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The Paradigm Shift 
by Mark K. Anderson 
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The story Oxfordians tell is alternately 

s imple and dauntingly complex. On one 
hand, we observe that Shake-speare, l ike 
every other writer before and after him, 
followed the cardinal rule ofall literalY en
deavors : write what you lmow. 

His works, while never simplistic or 
straightforward autobiography, drew deeply 
from the l ife of the man behind the pen. His 
intimate knowledge about customs, geogra
phy, culture and individuals in Venice or the 
court of Navarre, for instance, came from 
first-hand experience in those sUlTound
ings, not 1 6th century travelogues and 
chatty sai lors in London pubs. Shake
speare 's  extensive network of legal meta
phors and language was not borne of casual 
study or watching the Elizabethan equiva
lent of "The People's Court"; he lmew ab
struse legal terminology and obscure Eng
I ish case law because he had been trained as 
a lawyer at the I1U1S of Court. His unsur
passed debt to Golding's translation of 
Ovid's lvfetalllorphoses springs from the 
fact that Golding was his uncle and Latin 
tutor at the time the famous translation was 
being prepared. And so on. 

Yet it 's also easy to lose oneselfin a mire 
offacts and trivia. To recount the complete 
life's story of the 1 7th Earl of Oxford, one 
must command vast banks of lmowledge 
about every facet of his life. (I 've often heard 
people to observe what a great movie his life 
story will make someday. I reply that with the 
54-year advenhlre he walked, you could 
probably make an incredible film about any 
one of his years on the Earth.) 

So, as we have seen with some academi
cally affiliated anti-Oxfordian advocates, one 
diversionary tactic has been to draw up l ists 
of pettifoggery and peccadilloes associated 
with the Earl of Oxford and/or his modern 
day supporters. Its analogue in the nahlral 
world would be the octopus: shooting a dark 
jet of ink into the waters, and while its 
adversaries grope around for their bearings, 
the creahlre has swooshed away to trouble 
someone else. 

Sometimes, that is, the basic StOlY can 
get lost in all its subsidiaries and tributaries. 

So it was that earlier this year I decided 
to perfonn an experiment unheralded in the 
histOlY of Shaxperotics. I wanted to find a 
summary of Shake-speare in two lines or 
less. 

NEI,/ l-ieME SE\v'IN6 M ACHINE Ceo 
CHICAGO. ILL. 

Such a brave-and certainly more than 
a tiny bit silly-feat has never, so far as I 'm 
aware, been attempted. That's probably for 
good reason, too. 

That is, even if one wielded verbal com
pression skills beyond the might of a few 
thousand junkyard car crushers, the poetly 
would sti ll be squished beyond recognition. 
Macbeth, Lear, Hamlet, Prospero, P0l1ia, the 
Sonnets: they couldn' t  all fit in the shoebox. 

On the other hand, a lot can be said in 
one couplet or one haiku. It wasn' t  neces
Saty to isolate an immortal tragedy in ten 
iambs, I realized. Rather, all that was needed 
was the Zen of Shake-speare-if such a 
thing existed at al l .  

So after a few days in the kitchen, boiling 
and reducing and distilling and extracting, I 
hit upon tbe indivisible core. Bringing the 
entire stock ofplays and poems down to the 
quintessence of its quintessence, I found, 
leaves only the two lines that appeared on 
the first publication which bore the Shake
speare name. And, wouldn't you know it, 
they're not in English, nor were they even 
written by Shake-speare. They are: 

Vi/ia mire/ur vulgus: mihijlavlls Apollo 

Poelila Castalia plella millis/ret aqlla. 

These words, from Ovid's  A lIlores 
(1 . 1 5 . 35-36), grace the title page of the 1 593 
publication ofShake-speare's Venus & A do
nis. (Though no English translations of the 
lines were available at the time, Marlowe's 
translation of the A III ores was published in 
1 597, with the above rendered as "Let base
conceited wits admire vile things / Fair 
Phoebus lead me to the Muses' springs.") 

To Stratfordolators, this title page epi
gram is the shIff dreams are made on. Just a 
quote to grace the face o f  the author' s  first 
pUblication-perhaps to impress his pre
sumed "patron," the Earl of Southampton, 
with the aspiring writer's knowledge of the 
ancient scribbler evelyone seemed to be 
talking about in the 1 590s. 

