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HISTORICAL FALLACIES AND HISTORICAL METHCD:
A KEY TO THE AUTHORSHIP CONTRGVERSY

Gordon C. Cyr

This article was e paper the pressnt writer read at the Ninth Annual Conference of
the Shakespeare Oxford Society in Washington, D.C. on October 12, 1985. It ie hopsd
that the common fallacies described will assist Oxfordians not only in rebutting the
frequent Stratfordian commission of such érrors, but also in avoiding themselvee the
traps to which our opponents so easily fall prey. :

in his hook, Historians' Fallacies: Toward a Logic of Historical Thouﬁgm,1 David
Backett Fischer gives scholare examplea of eeveral lapses in sound methodology prace
ticed by even the moet eminent historians. Although the authorship of Shakespeare'ts
works is not mmong the topics discussed in Fischer's book, Oxfordians and other anti-
Stratfordians will be pleased to note that the author takes on some of our more egrew
gious opponente (albeit in non-Shakeepearean contexts), such as Louis B. Wright, A.
L. Rowse, and Conyers Read,

The purpose of this article ie to confine the discuasion to what Profe&soﬁ Fiecher
calle Yfallaciee of factual verification,” presentsd in the second chapter, and to
relate these to some of the more comwon prope in the Stratfordian argument.

In a discussion of the fallacy of the peeudo proof (“a verification etatement which
seeme at firet sight to be a precise and specific repreeentation of reality but which
proves, on close inepection, to be literally meaningless"?), ths author mentions a '
species of thie category as the '"reversible reference -- a chameleoanlike statement
which changes ite color with its context and which might variously be used to prove
the proposition that X le ihe case or that not-Y ie the case, as the aathor wishss.”

The example Prof. Fischer gives ie from one Bridenhaugh, who maintainsd that the
streets of colonial Maphattan were strewn with trash. His eupportiang evidencs son-
eisted, according to Prof. Fiecher, of three rsvsreible referencee: 1) a law was
paseed in 1657 against littering in New Amsterdam; 2) that the law was enforced upon
John Sharp, a litterbug, in 1671; and 3) that weekly trash removal was effected in
1670. Prof. Fischer reminds readers that sach of these three facts could be ussd to
argue that ths streete were filled with trash, that thex weres kept apotleesly c¢lean,
or anythisng in between!

Similexrly, Stratfordisns are fond of arguing that, becauee schoola wers establiehed
throughout England, and because Oxford and Cambridge scholare were employed at good
wages at Stratford'e grammar school, that Shakepere could have had a good education
at that echool. As Charliton Ogburn points out, howsvsr, ths rapid turnover of such
scholars, and that notwithstanding thie monetary incentive, there may havs hsen lit~
tie to intereet them in etaying long.”

The fallacy of the irrelevant proof “consiats in asking one queation and answering
another.” Prof. Fischer gives as an example an hypothetical hietorian who attempts
to answer the question, 'Was Senetor X a thief?" And euppoae, saye the author, that
Sepator X was in fact a thief. So thie historian, an admirer of Sepator X, "“proceeds
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to prove that Senator X had often declared that honeety was the best policy...that
Senstor X was acquitted by a jury {(without mentioning that all the jurymen became
postmasters immediately after the trial)...that Senastor X's mother eolennly swore
that her son could never be a thief,..that Sepator Y was a bigger thief than Senator
X and that the Senate itself was a den of thieves...thet Senator X only stole from
the government...wss kind to his children...faithful to his wife...loyal to hie par-
ty." ete., etc. MALl of theee stategenta Bay in fact be true," writes Prof. Fischer,
“and yet Sepmtor X remeins a thief,'

Louis Marder rhetorically asks of Oxfordians, "Were Hugh Holland, James Mabbe (?),
also in on the 'plot' to conceal the true author [of Shakespeare's worksj?" Dr. Mar~
der then proceeds to answer another gueetion altogetber: VTheee men knew Shakeepeare
when he was alive. I1f [Heminge'a and Condell’s {eic)linteriineation in the will gre
sot evidence that they were friende and kmew bia work and knew what they were publish-
ing under his name was his, what ie the use of the written word?"?

