Simpson's
Shakespearian Punctuation, Mr C. T. Onions' Shakespeare
Glossary, and Sir G. Maunde Thompson's Shakespeare's
Handwriting are important specialist monographs. The
tercentenary year saw the publication of the two collections,
Shakespeare's England and The Book of Homage to Shake-
speare, with contributions from many experts, and of the
Catalogue of the Shakespeare Exhibition held in the Bod-
leian Library.

2



INTRODUCTION

Shakespeare's works are now part of the officialy
recognized syllabus for the Oxford 'School' of English
Language and Literature and the Cambridge English
Tripos. Lectures upon them and upon the Elizabethan
drama generally are included in the academic schemes of
study.

The academic stage aso has played its part. While the
revivals by University amateurs at Cambridge have been
chiefly of classical dramas, Oxford has been the scene,
since 1883, of a remarkable series of performances of
Shakespearean plays. And there are indications that before
long the art of the Theatre, in its technical aswell asin its
literary aspect, may get academic recognition in England
as it has already done in America.

It seems therefore at first sight incredible that for gene-
rations the predominant attitude of the University author-
itiestowards Shakespeare and other professional actors and
their plays was one of hostility or of contempt. A misinter-
pretation of the statement on thetitle-page of thefirst quarto
ofHanvetthat the play had been performed in the two Uni-
versities of Cambridge and Oxford, has fostered the false
impression that Elizabethan Vice-Chancellors and Proc-
torslooked upon the performances of travel ling companies
with a benignant eye. But recent investigation has shown
that even the influential section of academic opinion that
favoured acting by the scholars in college halls was hostile
to touring players who performed for hire. These players,
therefore, on their visits to Oxford and Cambridge had to
appear under the auspices of the civic authorities. In Chap-
ter ii of this book, | have tried to trace the dealings of
Oxford Vice-Chancellors with professional actors during
three centuries—from 1587-8, when the Earl of Leces
ter's company, of which Shakespeare may already have

3



SHAKESPEARE & THE UNIVERSITIES

been a member, was paid to go away from the University,
till 1886, when the wheel came full circle, and Benjamin
Jowett invited Henry Irving to lecture in the New Schools
and officially attended his address on four great Shake-
spearean actors.

It was not only on the stage that Shakespeare's plays,
by a strange perversion of Renaissance humanism, were
taboo to some of its leading representatives at Oxford.
When Sir Thomas Bodley founded his great library in
1602, he scornfully dismissed plays as' baggage-books.
It was only under the terms of a general agreement with
the Stationers' Company that a copy of thefirst folio found
its way to the Bodleian shelves. The second folio does not
appear to have been received, and when the third, con-
taining the additional Shakespeare'apocrypha,'reached the
library, the Curators sold for a song their original copy of
thefirst folio with other superfluous books.

How is it then that Oxford and Cambridge, especially the
former, have become the owners of such rich Shakespear-
ean treasures? | have tried in Chapter iii, taking advan-
tage of the results of recent bibliographical research, to
show how this has happened. It has not been due to any
keen interest on the part of either the Universitiesor of the
Colleges in Shakespearean study, but to the benefactions
of individuals, especidly Edward Capdl and Edmund
Malone. The latter's magnificent bequest to the Bodleian
was a remarkable windfall at a time (1821) when neither
the publications of the University Press, the lectures from
the Chair of Poetry, nor the writings of Oxford scholars
showed any particular concern with the dramatist. In the
previous two centuries academic opinion on his merits had

! L atei Vice-Chancellorshavefollowed in Jowett'sfootsteps, though they havevetoed
the performance of HindleWakesin 1913, and of the Grand Guignol playsin the present

year (1922).
4



INTRODUCTION

fluctuated, and contributions to the study of his life and
writings from within the Universities had been curiously
fitful, though some of them had been” of first-rate value. |
have tried to trace the varying phases of the academic
attitudetill thepublication of Keble'sLatin Praelectionesas
professor of Poetry, which are the fine swan-song of
Renaissance humanism in Oxford.

The Universities were concerned with Shakespeare's
plays in print or as acted on the stage. The Office of the
Revels had to do with them in an earlier state when they
were submitted in manuscript to the Master for his
approval. Those precious unblotted papers have vanished,
with the doubtful exception of the three leaves in Sr
Thomas More, which some palaeographers of the highest
repute have identified as Shakespeare's script. Whatever
view may be taken on this matter, it is evident that for any
general conclusions on the treatment of Shakespeare's
manuscripts by the Censor, and the uses to which they
were afterwards put, we must fall back on analogy.

The number of extant manuscripts of Elizabethan
plays written for professional performance is compara-
tively small, but larger than was once believed. The pro-
blems arising out of the composite manuscript of Sr
Thomas More are so many and difficult that for the present
purpose it may be left out of account except in so far that
at least the original draft in Anthony Munday's hand was
submitted to the Master of the Revels, Edmund Tilney,
probably about 1596, and sent back with a peremptory
marginal direction for drastic revision.! The probably

! Dr W.W.Gregisundoubtedly right when hestatesin theintroductionto his edition of
Sir ThomasMorein theMalone Society Reprintsthat itisan error tosuppose'that alter a-
tions and substitutions now found in the manuscript are the result of an attempt to
comply with the censor's demands.' His detailed proofs of this(pp. xiv-v) are cogent, and

5
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somewhat earlier play in Munday's autograph John a
Kent and John a Comber contains no internal evidence of
itsstage-history. Tilney's successor. Sir George Buc, wrote
on October 11, 1611, his licence for public performance
with the prescribed 'reformations' at the end of the manu-
script of The SecondMaiden s Tragedy. Thesereformations,
some in Buc's own hand, some probably adopted at his
instance, are visible in the manuscript.* Other corrections
of a purely literary character, are probably due to the
author, the manuscript itself being the work of a scribe.
After its endorsement by the Censor, it was evidently used
as a playhouse copy, for there are additional stage-direc-
tions in the prompter's hand, including the names of two
of the actors, Richard Robinson, a boy who played a
woman's part, and 'Mr. Gough," both members of the
King's Company. The extant manuscript of Sr John
van Olden Barnevelt (1619), ascribed by Bullen to Fet-
cher and Massinger, also evidently passed through Buc's
hands, for it contains a marginal note (f. 5b), 'l like not
this: neith” do | think that the pr[ince] was thus dis-
gracefully vsed, besides he is to much presented. G.B.' A
line is drawn opposite about twenty of the offending lines,
indicating that they should be omitted. In many other
places a similar line has been drawn, or a cross has been
placed in the margin by Buc, and a large number of
changes and del etions have been'made. The copy wasthen
handed over to the prompter, who added many stage-
ae, in mY opinion, not invalidated by the attempt of MrW.J Lawrence ( TimesLittrary

SW |ement, July 1 192,02 to date the play back to 1589, when the authority of the Master
of the Revels wasless firmly established than later.