John Roe, editor of the New Cambridge 
edition of Venus &Adonis, shrugs his shoul
ders in his footnote on the title page epi
gram. "By invoking Ovid the poem may be 
signaling the rarefied eroticism that is to 
follow," he supposes. 

The Variorum edition goes a few steps 
further in quoting from A.W. Verity 's  ( ! )  
1 890 edition of Venus & Adonis: "In these 
lines, [Shake-speare] avows himselfthe child 
of Apollo and declares that henceforth his 
elixir vitae will  be full draughts from the 
Castalian spring. The s ame proud confi
dence in himself and devotion to his art 
reappears again and again in the 'Sonnets. 

, ,, 

Both commentators raise valid points. 
But no Stratford booster has yet, to my 
knowledge, ventured to offer any reasons 
why those particular lines from the A 111 ores 
were quoted. No one wants to say what the 
inspiration-perhaps even the joke-was 
behind throwing down two obscure lines 
from Ovid on the ti tie page of the fi [st heir of 
the author's  invention. 

That 's  where the Oxfordian path di
verges from that of the orthodoxy. 

First off, Marlowe's translation may not 
alone suffice to convey the epigram's  con
text. Inhis 1 60 1  play The Poetaster; 01', His 
Arraignlllent, Ben Jonson offered a more 

(Contillued all page 24) 
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Creating Literature Out of Life: 

The Malting of Four Masterpieces. 
By Doris Alexander. (Pennsylvania State 
University Press, 1 996). 

By Richard F. Whalen 

The fundamental problem with Wil l  
Shakspere of Stratford as the author of 
Shakespeare ' s  works is that his l ife does not 
fit the works he is supposed to have written. 

Most of the time his supporters strive 
mightily to ignore the problem or to rational
ize it away. 

They concoct an all-knowing genius or 
conjecture that during the "Lost Years" of 
his twenties he must have somehow learned 
evelything he put into the poems and plays. 
Or they simply subtract the biography of the 
author from his works and forget about him. 

On those rare occasions when a leading 
establishment scholar faces up to the bio
graphical problem, it remains a problem. In 
Shakespeare 's Lives, for example, Profes
sor Schoenbaum examines the many Sh'at
fordian biographies and finally concedes: 
"Perhaps we should despair of ever bridg
ing the veliiginous expanse between the 
sublimity of the subject and the mundane 
inconsequence of the documentalY record." 

The significance of this dizzying gap 
between the S tratford man and 
Shakespeare ' s  works, however, goes un
recognized and unexamined. The entrenched 
Sh'atfordian professors cannot and must 
not recognize the fundamental tlUth about 
all great writing: The best writers always 
write best about what they know best. 

In her aptly ti tied book, Crea ting Litera
ture Out of Life, Doris Alexander discusses 
works offour writers who wrote best about 
what they knew best. She i lluminates "the 
mystelY of creativity" by showing how great 
fiction results not only from a "blending of 
memories" butalso from a writer' s  impelling 
need to confront and resolve an urgent l ife 
problem. 

In earlier books she had studied how 
Eugene 0 'Neill and Charles Dickens created 
literature out of their lives. In the book at 
hand she extends her study to include four 
very dissimilar works: Thomas Mann's  
Death in  Venice, Robert Louis Stevenson 's  
Treasure Island, Edward F itzGerald ' s  

Book Reviews: 
Rubaiyat of Olllar Khayyam and Leo 
Tolstoy'S  War and Peace. 

Mann's  Death in Venice flowed from a 
blending of severa I experiences and memo
ries. The plot duplicates his h'ip to Venice 
in 1 9 1 1 .  There he saw a beautiful Polish 
boy, who inspired in Mann a "lyrical 
Dionysiac rapture." The boy also reminded 
him of a statue of Hermes Psychopompos, 
the guide of dead souls to the undelworld. 
MaID1 ' s  sister, Carla, also a stlUggling art
ist, had committed suicide the year before. 
She kept a human skull on her dresser, and 
details of her death are reflected in the 
story. Another recent death was that of the 
composer/conductor Gustav Mahler, whom 
Mann idolized; and the hero of the StOlY 
looks like Mahler. 

"The entire push of the StOlY," says 
Alexander, "had emerged from the realiza
tion-opening up as Maim wrote-that the 
lure of death in Carla was also within him and 
that it was inextricably allied to his homo
erotic impulses." This was the life and death 
problem that Mann was able to resolve. 