In the firet place, the interlineations (if genuine) prove only that Heminge and
Condell "were frienda' of the deceased (and Stratfordisns do not need tbeee interlin.
eations to prove this much; there are at least two other documents eetablishing Hem-
inge's association with Shakspere). The interlineations certainly do not prove that
the deceased wae an author. Indeed, like the reversible referepnce cited sbove, a
good cese can be made that the bequest for the purchese of memorial rings (togethax
with the damning omiesion of booke, mapuacripts, or literary property) strongly sug-
gests that H. and €. did pot consider Shakspere to be an muthor, at least when his
will was drawn up. In any event, theee facts render suepect H, and C.'s claim in
the Firet Folio that they are acting as “Literary executore.”

What Dr. Marder studiously avoids saking is pmot whether H. and C. “knew their
friend," but whether their statementa to the effact that he was the author in the
First Folio are truthful. Appeals to the "written word" are useleee in tbia instance,
inasmuch as examples of the "use of the written word” to digeemble on much more cru-
cial historical questions are legion.

The fallacy of the negstive proof "ie an attempt to eustain a factual proposition
meraly by negative evidence, It occure whenever a historian declares that 'there ie
no evidencg that X ia the case,' and then proceeds to affirm or assume that not-X is
the case,."

Recently, Robert Giroux wrote, "There is not a shred of evidence that the byphenated
apelling of Shakeapeare's name, or indeed any other epelling, repreeents & nom de
plume,"7 Mr. Giroux, of course, has spent no effort locking for euch evidence, Nor
has any otber Stratfordian meking a eimilar pronouncement, But there is evidence,
overlooked by Stratfordiasns, that poets of the nobility, such ae Edward de Vere, did
in fact make use of pseudonyme —- and even of other people's namee, according to The
Arte of Epglish Poesie (1589), Robert Greene, etc., ~- in publishing tbeir poetry.
Thera are also many indications that the state of playwriting was at low repute in
Tudor times, and that eomeone in de Vere's poeition who wrote plays had plenty of
motives for following such a practice bimself. And indeed there ie ona witneee, the
author of The Arte of English Foesie, who even teetifies that thie very same earl was
first among the noble poets who concealed their authorship in thie manner!

A

The fallacy of the presumptive proof “consiete in advancing a proposition and ehifte
ing the burden of preof or disproof to others."'0 The eptire Stratfordian case is
based upon the presumption that Shakspere of Stratford wrote the poems and plays.
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Anti-Stratfordians owe Prof, Fischer a great debt. "For this relief, much thanks!"
We should now prese our offensive, sad maike Stratfordians prove thelr case, And
whlle they are at it, they can also be asked to prove why such plays as The Tempest,
King Lear, Macbeth, etc. could not have been composed before Oxford's deatb in 160%.
A further quote from Prof. Fischer's book is in order on this point. "Ths burden of
proot, for any historical assertion, always rests upon its author. Not his critics,
not his readers, not his gradusate students, not the next generation. Let us call
this the rule of responsibility,"’

Prof., Fischer writee, #The fallacy of the circular proof %s & species of questionw
begging, which consists in aseuming what is to bs proved.' < Members of our Society
have become well acquainted with a typical Stratfordian abuse of this debating tac-
tic in the exchanges between the pressnt writer and the editor of The Shakespeare
Newsletter -- in both that periodical end in our own Newslstter.