On the other hand | agree with Mr Lawrence that itisonly in a prompt copy that the
name of T. Goodal, the actor of the insignificant part of a messenger, could be found. |
believe, therefore, that the play was acted, though with considerable deviations from the
form m which it has been preserved.

!See Dr Greg's introduction (pp.x-xi) to his edition of the play in the Malone Society's
Reprints.
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directions, including the names of the actors of various
parts, where they entered. Amongst them are Robinson®
and Gough, who had appeared in The Second Maiden s
Tragedy.

Sir George Buc's successor as Master was Sir John
Astley, but after holding office for little over ayear, May,
1662, to July 20, 1623, he sold his rights to Henry
Herbert, who was knighted a month later. The earliest
extant play endorsed with his licence is Massinger's auto-
graph manuscript of Believe asyou List, which Herbert
sanctioned for performance on May 6, 1631. It was a re-
vised version of a play that he had refused to license in
January, ' because it did contain dangerous matter.”? The
manuscript was used as a prompt copy, and contains un-
usually full notes of the actors' names and directions by the
manager, eg., f. 18", 'Gascoine and Hubert below: ready
to open the Trap doore for Mr Taylor," and f. 20", 'Harry
Willson: & Boy ready for the song at y° Arras.’

It would be interesting to know if The Welsh Embassa-
dor, recently edited from a manuscript in the Cardiff Pub-
lic Library, and apparently dating from about 1623," was
submitted to Herbert. If s0, he was less sensitive about
jests at Wales and Welshmen than be hecame in his old
age, when he had to deal with TheCheats.* The only pass-
ages marked for omission, in thelast scene, do not seem to
be such as the Censor would have noted. The frequent
marginal warnings to the various characters to 'bee redy"
indicate that the manuscript was intended for playhouse
purposes, but these entries seem to be in the same hand as

! Heisevidently the 'Mr Rob' whose name is entered in the margin at the beginning
of Act i, in and elsewhere, though Bullen did not identify him in his edition in Old
Engglish Plays, vol. 1. ' See below, Chap. ix.

Sec theintroduction (p. v) to Prof. Littledale and Dr Gteg's edition of the play (1921
inthe Malone Society Reprints. “ See below, Chap. xI.
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the text, and no actors names appear. It is therefore not
certain, though probable, that the piece was performed.

The manuscripts hitherto mentioned have all come to
light separately, at different times and in various quarters.
But since 1865 there has been lying at the British Museum
a bound volume of fifteen manuscript plays (MS. Eger-
ton 1994). Probably,as Sir George Warner first suggested,
this collection of plays was bequeathed to Dulwich Cal-
lege by the actor, William Cartwright the younger, to-
wards the end of the seventeenth century. In Chapter v of
this volume | have sought to support this view from in-
ternal evidence, and to show the importance of the collec-
tion in any discussion of the provenance of the printed
texts of Shakespeare or other Elizabethan dramatists.
A. H, Bullen, as al students of the period know, printed
four plays from this Egerton MS. between 1883 and 1885,
Dicke of Devonshire, The Lady Mother, The Distracted Em-
peror and The Captives. Of these the third, under the more
convenient title, Charlemagne, has been re-edited in 1920
by Professor Schoell of Chicago, and The Captivesin 1921
by Professor Judson of Texas. Another play from the
manuscript, which he entitled A Tragedy of King Richard
the Second, was printed in avery limited edition by Halli-
well-Phillipps in 1870, and reprinted from the manuscript
by Professor Wolfgang Keller in 1899 in the Jahrbuch of
the German Shakespeare Society.

Bullen and the other editors have been mainly con-
cerned with the literary and linguistic features of the in-
dividual plays, and with questions of their authorship and
source. They have given little or no attention to the inter-
relation of plays in the collection, or to their value as docu-
ments for stage history. In Chapter v | have attempted to
ded with these aspects. Seven of the manuscripts, at any

8
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rate, The Captives, EdmondIronside, Charlemagne, Thomas
of Woodstock (the play hitherto called Richard II\ The
Lady Mother, The Two Noble Ladies and The Lanchinge of
the Mary, are playhouse copies. They contain marginal
stage-directions added in other hands than those of the
original scribes, and four of them supply the names of the
actors of minor parts. The manuscript of The Lady Mother
has at the end the autograph licence of William Blagrave,
Sir Henry Herbert's deputy; and The Lanchinge of the
Mary has Herbert's own licence, with strict injunctions
that all'reformations' be observed. In Chapter ix | have
shown how extensive these 'reformations’ were, and how
they were carried out. Fortunately it has been possible to
prove by comparison with another document in the hand
of Walter Mountfort, author of The Lanchinge of the Mary,
that the manuscript is written by himself. We have thus
here an unquestionabl e copy of a play in the author's auto-
graph submitted to the Master of the Revels, censured by
him, altered to meet his requirements and used, as mar-
ginal annotations show, as a prompt copy. The last leaf of
Thomas of Woodstock is missing, but there is strong reason
for the view that it is the copy licensed by the Censor with
the necessary 'reformations, and afterwards used for play-
house purposes.

Another smaller collection of manuscript plays, five in
number, has recently ccftne into notice in the library of
Worcester College, Oxford. It includes the copy of John
Wilson's comedy, The Cheats, which was submitted to
Herbert in his second period of office after the Restora-
tion, licensed by him subject to numerous alterations on
March 6, 1662, and thereafter used as a prompt copy. An
account of the manuscript and of its importance in stage-
history is given in Chapter xi,

9
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Thus the corpus of extant manuscripts of Elizabethan
plays (in the sense already defined) belonging to profes
sional companies seems to number about thirty." It would
be unsafe to generalize too confidently on thisbasis. But on
the whole the evidence is in favour of Mr A. W. Pollard's
contention that theatrical companies made a very economi-
ca use of their manuscripts, and turned one copy to as
many purposes as possible. Massinger's Believe asyou List
and Mountfort's Lanchinge of the Mary, and most prob-
ably Wilson's The Cheats, are in their author's autographs,
have the Censor's endorsement, and were used as prompt
copies. Thomas of Woodstock makes the impression of be-
longing to the same class. Sr Thomas More was evidently
submitted to the Master of the Revels in the autograph
copy which was prepared for use by the prompter,whether
it was finally acted or not. The Second Maiden's Tragedy, Sr
John van Olden Barnevelt and The Lady Mother are appar-
ently not autograph, but after being endorsed by the Cen-
sor they were used as prompt copies. Whether or not the
copy of Heywood's Captives was that submitted to Her-
bert when he licensed the play, it appears to be in his
autograph, and it was used as a prompt copy. Edmond
Ironside, Charlemagne and The Two Noble Ladies were
turned to the same use, though there is not sufficient
internal evidenceto show whether they are autographor not.