Treasure Island, with its mutilated men 
on a disease ridden is land,  enabled 
Stevenson to work through painful memo
ries of his lonely, sickly youth when he 
dreamed of becoming a rough pirate. The 
one-legged pirate, Long John Silver, was 
based directly on Stevenson' s  closest friend, 
a tal l ,  powerful man who lost a leg to tuber
cular arthritis. Stevenson once told him, "It 
was the sight of your maimed strength and 
masterfulness that begotJohn Silver in Trea
sure Island." 

Stevenson's  knowledge ofthe sea came 
from his father and grandfather, seafaring 
men who designed and built Scotland's  
lighthouses. He planned to  do the same and 
studied marine engineering, but his i l lness 
made such a career impossible. For most of 
his life Stevenson suffered fi'om a  life-threat
ening lung disease. "He made his fight 
against the fearof death by writing Treasure 
Island," says Alexander. She concludes: 
"Only when the theme he found allowed him 
to resolve a major l ife-problem through a 
blend of memories could Stevenson achieve 
the works that rendered him inm1ortal . "  ( 1 1 )  

Alexander' s  most unlikely example is 
FitzGerald's Rubaiyat ofOmar Khayyam.  
Almost always thought of as a h'anslation, 

page 1 9  

i t  is  really a work o f  genius based o n  the 
Persian classic-just as Shakespeare ' s  
An tony and Cleop a tra i s  based on 
Plutarch 's Lives. 

Terrifically ambivalent about women, 
briefly and most unhappily married, sud
denly bankrupt, FitzGerald creates in poetJy 
his own philosophy oflife fi'om the epigrams 
of the eleventh centUlY Persian writer. A 
Persian quatrain about predestination, for 
example, is transfOimed into FitzGerald's 
expression of the futile agony of regret. "In 
this way," says Alexander, "FitzGerald could 
come to grips with his feelings of guilt and 
remorse at having let himself be married 
against his will, and then not managing to 
endure it." (Oxfordians will see a stJ'iking 
parallel with the Earl of Oxford 's first mar
riage.) 

Half of Alexander' s  book is 011 War and 
Peace and Tolstoy's blending of intimate, 
family and political memories into one ofthe 
world's greatest novels. She brilliantly traces 
all the complex influences on Tolstoy, from 
his mother, who died when he was an infant, 
to a failed coup d' etat of idealist aristocrats. 
Tolstoy's  genius was so all encompassing 
thatthe life parallels and blendings of memo
ries are evelywhere in the book. For him, all 
of l ife was an urgent problem to be resolved. 
Tolstoy was driven by his search for the 
meaning of life and histOlY. 

" War and Peace," says Alexander, 
"came outofhis most intimate struggles, his 
most intense experiences, the people he had 
been closest to and had loved best . . . .  He had 
really, by the end of the book, arrived at the 
life-meaning and philosophy that only much 
later on he would try to translate into every 
act of his daily l ife." 

The 1 7th Earl of Ox ford is famous for the 
turmoil and urgent problems in his l ife, in
cluding his mish'ust of his first wife, the 
accusations of bastardy, his involvement in 
cOUli politics, and his stormy relations with 
Queen Elizabeth and Lord Burghley. All are 
reflected in the poems and plays of Shake
speare, just as Doris Alexander would ex
pect. 

In contrast, the "mundane inconse
quence" and utter irrelevance of the biogra
phy of Will Shakspere ofSh'atford-on-Avon 
renders unbelievable the claim for him as the 
great poet/dramatist. 
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From the Editor: 

To be or not to be ... evident 
The central issue of the authorship de

bate, once one has gotten past the usual 
first l ines of resistance-it can't be true! no 
conspiracy could be that big! it doesn 't 
matter anyway! my teacher says all  anti
S tratfordians are nuts ! - is the debate over 
what constitutes evidence in determinin� 
"what happened" and "why it happened ' 
four hundred years ago, and-of equal im
portance-how such evidence should be 
interpreted. 

In the course of putting together this 
issue of the newsletter and working with 
Peter Dickson on our page one story 
("Shakespeare's  son on Death Row") this 
matter of evidence-and interpretation of 
evidence-has loomed large. 