But anti-Stratfordimns should be prepmred to expose the shallowness in & far more
frequent manifeetation of this insidious form of argument: the so-called “references
to Shakespeare” allegedly contained in Greenes Groatsworth of Wit and Hemry Chettle's
Kind Harts Dreame. Here is Samuel Schoenbaum's double-barreled version: "That
Greene has eingled out Shakespeare for attack is evident xot only from the punning
reference to Shake-scene, but also from the parody of & line in 3 Henry Vi...'O ti-
ger's heart wrapt in a woman'e hide!' By altering one word Gresne has accused Shakew
speare of cruelty."’>

Thie reading reete on eeveral assumptions the author has not proved: 1) That "Shake-
scene’ ie a pun on the name ''Shake-epeare," which did not appear in print until the
Venus and Adonis publication of 1593 -~ the year following both of the pamphiets’
publication -~ and which did not appear in the hyphenated form until 159%, 2) That
""Shake-scene" is a pun at all. 3} That "Sheke-scene" is & term of denigration. {The
fault of the "upetart crow' was, after all, not that he was a "Shake-scene.," but
that he eeteemed himself the only one!) #4) That the "upstart crow" was author of
2 Henry VI. %) That the intent of the parody of this line was to identify the "up=
start crow" as the play's author. ©6) That the intent of the parody was anything more
than the usual practice of quoting a line from s play currently in the public eye
{(and ear) -- something all of us do from times to time with no thought of referring to
the play's author.

Having begged all these questions, Prof. Schoenbaum then proceeds to a cbaracter-
istic Stratfordian misreading of Chettle's apology: ''Chettle confesses that Greene's
'letter written to divers play-makers' has been offensivsly by one or two of then
taken.' Ths grieved parties were, the context mskes clesr, Marlowe and Shekeepesre.
ina celgkrated pacsage Chettle comments sharply con the former and apologizee to the
latter," '

In the first place, Schoenbsum does not say how the "context makes clear® that
Shakeepeare i5 one of the two grieved parties. If Greene were addressing his re-
marks to "divers play-makers," warniug them of the "apstart crow," how ie it possiw
ble for Shekespeare to have been one of those if, as Prof. Schoenbsum had maintsined
earlier, the "upstart crow" is also Shakeepeare? And why could not Nash «« supposed
by many scholars to be one of thoee addresesd by Greenme, and who eocunded pretty an-
gry sbout tbe Groatsworth pamphlet -- bhe one of the grieved partiee? Schoenbaum
makes two othsr dubious assumptione ae well: 1) That only Shakespeare could be de-
seribed as having a "facetioue grace in writing." 2) That the word "gquality in
Chettle's vemarks, "excellent in the quality he professes" means "acting,'' because
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Schoenbaum inserts the words "i.e., acting" in brsckets after the word "quality."
This is a commonplece in Stratfordian misconstructions. The fact is, Hquality"
mesnt any profeesion, which, as the 'context makes clear," ie play-writing,

"the fallacy of the prevalent proof mekes mass opinion into a method of verifica=
tion." 15 It is the subtie form Of LNis error Prof. Fischer finds in atiempts to Yes~
tablish a doubtful questiocn by a phrase such as 'most historiane agree...' or 'it is
the consensus of scholarly gpinion that...' or 'in the judgment of all serious stu~
dents of this problem... 16 Aside from the general Stratfordian invocation of thie
"mage opinion" on all matters of dispute, one finds among more recent writinge some
independent attempts either to whitewassh Ben Jon=on's Vanti-Shakespearcan” sentiments
or to defend him from the accusation that he composed Heinge'e and Condell'e remarks
published in the First Folio.

Gwynne Evans and Harry Levin, for example, object to Charlion Ogburn's suggestion
that Jonson had earlier expressed ''contempt" for the Stratford man, and that Mr, Og-
burn "shores up that dublous allegation with a satirical line about a parvemu Jon-
sonian character; Jonson's editors do not accept the conjecture that the satire is
mimed at Shakespeare.'17 It ie interesting that Profs. Evans and Levin do not name
these editors, a courteay which Dr, Marder, at least, extends his readers in a eimie
larly worded observation: 'Modern scholarship (See Percy Simpson's edition of Jonw
son's Works, XI, 140-41) does not accept Jonson gs the author of the Dedication and
the addrese 'To the great Variety of Readers.'"’