When | began my examination of Egerton MS. 1994,1
was unaware of the conclusions to which Mr Pollard was
being led through his investigation of the problems of the
transmission of Shakespeare's text. | was, to tell the truth,
not thinking of Shakespeare at al, but seeking to explore
somewhat further in the field of 'old plays where Bullen

! There arc, of course, aconsiderable number of manuscripts of pl.iys privately acted»

like Ben Jonson's Masques, The Twelfth Nights Revels and The Masque of Queens (the
latter of whichisautogiaph),anddramaspel toimedattheUniversities.

10
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had blazed atrail. But the results at which | have arrived,
imperfect though they be, go a good way to support the
attractive thesis that some at least of the texts of Shake-
speare's plays in the 'good' quartos and in the first folio
are .printed direct from his autograph. Mr Pollard" lays
stress on the statement by Heminge and Condelh'His
mind and heart went together: And what he thought he
vttered with that easinesse, that we haue scarce receiued
from him a blot on his papers/ He points out that 'the
absence of blots from a scrivener's copy would prove noth-
ing at all; therefore the papers must have been autograph.’

It need not be assumed that all the plays were printed
from these unblotted papers. If we want to visualize the
materials on which Heminge and Condell laid pious hands,
we cannot do better than turn over the leaves of Egerton
MS. 1994. It istrue that we have here the work not of one
dramatist but of many, but the plays were part of the
stock-in-trade of the Revels and other companies before
they came, as is highly probable, into the younger Cart-
wright's hands. Here they are with the signs of theatrical
wear and tear on them, some autograph, other fair copies
by scriveners, 'reformed’ in obedience to the Censor, and
annotated by the prompter for his own purposes. No one
looking at them can be surprised that the names of actors
instead of the parts they played got occasionally into the
Shakespeare quartos or the folio, or that some of the
prompters curt directions became perpetuated by the
printers.? Still less will there be need to explain why the
deposition scene in Richard Il was omitted from the
quartos published during Elizabeth's lifetime. The Mas-
ters of the Revels did not trouble in the least about the
morality of the plays submitted to them. But they were
quick to scent danger in allusions to affairs of Church or

! Shakespeare's Fight -with the Pirates, pp. 61-4. 2 See below, Chap. v.

11
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State. This finds convincing illustration in Herbert's
treatment of the manuscripts of The Lanchinge of the Mary
(Chapter ix) and of The Cheats (Chapter xi).

Apart from their bearing on the questions of. stage-
censorship and transmission of text, some of the less
known plays in Egerton MS. 1994 are of interest in other
ways. Thus Edmond Ironside, of which | have given an
account in Chapter vi, is one of the few Elizabethan
chronicle-histories dealing with an Anglo-Saxon hero, in-
stead of a legendary British king, a Lear or a Cymbeline.
Thomas of Woodstock is one of the group of dramas founded
on episodes in the reign of Richard I, and its chronologi-
ca relation to Shakespeare's play presents, as | have tried
to show in Chapter vii, a puzzling problem. Over The
Lanchinge of the Mary, oddly inspired by a treatise on
economics, lowers the shadow of 'the dismal science,' as
yet in its infancy. But its contemporary echoes of the fedl-
ing produced by the Dutch outrage at Amboyna (Chapter
ix) and its sketches of the 'grass-widows of the East
India Company's servants (Chapter x) redeem it in part
from dulness.

The East Indies do not loom large in Elizabethan
drama. The cry was still mainly "'Westward Ho!" When
Shakespeare deserted the Mediterranean and laid his scene
in an enchanted island, it was within hail of 'the still vext
Bermoothes.' It is, therefore, of no slight interest that the
manuscript of The Lanchinge of the Mary was written by an
East Indian official during his return voyage on one of the
Company's ships. Hence it has seemed worth while to
follow in Chapter viii the adventurous career of this
strange recruit to the army of Elizabethan dramatists, as it
is unfolded in the records of the Company now preserved
at the India Office.

12
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Among those archives there are dso some of the early
logs of the Company's ships. Captain Keeling's log of the
voydge of The Dragon in 1607-8 is now unfortunately
missing except for the first leaf. It was this log, according
to Thomas Rundall, writingin 1849, that contained the re-
markable entries about performances of Hamlet and
Richard Il on the ship when she was lying off the West
African coast. The entries have too lightly been de-
nounced as forgeries. In Chapter iv | have st forth the
evidence in favour of their authenticity. Unless by some
unlocked for miracle the missing log were to be recovered,
the proof cannot be complete. But at the worst one is
amost tempted to say that Rundall was splendide mendax.
The entries open up an alluring vista. The scene of Hamlet
is laid on the shores of the northern sea across which the
forefathers of the English race sped in their longships to
their new island home. Richard Il contains Shakespeare's
ringing panegyric on that island home as

_ _ This little world,
This precious stone set in the silver sea

With the dawn of the seventeenth century a new epoch
was opening, wherein the sea-girt island was to become the
mother of a far-flung empire. It was such adventurous
voyagers as Keeling, such weather-beaten craft as The
Dragon” that al unknowing bore with them these majestic
fortunes. What more fitting than that they should have
carried into uncharted seas, which were to become the
familiar highway of their countrymen, the plays of the
dramatist who was to prove one of the strongest bonds of
empire? Thus the performance of Hamlet on shipboard
before a Portuguese-speaking negro may be taken as the
presage of Shakespeare's dominion over men of every
tongue and race.

*3



CHAPTER 11
'HAMLET'" AT OXFORD: AND THE VISITS
OF THE TRAVELLING COMPANIES

N E of the many unique features connected with

Hamlet, as every Elizabethan student knows, is that it
is the only play of Shakespeare for which there is contem-
porary evidence that it was acted at Oxford and Cambridge.
The title-page of the first quarto, published by Nicholas
Ling and John Trundell in 1603, runs as follows:

‘THE/Tragicall Historic ofHAMLET/Prince of Den-
marke/Ry William Shakespeare./As it hath beene diuerse
times acted by his Highnesse ser-/uants in the Cittie of
London: asaso in the two V-/niuersities of Cambridgeand
Oxford, and else-where.’