Most of the evidence Dickson has gath
ered has been around for centuries-even 
the incredible May 1 6th Gondomar letter, 
first referred to in a footnote in an 1 869 
publication, but never before reproduced 
anywhere. Yet he only found this footnote 
because he had already been looking into 
the political-not l iterary-history of this 
period, following up on his intuitive feeling 
that these two events-the politics of the 
Marriage Crisis and the Folio publication
were linked somehow. 

Dickson has remarked a number oftimes 
in the past year how strange it seemed to 
him, as a historian and a newcomer to the 
authorship debate, that no one had ever 
before seriously looked at the political 
events surrounding the Folio publication. 
He wondered especially how Oxfordians 
could have missed focusing on the impris
onment of the 1 7th Earl of Oxford's  son 
during the Folio publication. That these 
parallel events of the publication and the 
imprisomnent of the author' s  son must be 
somehow connected seemed, well, just 
plainly evident, and so he dug deeper and 
deeper into this period in history. 

Two years ago we wrote about some 
similar issues in our article "Writing His
tory" (Winter 1 997), although at that time 
the concern was the "Southampton as son" 
theOlY. And there were some fami liar ele
ments in that stOly-such as evidence pro
vided by an ambassador's  letter, telling us 
something about events in England that we 
would not otherwise have known about. 
Still, as we said then, any such evidence 
cannot really be understood or even evalu
ated until it has been incorporated-through 
interpretation-into a larger nal1'ative. 

The comlection between the Mal1'iage 
Crisis and the First Folio publication is  
primarily an interpretation of the facts at  
hand, an interpretation that to our knowl-

edge no one has made before. And in the 
estimation of an increasing number of Ox for
dians at this moment, i t  is  a reasonable 
interpretation. In fact, it may well prove to be 
momentous in clarifying much about this 
period in English histOlY, and may turn out 
to be a major step forward in helping us to 
make the case for the 1 7th  Earl of Oxford's  
authorship of the Shakespeare Canon. 

It should also be noted here that over the 
past year many who had heard about 
Dickson's work and his evolving new theOlY 
about the Folio publication at first balked
how can it be? what' s  the connection? 
where's  the proof? It was all rather reminis
cent of moments familiar to us all in the 
authorship debate itself. 

While many of us in the Oxfordian move
ment have marveled over the years at the 
supposed obstinance of others in the au
thorship debate (Stratfordians, Baconians, 
Marlovians, or-depend ing on which breed 
of Oxfordian you are-fellow Oxfordians) in 
refusing to see that [fill in here the certainty 
of your choice] is so plainly evident, here is 
one instance where apparently all of LIS 

missed the boat, and it took a newcomer to 
make the connection. And there may well be 
a lesson in that for all of us, oldtimers and 
newcomers alike. 

With that in mind, it should be noted that 
this new theory, as exciting and as forceful 
as it is in explaining how and why the First 
Folio came to be published at this particular 
point in time, still does not answer all the 
questions surrounding the Shakespeare 
authorship mystely. 

F or example-to name just a few--ques
tions remain to be answered about the true 
nature ofthe Shakespeare plays themselves 
(literature or historical testimony?), about 
why none of the Bard's poems ( V&A, 
Lucrece, The Sonnets) were either included 
or even mentioned in the Folio proj ect, 
about how and why decisions were made 
about which plays were to be included in the 
Folio and which were not (and what might 
we learn from that?), and, finally, aboutwhy 
a pseudonym was still used 1 9  years after the 
author's death, and how-once it had been 
used-it has never been dislodged, not 
during the tumultuous years of the Com
monwealth period just a few decades later, 
nor anytime during all the centuries follow
ing. More evidence and more interpretation 
are needed concerning a l l  these questions. 

And undoubtedly, someday ill the fu
ture, when all these questions have been 
answered, someone will remark how evident 
it all was. How could anyone ever have 
missed it? 
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Letters: 
To the Editor: 

Mark Anderson 's colunm "The Art of 
The Art of Shakespeare 's Sonnets" (Spring 
98, page 1 6) provokes some thoughts on my 
part. I have been a member ofthe Society for 
over ten years, and have, in that time, written 
a number of articles for the Newsletter. 
None of my articles made any reference, 
direct or indirect, to my views on current 
American politics. My forbearance was due 
to the facts that (a) such matters have l i ttle 
relevance to Shakespeare, and (b) I am aware 
that not all members oftbe Society share my 
point ofview. Charlton Ogburn is certainly 
capable of expressing strong opinions, and 
I am wel l  aware that he supports a particular 
political position, and yet the 900-odd pages 
of The Mysteriolls Willialll Shakespeare do 
not reveal whether he is Republican or Demo
crat, liberal or conservative. I suggest that 
others follow his example. 