The question arises whether "Jonson editors" are really objective enough for such
confident assumptione. They can hardly be disinterested in what their subject may
have really thought about one whom Jonson was to style “not of an age, but for all
time" -~ even if thie just appraisal appeared on only one occasion in Jonson's write
ings. For once a "foot in the door" ie admitted in the form of conceding BNy DPOB=
sibility that Jonson may have entertained a low opinion of the Stratford man, what
becomes of the former's invaluable "testimony' to the latter's authorial skills?

Or to his sincerity in uttering them?

Noy no. ‘'Honeet Ben'" could not possibly bave been lampooning Shakeepeare'e (by
whom is meant, of course, the Stratford man's) coamtwofw-arms, nor his petition to the
Collegs of Heralds. And he could not poeeibly have written "H. & C.'s" words for
them, because that would considerably lessen their value as testimony.

The plain evidence, however, is all against this wishful thinking on the part of
""Jonson editors," whether we choose to call their findinge "mass opinion." or the
more euphemistic designation, "scholarly consensue." Jonson'e own worde im Every
May Out of His Humour stmnd against his editors' fond contentions, as does George
Steevens's masterly etylistic analysis of Heminge's and Condell's First Folio ute
terances, which at least two “modern scholars” -« Sir George Greenwood and Charlton
Ogburn -~ do accept!

Yet another unfortunate exemplar of Evans's and Levin's recourse to this fallacy
of the prevalent proof" is found in their contention that Oxford's death in 1604
precludes hie authorship of Shakespeare. "Given the general consensus on dating,
this would not account for a dozen of Shakeepeare'e best plays."?9 This argument is
aleo a form of the circular proof fallacy cited sbove: assuming that which i=s to
be proved.

"IThe fallacy of the possible proof consiste in an attempt to demonstrate that a
factual statement is true or false by establishing the poseibility of its truth or
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fals:i.'t::y."""E On the Stratfordian side, exsmples are {00 aumeroua to mention. Typical
are the conjfectures of what the Stratford man did during the so-called "lost yearas®
in order to prepare himself for writing the Shakespeare canon: & clerk in a lawyer's
office, a soldier in Leicester's army in the Lowlands, & page in & nobleman's house
-~these are only & few of the wilder "possibilities™ conjured up in Stratford. In-
fortunately for the “lawyer's clerk" theory, several lawyers have pointed out thaet
for Sbakspere to have fulfilled this function, he would have been ohliged to sign
several legal documents, such &5 briefs, and that the prodigioua paper-chase of two
centuriss has failed to produce such signatures.

Prof. Fischsr concludes his chapter, "a&ll inferences from enpirical evidence are
probabilistic. It is not, therefore, sufficient to demonstrate tbat A was poseibly
ths case. A historisn muai determine, as best he can, the probability of A in re-
lation to the probability of alternativee. In the same fashion be cannot disprove
A by demonstrating that not-A was possible, but only by demonstrating tbat Bot-A

was more probable tban A, This is tbe rule of probability."&

Oxfordisns would do well to psy heed to David Hackett Fischer's advice to histor-
ians. It applies in equal measure to tbose among our Society's members engaged in
scholarly research in either historical or literary aspects of the authorship issue.
Our guest at tbe Ninth Annual Coaference, Steven W. May, give a wise caution to Ox-
fordians: We should not follow the example of J. T. Looney and satisfy ourselvss
merely with "parallela" in poetic formulas, imagery, and word choices hetween Ox-
ford's known writinga and Shakespesre's., We must show tbat these are exclusive to
the '"two writers" and not commonplaces among a host of other poets, both amateur and
professional. Uanfortunately, the latter is the case for some of the exanpliea Mr,
Looney chose, as Prof, May so ably demonstrated. 1t is equally unfortunate that
most later Oxfordian researchers have followed Looney in this somswhat-less-than-
rigorous approach to word study {(a fact which makes Helen Cyris researches in this
direction an important step in the Oxfordian theory's progress).