The second quarto, issued in 1604, 'newly imprinted
and enlarged to amost as much againe as it was, according
to the true and perfect Coppie,’ omits mention of the
places where the play had been performed; but there is no
reason to doubt the statement of the earlier title-page,
even though, as | hope to show, wrong deductions have
been drawn from it.

No play could have been more suitable for performance
before a University audience. Hamlet is the typical
thinker and scholar dragged unwillingly from 'school in
Wittenberg' into the welter of State affairs at Elsinore. He
embodies, alike in its strength and its weakness, the aca
demic attitude towards life. He salutes Horatio as ‘fellow-
student’ ; he draws from Polonius reminiscences of his per-
formances on a college stage:

HAMLET. My lord, you played oncei'the university, you
say?
POLONIUS. That did I, my lord; and was accounted a good
actor.
H
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HAMLET. What didyou enact?

POLONIUS. | did enact Julius Caesar: | was killed i' the
Gapitol; Brutus killed me.

HAMLET. It wasabrute part of him to kill so capital acalf
ther.e.

What more natural, therefore, than to conclude, both from
the title-page of 1603 and the internal evidence of the
play”itself, that Hamlet was acted in the presence of the
scholars both of the Isis and the Cam? It would be easy,
starting from such a basis, to go further, and to think of
the play as being performed beforethe Vice-Chancellor, or
some Head of a College, who, like the Prince of Denmark,
would give orders for the players to be well bestowed.
Certainly the impression that Hamlet received some
special measure of academic favour iswidely spread.

It is now possible, by means of new documentary evi-
dence, to show that al this is the 'baseless fabric of a
vision/ and to prove that, though Hamlet was doubtless
acted in the towns of Oxford and Cambridge during the
reign of Elizabeth, the performance must have taken place,
at any rate in Oxford, in defiance of the University
authorities.

In the later sixteenth century both the defenders of the
University stage like William Gager, of Christ Church,
and its assailants like John Rainolds, of Queen's College,
were united in strong opposition to the professional
players. Soon after their correspondence on the subject at
Oxford, the Cambridge authorities, in July, 1593, peti-
tioned the Privy Council to renew an edict of 1575 pro-
hibiting 'any open shewes ... wherein any manner of un-
lawful games shal be exercised' within Cambridge or five
miles round. Accordingly, on July 29, the Council or-
dained 'that no plaies or interludes of common plaiers be
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used or sette forth' either in Cambridge or Oxford or with-
in five miles of either of the University towns.

Oxford Convocation had aready, in July, 1584, in
consequence of representations from the Earl of Leicester,
the Chancellor, forbidden 'Common Stage Players to .act
‘within the precincts of the Universitye." But the players
had the city authorities on their side, and in spite of the
thunders of Convocation and even of the Privy Council
itself, the travelling companies continued their visits to
the town, though they were not permitted after February
17, 1579-80, to perform in the municipal buildings. The
minutes of the Oxford City Council for that date contain
thefollowing entry:

Hit ys inacted and agreed at this Counsayle that no
Mayor of this Cytie or his Deputie from henceforth shall
geve leave to any playersto play within the Guilde Hall or
the Lower hall, or in the Guilde hall courte wthout con-
sent of the Counsell of this Cytiefirst hadd vppon payne of
forfeyture of Tenne poundes for the w®™ hit shalbe lawfull
for the Bayliffes to enter into his howsse and distreyne and
the same to kepe vntyll the said some of Tenne poundes be
fullie payed, eight poundes to the vse of this Cytie, and
fortie shillingesto the vse of the said Bailiffes for the tyme
being.

There is only one instance recorded of this prohibition
being relaxed. In the minutes of the Council for May 11,
1586, this entry occurs:

Hit is agreed at this Counsell that the right honourable
the Earle of Essex men shall playe onlie at thistyme in the
Guylde hall courte at this Cytie, notwithstandinge an acte
heretofore made to the contrarie the xvijth of februarie in
the xxijnd yeare of the queenes maiesties Raigne that now
ys. And that the same acte shal be dispensed whall onlie for

16
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Extract from the accounts of the Vice-Chancellor of the University of Oxford, 1587-8, including pay-
ments to the Earl of Leicester's and Lord Charles Howard's (the Lord Admiral's) playersto depart with
their plays from the University. [Tofacepage 17
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this tyme and afterwardes to be and remayne in his former
strengthe and vertue.

The Earl of Essex, though at this time only about twenty,
was aready a royal favourite, but one wonders why the
Ox/prd councillors granted a privilege to his players
which was not extended to those of his stepfather, Lord
Leicester, or other great personages.

The University authorities, unable to keep the travel-
ling companies out of Oxford, fell back upon the policy of
paying them to go away. This is made clear by a number
of entries in the Vice-Chancellor's accounts in the Univer-
sity archives. These entries begin in 1587-8, and there is
irony in the fact that the first payment is to the actors of
the Earl of Leicester himself. It runsasfollows:

1587-8.

Solutfum] Histrionibus Comitis Lecestriaevt cum suis
ludis sine maiore Academiae molestia discedant. . . xX.

[Paid to the actors of the Earl of Leicester to depart
with their plays without further troubling the University.

xx shillings.]

This visit of the Earl of Leicester's players to Oxford was,
aswill be shown below, on or about December 11, 1587.
The company had visited Stratford earlier in the same
year, and Shakespeare's departure from his native town,
which must have taken place about this period, has often
been supposed -to be connected with their visit. If he was
with them in December at Oxford, his first experience of
the University was to be paid by it to go away!

In the same year a payment was made ' Histrionibus
Honoratissimi Domini Howard,' i.e, to the servants of
Lord Charles Howard, who had been Lord High Ad-
miral since July 4, 1585, and whose company was, there-
fore, known as the Admiral's players. The payment was

C 17
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doubtless to induce them to go away, though the purpose
in this case is not stated, as it would be inferred from the
entry being |mmed|ately below the similar payment' to
Leicester's players.

Unequivocal evidence of the antagonism of the aca
demic authorities towards professiona actors is supplied
by an item in the Vice-Chancellor's accounts for 1588-9,
when a company received payment 'ne ludos inhonestos
exercerent infra Vniuersitatem.' In 1589-90 the Queen's
players were given 20 shillings ‘vt sine molestia ab Aca
demia discederent.' In 1590-1, when Dr Richard Eedes,
Dean of Christ Church, and author of an academic play,
Caesar Interfectus, was Vice-Chancellor, asimilar payment
was made to actors to depart 'sine perturbatione et
strepitu." Much the aameformula|s used in 1591-2, when
10shillingswasgiven’ hlstrlonlbusqmbusdam 'in1592-3,
" when 20 shillings was paid to ' diversorum nobilium hi-
strionibus,’ and in 1594-5, when both the Queen's players
and Lord Morley's were bribed to go away. In 1595-6 the
Queen's players were again paid 'vt abstinerent apublica
actione.' In 1596-7 certain actors were paid 20 shillings to
go away 'sine strepitu,’ and in 1598-9 for the same pur-
pose 25 shillings was given 'histrionibus Regiis et dliis.'