Peter Moore 
Atlanta, Georgia 
12 June 1 998 

To the Editor: 

With reference to your article "Ciphers, 
codes and the authorship debate" and 
Stephanie Hughes '  "A Society of Secrets" 
(Spring 1 998 Newsletter), with two repro
ductions of the same miniature by Nicholas 
Hill iard of "Unknown Man clasping a hand 
from a Cloud" and, in particular, to the 
statement "cryptic phrases in Latin whose 
meaning still defies interpretation" (Hughes, 
page 7), I am writing to ask you why thatvelY 

miniature with the Latin motto "Attici amois 
ergo" has been chosen to cOlToborate the 
belief that impressas and mottoes hide a 
secret meaning and therefore calmot be 
interpreted? 

I am also writing to let the Oxfordian 
American readers know that the De Vere 
Society Newsletter includes an explanation 
and interpretation of the Latin motto on that 
Hilliard miniature (March 1 997, pages 7 -8). 

In order to demonstrate that Latin mot
toes or posies of Elizabethan times are al
most always unintelligible to present day 
readers or historians, a different example 
should have been chosen, i .e .  one which 
does have an obscure meaning. 

The interpretation of the hand from the 
cloud is a separate problem, a distinct field 
of investigation, even thougb related to the 
sitter, the background and the addressee of 
the miniature itself. 

Noemi Magri 
Mantova, Italy 
2 1  June 1 998 

To the Editor: 

I basically agree with Charles Young in 
what he thinks about Shakespeare ("Ci
phers, codes and the authorship debate," 
Spring 1 998), though I cannot agree with 
evelything he says. Our members should 
also be aware that there was another part of 
his Games Magazine article that was not 
discussed in the newsletter aI1icle-his view 
on the painting "Elizans Triumphans." 

When Elizabeth is triumphantly wheeled 
about on a mobile throne under a canopy 
borne by four gentlemen, he is right to say 
that one of them is the Earl of Oxford, but it 
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i s  not the one he thinks. I t  i s  not the person 
in the rear, it is the one in front, the one with 
a bad leg who looks straight ahead-as 
identified by Roger Stritmatterat the De Vere 
Studies Conference (Ed. note: see page 10 

for //lore details). 
Nevertheless Young i s  on the right path 

and should only be encouraged to do more 
research. 

Charles Boyle 
Harwich, Massachusetts 
1 5 July 1 998 

To the Editor: 

Edward Sisson in his letter in the last 
issue of the Shakespeare O"jord Newslet
ter (Spring 1 998, page 23)  gets hold of an 
interesting stick, but [should] query at the 
right end. 

Mr. Shaksper turned [ down] the oppor
tunity of lionisation at the Court produc
tions of Christmas 1 604 (7 plays); we may 
talk ofHal11 let without the Prince indeed, at 
the greatest social triumph afforded to any 
actor/playwright since time began-if in
deed Mr. Shaksper wrote the plays. To my 
mind that makes it clear that contemporaries 
well knew he was not the author-see the 
article on Shakespeare's London Career from 
1 599 (De Vere Society Newsletter, October 
1 997, page 4). 

The point is that any publisherofliterary 
works would be likely to know that Shaksper 
was not the author. Any writing "by W.S ." 
could be tacked on to the Shakespeare cor
pus without any damage from Mr. Shaksper. 
The publisher's defence to a claim from Mr. 
Shaksper would be ( I )  that Shaksper was 
not-or could not prove himself-the au
thor, and (2) who is W.S .  anyway? 

Mr. Shaksper would be keeping a low 
profile after Oxford' s  death, either as part of 
some identity-cover bargain or because he 
realised his social (and/or legal) position in 
London was indefensible. Anyway he had 
his hush money; he did not need to run the 
danger of being part ofa conspiracy to make 
money out of spurious productions. 

The strong point is that Mr. Shaksper, 
litigious soul, never litigated about the plays, 
or about theirmonetmy consequences. They 
were irrelevant to him and he to them. 