important also, when we draw conclusions as to de Vere's possible authorship of
a whole body of writings heretofore assigned to authors othsr tban Shakespsare, is
due consideration of the spscial burden we are under to demonstrate the probgbility
of such assumptions. It is not eaough for Oxfordians to ape the Stratfordians' aljip-
sbod methods and, substituting Oxford's name for Shakspere's, simply say, "Oxford
could bave done or written sucheand-such, therefore he gaigdin

in this connection, we must take into account the natural presumption that in most
cases, an autbor's name on & title page means that he is the suthor of that worke.
The anti-stratfordian rebuttal to thie presumption ia Shakespeare’a case is a spe-
c¢ial one, and it is based not merely on negstive evidence, as we are often told by
Stratfordians: 1) Shakespeare's name appears on the title pages of several works-
published during the Stratford man's lifetime that fsw scholars bBelisve are of his
authorship. 2) No one has succeeded in establishing ~- on aay contemporary evidence
--tbat the "Willian Sbakeepeare® of the title pages is identical with William Shak-
spere of Stratford-~on-Avon. 3) No one has succeeded in showing how Shakspere. of
Stratford acquired the detailed knowledge of a host of arts and sciences displayed
in the poems and plays. #4) No one has succeeded in showing how Shakspere of Strat-
ford gained access to the private lives of court personages, got his topographical .
knowledge of Italy, or acquired the ability to read numerous untranslated sources
in a variety of ancient and modern langusges. 5) No one has been able to explain
Shakspere's total lack of interest in the puhlication of “high piays, or of "his"
poems (except Venus and Lucrece, assuming that he wrote them), nor bis complaceat
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submission 1o the wholesale pirscies and botched edition of 'his" works. 6) Impor-
tant people who should have been witnesses to Shakespeare's mctivities are ailent
during bis lifetime (Henslowe, Alleyn, Nashe, Spenser, Bmcon, Pescham, Jonson hime
self!, etc.) 7) Shakspere himself is silent on any ¥literary activitiss," even in
bis Last Will and Testament, O) indeed, the only clear-cut identification of the
Stratford man with the suthorship is made seven years after hia deatb, in the First
Folio. 9) The First Folio testimony is inconsistent with all tbe other evidence be-
fore us, leading anti-Stratfordians to suspect that document's trustworthiness. And
10}, if s nobleman had written these works (s possihility deduced from the internal
evidencs of the plays themselves), be would have heen unable w~ owing to the social
opprobrium afforded poets and playwrights of the nobility -~ to puhlish them under
bis own name, and would have been obliged, therefore, to either use a nom de plume
or to work out an agreement with someone to loan bis name for this purposs,

Witb tbis last hypothesis, all of the items enumersted are consistent, which is
not, of course, to argue its certainty, hut goes a long way to establishing its
probability -~ at lsast as against the Strstfordian inferencs that Shakspers “somew~
bow'" overcame thees ohjections, "because be was a geniusi"

. NOTES .

1 Harper & Row {Nsw York), 1970. Zamphasis in all citstions ie tbe authorfe.
Ze Ihidoq PPe 40 - 630

3. Thide, pe 43.

b, Thig., p. 4h.

5. Ihe Mysterious William Shakespeare. Dodd, Moad {Nsw York), 1984, p. 276.
6. Fischer, pp. 45 - 4,

7+ The Shakespeare Newslettar {Summer, 1985), p. 22.

8. Fischer, p. 47.

9. "Letters,' New York Times Book Review, May 19, 1985,
10. Fischer, pe 3.
11e Ibid., pe 63.
12. Ibide, pe 49.
13, 8. Scboenhsum: Shakespeare's Lives. Clarendon Prsss (Oxford), 1970, Pe 50.
1“‘. Ihi&.g ppo 51 “52.

15+ Fischer, p. 511,

16. Inid., p. 52.

17. “Was Shakespeare Shakespeare?" Harvard Magezine, February 1975, p. 42.

18, Ihe Shakespeare Neweletter, ope. cite, pe 22.

19. Ses Malone's Shakespeere, ed. by Jamee Boewell {1821), Vel. II, p. 663 & ff.
20. Evans & Levin, Op. E_i:_t_og Pe &'}.
2. Fiacber’ Pe 52
22, Ibid., pe 63.