In 1603-4 the unusually large sum of 40 shillings was
paid to the actors of the Queen to go away 'sine strepitu.’
But as this was after the death of Elizabeth, the Queen was
Anne of Denmark, wife of James I, who had taken into
her service the Earl of Worcester's players.

This long succession of payments under different Vice-
Chancellors proves that it was the settled policy of the
University at this period to ' buy off' the travelling con-
panies. Hence it follows that neither Hamlet nor any other
Shakespearean play can have been acted at Oxford during

! See the facsimile of these payments, facing page 17.
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Elizabeth's reign with the consent of the academic au-
thorities, much less under their auspices. And by the
Statute of 1584 if any Master, Bachelor, or Scholar above
the age of eighteen ventured to attend such a performance
hedid so at the risk of imprisonment, while younger stu-
dents were liable to 'open punishment' in St Mary's
Church. Thus, when the 1603 quarto speaks of Hamlet
having been acted in the two Universities, we must inter-
pret the words to mean nothing more than in the two Uni-
versity towns.

Asthe play must, therefore, have been performed under
civic and not academic patronage, it was necessary to as-
certain whether the municipal records would yield any
further information. Extracts from the accounts of the
town of Cambridge for this period had been published in
Cooper's Annals of Cambridge and in Volume in of the Re-
ports of the Historical MSS. Commission, but no extracts
from the Oxford city accounts between 1584 and 1604 had
hitherto been printed in the present connection.! They have
beenfound, on examination, torecord sometwodozenvisits
of companies of actors or musicians, which had previously
been unknown, and which are here given in full:

1584-5 f' the Erle of Oxfordes musytions ... vi° VII]
1585-6 pd to the Queenes maiesties players ..
to the Erie ofLelc&ster[s] musisions . VI viiit
1586-7 to Rowland Barber at M' I\/Iayos request to geve
the Lord AdmyraJI% players .
1587-8 to M" Mayo' the xi™" of december to geve to the
Earle of Leicesters players . Vj° viij

1588-9 geven to the queenes ma® players X8

'Turner's Selcctionsfrotn the Records of the City of Oxford, which includes entries of pay-
ments to theatrical companies, ends in 1583. Halliwell-Phillips, in his Siffs of Shake-
speare's Company of Actors to the Provincial Cities, gives no entry from the Oxford accounts
before 1604. Mr J. Tucker Murray, in his valuable woik, English Dramatic Companies,
1558-1642 (1910), merely draws uponTuiner and Halliwell-Phillipssofar as Oxford is
concerned,
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1589-90 to the queenes players ... X2,
to my lord Admyralls men ... vi® viii®.
1590-1 geven to the queenes players ... xiii® iv". ,
geven to the lord Admyralls players ... x°.
1592-3 geven to the queenes players 25 ffebruar. . .. X°.
geven to the Lord Stranges players the vi™of
October ... vi® viii °.
1594-5 geven to the L. Morleys players .., vi® viii™. .
geven to the L. Admiralls players .., x%.
geven to the queenes players ... xx\
1595-6 geven to the Lord Admiralls players ... x\
geven to the earle of Darbies players ... xx%.
geven to the earle of Pembrookes players ... X°,
1596-7 geven to oneofthe Earle of Essex players... vi*viii'
geven to the queenes players ... X°.
geven to the queenes players ... x
1598-9 paid to the queenesmai"*plaiers. . . x
1599-1600 to Baldwyn Hedges to geve the players ... x°.
1600-1 to three companies of players ... xxx®.
It will be seen that from these entries in the Oxford City
Chamberlains' accounts we can recover the names of a
number of the companies that were paid by the Vice-
Chancellor to go away without troubling the University.
Lord Leicester's players appear in 1587-8 in both the aca
demic and the civic accounts, but it is from the latter that
we get the date of their visit, December | T, 1587. The
Earl died on September 4, 1588, and some of his principal
actors then joined the company of Ferdinando Stanley,
Lord Strange, whose players were paid by the City of Ox-
ford 6s. SJ. on October 6, 1593,' and also doubtless had a

share of the 20 shillings paid by the University in the same

! Possibly Octobei 6, 1592, but as the entry follows that to the Queen's players on Feb-
tuary 25 [i 593"] it seems to refer to the following,not the pteceding, October. The City
Chamberlains went out of office at Michaelmas (September 29), but the accounts were
not audited till November, and in the 1592-3 accounts of the Keykeepers, who had a
similar term of office, there is an entry aslate as November 13,1593. Lord Strange had
become Earl of Derby on September 25,1593, but his company would not be known at
onceby hisnewtitle.
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year to 'diversorum nobilium histriones' to go away quiet-
ly. Soon after the death of their patron in April, 1594, they
entered the service of Lord Hunsdon, the Lord Chamber-
lain, and under him, and afterwards his son, they were
knp.wn except for a brief period as the Lord Chamber-
lain's servants, till the death of Elizabeth, when they be-
came the King's men. As Shakespeare was certainly a
member of this company in December, 1594, when he
acted before the Queen on the 26th and 28th with Kempe
and Burbage, and as he'probably had been connected with
it under its different patrons from the time that he left
Stratford, it is of great importance to notice that neither in
the City nor in the University accounts is it mentioned
during Elizabeth's reign after October 6, 1593. This Ox-
ford visit had hitherto been unknown, but from other
sources we have been aware that Lord Strange's men in-
cluded in their tour in 1593 Chelmsford, Bristol, Shrews-
bury, Coventry and Leicester, and that acting with them
was Edward Alleyn, the leading member of the Lord
Admiral's company. This company, it will be noticed,
visited Oxford on its own account six times between
1586-7 and 1595-6." Even more frequent were the visits
of the Queen's players, though we cannot be certain that
al the entries relate to the company formed by Elizabeth
in 1583. Between i585-6 and 1598-9 they are mentioned
nine timesin the civic and four times in the academic
accounts; in 1589-90, 1594-5 and 1598-9 they occur in
both. A comparison of the two sets of accounts shows that
the City Chamberlains do not record the advent of every
travelling company. Nevertheless, we are indebted to
them for a series of important entries which form a valu-
able contribution to the history of the Elizabethan theatre.