R. C. W. Malim 
Blandford, Dorset, England 
6 July 1 998 

(COl/IiI/lied all page 22) 
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Leiters (COli till lied ji-Olll page 2 1) 

To the Editor: 

Did Ben Jonson actually write the R.R. 
eulogy (Shakespeare Oxford Newsletter, 
Fall 1 997IWinter 1998, page l 3) in the 1 6 1 1 
Divine Weeks of Josuah Sylvester? Who, 
then, or what, might "R.R." represent? 

Robert Detobel has sent to me a persua
sive solution for the "who": Robert Radcliffe, 
fifth Earl ofSussex ( 1 569?- 1 629). Uneasy in 
a corner of his mind at the Jonson attribu
tion, Detobel went digging beneath the slab 
ofthe DNB and discovered (in Greg's bibli
ography of plays) that Jonson had com
posed a masque, The Hue and OJI a/Cupid, 
for the wedding of Radcliffe's daughter, 
sometime prior to 1 608. Evidence is thus 
provided for a close degree of acquaintance 
between Jonson and Radcliffe (who main
tained a company of players). 

Detobel offers the possibility that Jon
son may have "taken over" a Radcliffe poem, 
or that perhaps the reverse happened. How
ever, neither speculation seems especial ly 
attractive. The DNB entry on Radcliffe re
veals an able soldier, but a man given to 
dissipation and unmentioned as a poet, 
although the entry does cite him as "a patron 
of men ofletters." Moreover, the thought of 
a techy Jonson handing over lines of his for 
modification by a wassailing Sussex is not 
credible. 

The R.R. eulogy feels like Jonson down 
to the marybones, with its plenitude of tex
tual confirmation, and the additional sub
stantiation for this perception is to be found 
in the letters-to-the-editor of Detobel him
self and Fran Givens (Shakespeare Oxford 
Newsletter, Spring 1 998, page 2 1 ) . 

"The question," Detobel at last con
cludes in his letter to me, "is whether 
Radcliffe was the author or simply lent his 
initials to verses by Ben Jonson." A Mark 
Antony-ish largesse of initials lending seems 
the more likely of the alternatives-if, in
deed R.R. represents Robert Radcl iffe. 
(Detobel cites five other bearers of those 
initials with feasible dates; so gaze we upon 
another deliberate ambiguity in the manner 
of "E. L. Oxon."?) 

James Fitzgerald 
Natick, Massachusetts 
7 June 1998 

Shakespeare as a Priest (contilluedji-o/ll page 2) 

histOlY includes his turning in his cousins 
as secret Catholics p lotting against Eliza
beth in 1 580. And doubts sti l l  linger about 
de Vere 's  own ilmermost thoughts on the 
subject; did he have some sympathies for 
the old faith right up to the end, even as he 
politically propagandized the new order in 
Tudor England? 

In the story as seen by Wilson and de 
Hoghton through their new theOlY, "there is 
[an] extraordinary but logical connection 
between the most Catholic town in the Mid
lands [Stratford] and the great center for 
Catholic patronage at Hoghton." 

Wilson goes on to say, "My theory is 
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[that] what makes Shakespeare different is 
he never offers us a utopian ending-his 
plays continue to mystify us-and this is 
related to Catholic secrecy . . .  Shakespeare's  
characters wi l l  not revea l  their imler truth 
and there is an endless mystelY to his plays 
that is velY near to Campion's  world." 

ThePost article concludes by noting the 
inevitable fact that "all theories about the 
Bard's lost years [are] controversial." Eamon 
Duffy, professor of English at Magdalene 
College, Cambridge University, gets the last 
word: "It would be wonderful to know what 
Shakespeare was doing a s  a young man, but 
the point is we just do not know." 
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Wright (contil1l1edjrolll page 15) 

As the speech unfolds, it becomes clear 
that this "Tree of the SUlme" represents 
Elizabeth. It is unique like the Phoenix, and 
it eclipses all other trees. In an allusion to 
Elizabeth's virginity, we are told that "Vestas 
bird sitteth in the midst, whereat Cupid is 
euer drawing, but dares not shoot, being 
amazed at that princely and perfect 
Maiestie." In the shade ofthe tree, the knight 
has found "such content, as nothing coulde 
bee more comfortable," and has "made a 
sollenme vowe, to incorporate hys harte 
into that Tree, and ingraft hys thoughts 
vppon those vertues. Swearing, that as there 
is but one Sunne to shine ouer it, one roote 
to glue life vnto it, one toppe to maintaine 
Maiestie: so there should be but one Knight, 
eyther to lyue or die for the defence thereof. 
Where-vppon, tree swore himselfe onely to 
be the Knight of the Tree of the Sunne, 

whose life should end before his loyaltie." 