A CALL FOR ACTION
by Harold W. Patisnce
‘e Enter Mr. Calvin Hoffmann (againt)
I was recently (Decsmbenr, 1984) astonished to find myself witnessing on television
not only an interview with Calvin Hoffman but yet another excuvstion of the Walaing-

hem tomhs. Thie search for tbe Shaksspeare manuscripts was a further attempt by the
author of Ths Murder of tbe Man Who Was Shakeapeare (1955) to prove bie theory thst
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the Deptford murder was falked and Christopher Marlowe lived on to produce the MShake-
spearean’ works. I saw with amazement that the floor of the church had been exten—
sively excavated and sophisticated electronic searching devices wers being eagerly
ingerted into ancient coffins., We ohserved Mr. Hoffmaan patiently awaiting the re-
sulte of this upheaval, only to have hie hopes dashed yet sgain,

As an Oxfordien by choice 1 muet admit that at first eight I viewed thie activity
with cynical asusement, Gradually, however, my feelings hecame tempered with a dew-
gree of envy and admiration for Mr. Hoffmsmn's splendid imitistive. His ability to
"get things done' is impressive, even though the results are (to him, 1 might add)
disappointing. The object of these comments is to record my hope that the Society
wvill endeavour to emlate Mr. Hoffmaan's praieeworthy efforts. In doing so, it muet
rejoct all warnings agiust the wisdom of such enterprises. 1t pust fight the sy~
pected ohetruction of vested interests in a determined effort to settle once and for
nll the queetion of the possihle survival of Shakespearean mmnuscripte.

But where to comcentrate operations? For many years 1 have held a persomal helief
that the monument in Stratford-upon~-Avon church, heing the lynchpin of orthodox en-
trenchment, would he the ohvious place for concealment. Remove everything in the
town which appeare to offer some commection between its famous native-born husiness-
man and the immortal works (but which, in reslity, do no suchting) and we find that
the monument aloge has a pusitive Shakespeare comnection. As Lecnard Digges puts it
in the prefatory matter to the Firet Folio:

ssowhen that etone ie reat,
And Tige dissolves thy Stratford Moniment,
Here we alive shsll view thee etill...

1 would not, of course, imagine that the complete eet of Shaksspeare mse were ever
concealed within this myeterious edifice; bui that eomething was placed Uwithin this
Mopument'' I firmly believe.

The important question to he asked here ie thie: Can we he surs that the monumen-
tal etructure (as spart from the bnst) is the original edifice? In her book Shake-

epeare'e Environment (1918) Mrs. C, C. Stopee quoted the following reporte from .the
Stratford archivee:

25th November, 1748: A meeting convened in Stratford
Pof those persons who contrihuted for the repairing
of Shakespeare’e monument, in order to resolve upon

A proper method of repairing snd heautifying the
monumant aforesaid.”

10th December, 1748: The report of the second meeting
concerned suitahle payment for the work involved and
“of what materisls to repair the monument,"

"Before the middie of the 18th century,' wrote Mre, Stopee, we know that the tomb
(8ic) was 'very much decayed.' Mr. John Ward, the grandfather of Mre. Siddoms, was
in Stratford in 1746, and gave the proceeds of a reprssemtstion of Othelle in the
Town Hall on 8th Septemher towards the restoration of Shakespeare's tomh {(sic)e
Orders were given to 'beautify' as well as to repair it. We sre left altogether in
the dark as to the degree of decay and the amount of reconstruction, hut that it was
considerable seems evident. By 1749 the repairs were completed and the colors rew
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painted hy Mr. John Halle.."

The air of amhiguity exuded by the reports, and the comments of Mrs., Stopee, is an
spnoysnce. le there pot & etrong possibility that the reported repair work referred
only to the buet? Csrtainly Mrse. Stopes' remari to the effect that the colora were
rew~painted would seem to apply to the bust, not to the superetructure or pillare.