! Thevisit in 1587-8 isonly mentioned in the academic accounts.
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But there is one tantalizing omission in the information
that they give us. Though in previous years they specify
the particular company to which payment is made, they
fail to do so in 1599-1600 and 1600-1. Now it isin 1601
that Shakespeare's Hamlet is generally supposed to have
been written and acted for the first time. The play was en-
tered for publication in the Stationers' register in 1602,
and the quarto editions published in 1603 and 1604. Con-
tain, asiswell-known, allusionswhich have been generally
interpreted to refer to events in 1601. These allusions
occur in Act n, Scene ii, where Hamlet istold that the
tragedians of the city are on their way to Elsinore. In the
first quarto the passage runs:

HAM. How comes it that they trauell? Do they grow restie?
GIL. No, my lord, their reputation holds as it was wont.
HAM.Howthen?
GIL. Yfaith, my lord, noueltie carriesit away,

For the principal! publike audience that

Cameto them, are turned to private playes

And to the humour of children.

In the second quarto the following is substituted:

HAM. How chancesit they trauaile?their residencebothin
reputation, and profit was better both wayes.

Ros. | think their inhibition comes by means of the late
innouasion.

HAM. Doe they hold the same estimation they did when |
was in the City; are they so foIIowed’?

Ros. No indeede are they not.*

There is no doubt that Shakespeare is here referring to the
enforced travelling of his own company, for which two

! Thefirstfolio (1623) repeatsthispassagefrom the second quarto, and largely ampli-
fies thefirst quarto'sallusion to the children, who are termed 'an aerie of children, little
eyasesthat cry out onthetop of question, andaremost tyrannically clappedfor't.' Asthis
passage may have been 'written up' between 1604 and 1623 | refer heie only to the
quarto texts.
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reasons are given, the competition of children in ‘private
playes, and an inhibition resulting from an innovation.
The children are generally supposed to be 'the Children of
the Chapel/ who were installed at the Blackfriars Theatre
from -1597, and who in 1600 and 1601 were acting Ben
Jonson's comical satires ridiculing Dekker and Marston.
The 'inhibition' and ‘innouasion’ have been variously ex-
plained, but always in relation to the same period.

But the weak point in al these theories is that not a
shred of documentary evidence has ever been found to
show that the Lord Chamberlain's men did ‘travel’ in
1601. They may, of course, be included in the ‘three com-
panies of players mentioned in the Oxford city account
books for 1600-1, but, if so, we should have expected to
find some trace of them in that year in the accounts of
such towns as Coventry, Bath and Bristol, which they
visited on other provincial tours. But no such entries have
been found anywhere, even by Mr Tucker Murray in his
researches, which have added so much to our knowledge

Weha ehitherto missed,inmy opinion, thekey tothetruemeaningof‘innouasion’
intheabo c passage. All commentators and biogiaphers, asfar as| am awatc, though they
explainth allusionin very different ways, have been agreed in giving 'innovasion' its
modernmeaningof'novelty." Butintheonlytwoothei placeswhereShakespeareusedthe
word, it m ansinsurrection, tumult, commotion. In'| Henty IV, v, |, 76-80, the King
tellsWore sterthat hisdefenceof Percy'srebellionisintendedto pleasetheeye

'Of fickle changelings and pool discontents,
Which gape and rub the elbow at the news
Of hurlyburly innovation:
Andneveryetdidinsurrectionwant
Suchwater-colomstoimpaint hiscause.'

In Othello, 11, iii, 40-2, Cassio, as hishead beginsto spin, criesto lago:

* | havedrunk but onecupto-night,andthat wascraftily qualifiedtoo, andbehold what
innovation it makeshete.'
Theword must have thesameinterpretationinHamlet asin the other two plays. A dt finite
allusion, whichanaudience would understand, to a recent riot or insurrection, is much
morenatural than areferenceto an unspecified 'innouasion’ in the modern sense. We
canthusdemolish at a stroke the many theories built up on a misunderstanding of the
word, though the question still remains open at what date the * innouasion ' which led to
the " inhibition' occurred.
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of the Elizabethan provincial stage. It is true that Lau-
rence Fletcher, afterwards one of the King's men, is re-
corded as acting at Aberdeen in 1601, but he was not then
a member of Shakespeare's company, which he joined
after it came under the patronage of James | in 1603-. TWO
other members of the company, Burbage and Kempe, are
introduced into the Cambridge play, The Return from
Parnassus,acted at St John's College during the Christmas
festivities of 1602. Hence it was concluded that they must
recently have visited the university town. But the scenein
which they appear is not, as has been wrongly supposed,
laid at Cambridge, and the St John's dramatist, who shows
awide knowledge of the literature and the stage of his day,
may well have seen them performing in London.

Asthe stage-historians Cunningham and Chalmersdid
not mention any performances at Court during the Christ-
mas of 1601-2, F. G. Fleay thought that no plays were
acted then because actors were out of favour owing to
Shakespeare's company having acted Richard Il in con-
nection with the conspiracy of Essex against the Queen.
He argued further with great plausibility that this was the
reason why the company had to travel in 1601. But fresh
evidence from a formerly neglected source has cut away
the basis on which his theory rested. Mr E. K. Chambers
has shown (Modern Language Review, October, 1906)
from payments recorded in the Declared Accounts of the
Treasurer of the Chamber that nine playswere acted before
Elizabeth during Christmas, 1601-2, and that three of
these, on December 26, 27, and January |, were by the
Lord Chamberlain's men. If, therefore, they went on tour
in 1601, it must be proved by evidence different from that
hitherto brought forward.

Moreover, the new documents published in 1912 by
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Professor Feuillerat and Professor C, W. Wallace from
the Losdey MSS. show that the men's companies were
faced by the competition of children long before the close
of the sixteenth century. These documents prove that the
dissplved monastery of the Black Friars was used as a
theatre for performances by boys twenty years before Bur-
bage leased it for that purpose to Henry Evans in 1597.
Under the tenancy successively of Richard Farrant, Mas-
ter of the Children of Windsor,William Hunnis, Master of
the Children of the Chapel Royal, and Lord Oxford
(whose boys were under the management of John Lyly),
"little eyases acted there from 1577 to 1585, producing
inter alia Lyly's Campaspe and Sapho and Phao.

Such performances are, of course, too early to have in-
spired the passage in the first quarto of Hamlet, but with
this remarkable proof of our imperfect knowledge of the
history of the boy companies we should be cautious in
assuming that Shakespeare is necessarily referring to the
performances of the Children of the Chapel at Blackfriars
in 1601.