Young concludes his recital ofthe record 
of Oxford's  speech to the Queen by point
ing out that " [IJack of any detailed account 
of the other defendants' tiltyard speeches 
and pageants makes it impossible for us to 
know whether the fictions of the responses 
by [the others] were also developed with 
such imaginative fervour . . . .  " However, given 
the relatively uninspired and indifferent 

appellations selected by Oxford's counter
parts in the lists for this festive entertain
ment, compounded by the failure of the 
chronicler of the event to note, even in  
summary, anything offered by the other 
participants in tribute to or in praise of the 
Queen, we might well be safe in assuming 
that they were not comparably distinguished. 

Oxford's  stately pavilion, spirited ora
tory, and imaginative nomenclature were 
lustrous and rare contributions to the dig
nity of such an occasion, and their evocation 
of imaginative worlds of colour, fantasy, and 
high drama expresses the temperament of 
one intimately companioned to, fond of, and 
perhaps even practiced in the arts of the 
stage; indeed, of Oxford's  particular love of 
ostentatious show and high theatricality
singular qualities among his peers-Young 
attests, 

It was rare for an individual to invest so 
much in a pavilion at Tudor and Stuart tour
naments . . .  [and while i l t  is just possible that 
pavilions such as Oxford's were a fairly 
common sight atTudor and Jacobean tourna
ments, . .  this idea is not supported either by 
the evidence of surviving descriptions or by 
the household accounts of even such lavish 
spenders as the Earl of Essex and the Earl of 
Rutland. 
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Here, at Whitehall, therefore, in addition 
to Oxford the "knight," we see Oxford in 
the role of just that kind of person whom we 
would expect to find at court in charge ofthe 
Queen ' s  entertainments. Here is our miss
ing impresario, the elusive courtier, conjur
ing one of those dramatic spectacles that 
made the Elizabethan court the talk of Eu
rope. Here is the wordsmith, the allegorist, 
the allusive classicist, the maker oftheatri
cal magic. Here is the spendthrift dramatist, 
ever ready to produce the most opulent of 
courtly feasts for eyes and ears that ever 
Elizabeth and her court were graced to see 
and hear. Here-here-we find our missing 
Shakespeare. Here we find Edward de Vere. 
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Anderson (continued from page 1 8) 

cheeky translation of the epigram as fol
lows: "Kneel hinds to trash: me let bright 
Phoebus swell/With cups full flowing from 
the Muses ' wel l ."  

Together, Jonson and Marlowe's trans
lations at least suggest the basic storyline. 
Ovid first notes-with more than a hint of 
irony-what he's  not saying. The vulgar 
folk, the "base-conceited wits" (Jonson's 
"trash") will always admire vulgar things, he 
says. 

On the other hand, the epigram contin
ues, we all are above that. (Here one might 
imagine a Jonsonian courtier fop like Sir 
Fastidious Brisk or a more modern effete 
stereotype such as Percy Dovetonsils or 
Saturday Night Live 's "Master Thespian" 
uttering these lines.) We know that there is 
no such vulgarity to be found in these 
pages . Instead, we are up on Mount 
Parnassus, filling our chalices with draughts 
of pure inspiration courtesy of the Muses 
themselves. And they would certainly con
done no base-conceited things to be uttered 
in their presence .  

Right? 
The message, in short, is a joke for 

whomever wants to get it. It officially dis
avows any "vulgar" (i .e. topical) reading of 
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the poem while at the same time unoffi
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That he leaves to his readers who know 
their Ovid-and who know irony when they 
see it. 

The epigram that introduced the world 
to the Shake-speare pseudonym, in fact, 
could grace the title pages of al l  his works. 
It is an absh'act and brief summary of the 
Oxfordian case for appreciating the topical 
and allegorical dimensions of the Shake
speare canon. 

"Don' t  WOrty, fair readers," it says. 
"There' s  nothing to be found herein but 
ancient tales and timeworn legends . . .  and if 
you actually believe that old l ie, you may 
want to consider a career in Shaxperotics." 
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