As part of a monumsnt high up on the walil of a& church are pillars of marhle and or-
namenta of alabaster likely to decay? 1 personally doubt it, and in sapport of my
argument I exsmple the tomh of the 15th Earl of Oxford in Castle Hsdingham church
which, slthough much older than the Stratford monument, still preeents to us its
pristine condition. There is sursly no reason to doubt that the stone superstruacture
of the Stratford Monument we see today (referred to by Mr. J. Quincy Adams as a 'slab’
and by Mr. Craig Huston as e 'stone box') is not original. This heing so, and re-
turning to the possibility that manuscripts were placed therein, I refer readers to
an sxcellent outline of ths theory in the Appendix of Chariton Ogburn's new book, The
Myeterious William Shakespeare - The Myth and the Reality.

2. The Venetiun Archives

On 27th and 28th Dscembsr, 1984, s two-part program entitled Vidal in Venice was
spown on British television. The preeenter was the writer Gore Vidal, who recently
provided the commentary on a Shakespeare Sonnet in that particular TV series, After
taking us on a gondola trip around the canals of this unique ¢ity Mr. Vidal looked
at Venice in ths pleasure-loving 18th-century and the 'romantic' 19th-century. Look-.
ing at the city today he saw it as ''a sort of Disneyland filled with tourists who
come to see themselvee reflected.!

Of greater interest to me, as an Oxfordian, were the sequences in which Mr. Vidal
explored the masaive lihrariss of the Dogs's Palace and the State Archives of Venice.
Hsre, in countless shelves and on benches, the centuries have preserved a veritahle
feast for the historical researcher. Aleo in perfect condition are the code-booke
and sophisticated coding devices employed by the Secret Service of the Venetian
State at the height of its power and glory during the 16th-century. 1t seems that
the Doge and his goverament (headed by the 'Council of Ten') went to extraordinary
length to keep themselvee well informed as to events in other European states. Huge
volumes, lahelled France, England, etc., offer enormous poesihilities for Shakew
spear¢an research.

Surely, one wietfully hopes, there must exist somewhere in these vast stacks of
volumee a few overlooked paragraphs which would shed new light on the Shakespeare
Mystery? Perhaps, lying dormant for centuries in that huge book at home? Among
thoee massed volumee what revelations concerning the machinatione of state policy,
what information concerning Queen Elizabeth's private life, reports and rumors of
yoiitical ecandals, details of the secret workings of the Cecil administration, etc.,
swait discovery? :

CRDER NOW!
THEE MYSTERIOUS WILLIAM SHAKESPEARE: THE MYTH & THE REALITY

by Charlton Ogburn
Dodd, Mead, $25

Order from your bookseller or call toilefree 14800»251~4000 {Mastercard, Viea).
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DESPITE THE SOCIETY'S PATHBREAKING REPORT,
THE NONSENSE ABOUT “SHAKESFEARE'S HANDWRITING" GOES ON!

The title of thia issue's "sermon" ia prompted by two articles in the last
twe yeara appesring in The Shakeepesre Mewsletter., The first of these, "Shake-
spears Signatures (?) Seven, Bight, snd Nine!™ (Summer 1984, xxxiv: 2, No, 182),
reported on the lateet theorles of Prof, W, Nicholas Knight of ths Univereity
of Missouri~Rella, famous for the yet~unproven notion that Shakspere's signa=
ture appeare on the title page of the Folger Library'e copy of Willlam Lame
barde’s 1568 Archaionomia,