Taking all these considerations together, | would sug-
gest that until evidence can be produced to prove that the
Lord Chamberlain's company travelled in 1601, and that
its tour included Oxford and Cambridge, the question of
the date of Shakespeare's Hamlet in its earlier form be re-
opened. It has been known from the Cambridge accounts
that Lord Strange's men were there in 1591-2, and the
Lord Chamberlain's men in 1594-5. We now know fur-
ther that (unless the entry refers to 1592) Lord Strange's
men"were at Oxford in October, 1593. Why should not
Hamlet" asit appears in the first quarto, have been written
between 1592 and 1594? When all alowances have been
made for imperfections in the text of this quarto, it pre-
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sents a crude version of the tragic masterpiece contained in
the second quarto. The most reasonable explanation is
that the first quarto represents Shakespeare's earlier re-
vision of the semi-Senecan play on Hamlet, probably by
Thomas Kyd, mentioned by Nash in 1589. It isaversion
far more characteristic of the dramatist's immature style of
1592-4 than of his consummate art in 1600-2.

It has already been mentioned that on their tour of 1593
Lord Strange's men were accompanied by Edward Alleyn,
of the Lord Admiral's Company. After their return to
London the two companies performed together from June
3 to 13, 1594, at Newington Butts. When we find from
Henslowe's Diary that one of the seven pieces which they
performed together was Hamlet, acted, not as a new play,
on June 9, there is a strong presumption that it had been
aready staged at Oxford and elsewhere in the previous
year. And till proof is forthcoming of a visit of Shake-
speare's company to Oxford between 1593 and 1601, its
a reasonable hypothesis that this Hamlet, which is men-
tioned again by Lodge in 1596, was the first quarto ver-
sion, and not (as is the accepted view) the pre-Shake-
Spearean play.

There is, of course, one serious obstacle to my sugges-
tion of an earlier date than 1601. Francis Meres does not
include Hamlet among the twelve plays which he men-
tionsin 1598 in proof of Shakespeare's excellence 'in both
kinds for the stage.' But he omits King Henry VI, where
Shakespeare was also working on older material, and with
his artificial balance of six comedies and six tragedies his
list is not necessarily exhaustive. Moreover, thereis strong
reason for believing that in or shortly after the year in
which Meres published his Wifs Treasury, Shakespeare's
Hamlet was mentioned by a more famous Cambridge
scholar. The recent re-discovery of Gabriel Harvey's copy
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of Speght's edition of Chaucer with his autograph Mar-
ginalid enables us to test, in relation to its full context, a
remarkable piece of evidence bearing on the date of the
play, hitherto only known to us incidentally through the
alusions of Steevens, Bishop Percy and Malone.

Speght's 'Chaucer' appeared in 1598, and Harvey
bought a copy in the same year, for he wrote his name and
the date on the title-page and after the Finis on the last
page. According to his custom he inscribed manuscript
notes in the volume. One of these, on p. 394 (verso), deals
with contemporary writers and their repute. It includes
this statement:

The younger sort takes much delight in Shakespeares
Venus® & Adonis. but his Lucrece, & his tragedie of
Hamlet, Prince of Denmarke, have it in them, to please the
wiser sort.

The note may not have been written in 1598, but the
more closely it is examined, the weightier is the cumula—
tive evidence that it was set down in or about this year.?
Sufficient attention has not been given to the fact that the
context suggests that Harvey is alluding to a printed ver-
sion of the tragedy. If so, the inference would be that
there was an even earlier edition than the extant first
quarto, of which all trace has disappeared.

But he may have been referring only to the impression
made on 'the wiser sort' by performances of the play.
In any case his mention of it, presumably in 1598, sup-
ports my suggestion, based on an examination of the city
archives, that it may have been in 1593, and not in 1601,

! The account of the re-discovery of the book, which passed in the eighteenth century
intothecollection of Bishop Percy,and is now owned by his great-grand-daughter, is
given by Prof. G. C. Moore Smithin the Preface to his edition of Gabriel Harvey's Mar-
gtnalia(1913).HeprintsHarvey' snote, containingthereferenceto Hamlcton pp.232-3,
with a photographic facsimile. ¥ For the discussion of the evidence see Appendix I.
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that Shakespeare's company visited Oxford with Hamlet
amongst their stock of plays.

Independent support has also been given to the theory
from the bibliographical side. Messrs A. W. Pollard and
J. Dover Wilson, writing about the four 'bad quartos of
Romeo and Juliet Henry V, The Merry Wives of Windsor
and Hamlet, have advanced the view that these pirated
editions 'are primarily based on the abridgments which
were hastily made' for the tour on which the company
started in May, 1593, 'the longest provincial tour it ever
took." But whether in 1593 or 1601 it was by the good
will of the Mayor and not of the Vice-Chancellor that
Hamlet appeared on an Oxford stage.

After the accession of James | the tone of the Oxford
City Council became increasingly Puritan, but during
more than half his reign it continued to reward the travel-
ling companies, the chief of which now appeared under
new patrons. The Lord Chamberlain's men, the Earl of
Worcester's men and the Lord Admiral's men became
respectively the servants of the King, the Queen and
Henry Prince of Wales. The visits of the King's players
have been mentioned by J. O. Halliwell-Phillipps in his
monograph, Visits of Shakespeare's Company of Actors to the
Provincial Cities, but those of the other companies have
hitherto been unknown.

The first theatrical entry in the new reign in the Oxford
municipal accounts(which, asalready mentioned, runfrom
Michaelmas to Michaelmas, and were audited in Novem-
ber) isfor theyear 1603-4:

To Mr Niccolls [the City mace-bearer and Mayor's
sergeant] for the Kinges players. . . . x¢,

The date is not given, but as the item occurs between pay-
28 ! See The Times Literary Supplement, January 9, 1919.
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ments on May 7 and June 16, it probably relates to a per-
formance in the early summer of 1604,

During the year beginning October, 1605, * many as
four payments were made to travelling companies:

. To y° Kinges players, y° ix™ day of October, 1605. . .

X

To y° Earle of Hartfordes players y© ix"™ day of July
[1606] by M" Mayorsappoyntment.... x°.

To 8yp Princes servauntes, the xvij™ day of July [1606].

XX

S

o )}e Kinges players.. .. XX’

In these cases the exact date is recorded, except in that
of the second visit of the King's company, which, however,
must have taken place about the end of July, 1606, for the
payment is entered after one on July 28, and is almost im-
mediately followed by another on July 31.

The entry concerning the Earl of Hertford's players is
particularly interesting, as it is an addition to our scanty
knowledge of the history of this company, which is first
heard of in 1582, acted before Queen Elizabeth on
Twelfth Night, 1592, and is mentioned about a dozen
times in the accounts of various provincial towns. The
latest reference to it hitherto known was in the Marl-
borough accounts for June 2, 1606; the Oxford entry,
which evidently relates to. the same tour, carries on its
record six weeks later.

The entry of the payment to Prince Henry's servants is

also noticeable, as it was ten years since this company,
under its earlier title, the Lord Admiral's Players, had

been mentioned by name in the Oxford accounts.

* Mr Tucker Mini ay, who had not seen the original entiy, istherelo.c mistaken in his
view that ' the visit to Oxford was probably before April," because ' the company did not
reopen in London after the IMngue till about April, 1604," and 'would hundly It .leave London
againinMayv or June.'- Engli sh Dramatic Companies, 1, 378.

29



SHAKESPEARE 6?7 THE UNIVERSITIES

In 1606-7 the exact dates of two visits by companies are
again recorded:

Given by M" Mayor, the fourteenth of August [1607]
to the Queenes players.... xx°. .

Given to the Kinges players, the Vi day of September

The Queen's players here mentioned were either the
Earl of Worcester's men under their new title, or a second
company under the patronage of Queen Anne, which was
formed early in 1605, and which acted mainly or entirely
in the provinces. Later visits to Oxford of the King's,
Queen's or Prince's men are recorded in the accounts as
follow:

1607-8, given to the queen&e players by the appoynt-
ment of M" Mayor.... X_.

18609-10, paid to [M" Mayor] for the Kinges players.

X

1612-3, paid to M" Niccolls for the Kinges players,
given by Mr Mayor.... x.
1613-4, paid the 13th of Marche, to the Queenes
players....xx%.
1614-5, delivered to M" Mayor for the Princes players
at Allhallowestyde..,. X,
1616-7, paid to the Queenes players by M" Mayors
appoyntment.... xx*.
to the Kinges players, by M" Mayors appoyntment.
X
This last payment to Shakespeare's company was prob-
ably made in the latter part of July, 1617.* The visit of the
company thus took place within little more than a year
after the dramatist's death, and six months after William
Herbert, Earl of Pembroke, one of the incomparable pair

! Asthe visit took place after the dramatist's death, it was not mentioned by Halliwell-
Phillips, and had not hitherto been known.
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of brethren to whom the first folio was subsequently
dedicated, had become Chancellor of the University. The
entry is of peculiar interest, for with it apparently closes
the long series of payments made by the Oxford City
authorities from 1556-7 onwards to travelling players. |
have searched the audited accounts for the following
twenty-five years, up to the outbreak of the Civil War, and
for several years after the Restoration, without coming
across a single item of expenditure on theatrical entertain-
ments. If companies visited Oxford during this period the
city apparently ceased to reward them, though she did not
pay them to go away. The University continued the |atter
practice to the close of James Fsreign. The Vice-Chancel-
lor's accounts record the following payments:

'1613-4, Solutum Histrionibus Dominae Reginae . . . xx°.

1615-6, Solutum Histrionibus Domini Regis.... xI°.

1616-7, Solutum ServientibusllustrissimiPrincipisCaroli,
28 Aug. 1616 ... xxii®.

1619-20, Solutum Histrionibus ut discederent ab Vni-
versitate ... xxii®.

1621-22, Solutum Histrionibus Regiis vt discederent ab
Academia nee luderent... xx°.

1623-4, Solutum quibusdam Histrionibus vt non luderent
SR'AY

It is curiously fitting that in the academic, as in the civic
accounts, Shakespeare's company, the King's men, should
be the last to be mentioned by name.

Thereafter for forty years the professional stage in Ox-
ford, so far as we know, suffers an eclipse. Our informa-
tion as to its revival comes not from the city archives, but
from the pages of the prince of academic diarists, Anthony
Wood.! In the last years of the Commonwealth, on July 6,

! My leferences are taken from Dr Andrew Clark's The Life and Times of Anthony Wood,
in the Oxford Histotical Society publications.
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1657, July 17, 1658, and July 8, 1659, he mentions sums
spent by him to see plays at The Cross Inn, The Roebuck,
and The Blew Anchor respectively. It will be noticed that
al three performances were in July. When the touring
companies began to visit Oxford, as the Puritanregimewas
drawing to a close, they did not come, as before, at differ-
ent seasons, but appear to have confined themselves to the
period of the 'Act.' This was the crowning ceremony of the
academic year, includingthe conferment of Doctoratesand
Master of Arts degrees. It was held in July, and drew a
large number of visitors, to whom the plays were a special
attraction. Wood gives no particulars about the actors in
1657 and the two following years. It is possible that they
werecitizen amateurs, not professionals, for in his account
of the performances by the Duke of York's players' at The
Kings Armes in Holywell from July 3 to 13, 1661, he says
that they 'acted on the stage in the yard: first, to spite the
Presbyterians.' He apparently means that this was the
first visit by professional playersto Oxford after the down-
fall of the Puritans, and the performances were intended to
annoy them. It must have been an additional scandal to
them that women were included in the cast, anong them
Mrs Davenport, known as 'Roxalana’ from her imper-
sonation of that part in Davenant's Sege of Rhodes. Wood
himself admitsthat thisinnovation had evil consequences,
it 'made the schollersmad, run after them, take ill courses.'

Performances were given by the company in the morn-
ing and the afternoon, and ten plays were staged, of which
severd were acted more than once. They included Cooke's
Green's Tu Quoque (thrice), Shirley's The Young Admiral
(thrice), Rowley's AIPs Lost by Lust (twice), Brome's The

! Wood does not give the name of the company, but it can beidentified by hisreference
to' RoxiUna' [sic] asoneof its membeis.
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City Wit (twice), Middleton's A Mad World, My Masters,
Heywood's Rape of Lucrece, Daborne's The Poor Man's
Comfort, Tatham's The Rump, and two anonymous plays,
The Milkmaids (twice), and The Spanish Lady; or. The Very
Woman.

We are duly grateful to Wood for preserving these de-
tails, but we cannot help wishing that the Oxford City
Chamberlains had given us similar particulars when re-
cording the visits of theatrical companies in the sixteenth
and earlier seventeenth centuries. They could have solved
the problem of the date of Hamlet. And | may here men-
tion that the Chamberlains' accounts contain no payment
in 16601 to a theatrical company, nor (so far as | have
tested them) in the other years wherein Wood chronicles
his attendance at plays. But though the municipal pay-
ment of actors may not have been revived after the Resto-
ration, the city authorities in one important matter showed
themselves even more indulgent to theatrical perform-
ances than in the latter half of Elizabeth's reign. It will be
remembered that in February, 1579-80, it was enacted,
under severe penalties, that no players should be allowed
to act in the Guild Hall, or the Lower Hall, or the Guild
Hall Court; and that only on one occasion, in May, 1586,
was an exception made for the servants of the Earl of
Essex. | have not been abl