Both at the time of his 1971 announcement and hie 1973 bock-length amplifie-
cation of his theory (Shakeapeare's Hidden Life: Shakespeare st the law, 1585 -
1595}, Prof, Knight seemed undaurted by criticiasms that neither ths Shakespeare
plsyst dieplay of their suthorts lawyerly expertiee nor the abaence of any docw
ument with the Strstford man'e signature (either as Xnight'e imagined "nove=
rint”® or se "clerk in a law office" fancied by other Stratfordiane) could ace
courtt for Shakspere'e autograph in such an unlikely place. Tt is sufficient
to nota that the profeeacrts conjecturse hava not recsived wide accaptancs, ex~-.
cept from the occselonally credulous Samusl Schoenbaum, who conceded, neverthe-
less, that "it ie premsture, to ssy the least, to classify it sa the poetts
[sic ) seventh signature.t

now, Prof., Knight ds back with s claim of two more of ths "postie" eig-
natures, this time in two coples of the ssme book: dJohn Floriot's 1603 English-
ing of Montaign'a Essays. Let us akip the profeesor!'s ressoning on his lstest
detaction, and desa! with his conclusion, se described in tha SNL article, ¥,,,
the ganaral similsrity of ths Montaigne signatures to each other, ths similare
Ity of lettars of them to the authenticsted signatures, the presencs of the
Charles [Bamard} name, and Shakespesre's known use of Monteigne for Gone
sslote idea of s commenwealth is proof enough to ¢sll these signatures number
eight and nine in Shakespearete own hend,™

It is fortunats, we suppose, for depoaitors everywhere to be grateful that
Prof. Knight ie not sn offiocer in a bank! He ssems to have fallen wvictim hare
to the reveraible reference fallacy described in our last Newelettsr: Knight
hss taken sll the techniquee a forgsr would use to improve the appearance of
his handiwork «« the similarity of letters to suthentic signatures, the “bon-
ing up® on some relevant gsnealogy, ths selection of sn old copy of s book
well imown as & source for Shakeaspearetsa plays «~ and from these has inferred
a case for authenticeity!

The article's author, SNL editor Louls Marder, rightly wonders, "Why Shaks-
epeare would have had two copies of the Essaye is ss hard to conceive as Shake~
speare putting his name in a copy of Lambarde'e Archaionomia.® ©On the assumpw
tion of forgery, however, the explanation ie simpie. The culprit thought to
get richer by peddling the same fraud to twe dupes rather than to just one,
(Since that srticle was published, the Fsll 1985 SNL iasue states that Knight
apparently "didn't know of snother copy of the Montaigns signature which ap-
pearsd in a copy of Rastell'e Ststutes ~- which makss all three of them ap-
parent forgeries.") ~ :
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But why elee ‘should we suspect forgery in these Monteigns Essays signatures?
In 1978, the Shakespsare Oxford Society engsged Dr. Wilson Herrison, former
document examiner for Scotland Yard and euthor of two definitive books en fore
gery detection, to investipgete the six Shakepere eignatures to determine if
eny of them (or parts of them) could be by other hande. Dr, Harrisonts velue
8¢ en investigstor ie enhanced, not only by hie formideble credentials, but by
the fect that he was not informed by the Soclety of its stand on the euthorw
ehip iesue and by hie own dieinterest in the cutcome of hie investigation, His
findinge were published in the Society's Newslstter< and eumnarized in Cherle
ton Ogburn's new book.3 Dr. Harrieon'e study ie the cloeest loek these eigna.
turee have had in modern timee,

. While he does not desl with any of the queetionable eignatures under dis-
cussion, Dr. Harrieon's remarke on "the circumstences of the signing® ere to
the point in thie regerd, "The hand of the most accomplished penman cannot be
expected to function with the precision of ¢ machine. Even when written under
ideal conditions, critical examination will revesl differences in succeesively
written signatures., If, whilst not identicel, {Ewo such succeseive signa-
tures] sre found to be uncannily elike, the near certaintz that tracing is
involved must never be fer from the mind of the examiner."

Did Shakspere Write His Own Will?

In The Shakespeare Newelstter's Fall 1985 issue (oxv: 3, No. 187, p. 25),
the lesed articls describes "Hemarkable Thoughte on Shsaksspeare's 1ife and Hende
writing." Remarkable indeed (but not sltogether novel) ere the theories of
Charles Hsmilton contsined in hils book, ln.,).s“&!! of Shakespeere: A4 Reconnais~
ance into the Post's Lifs and Handwriting.” Dr. Marder ssems impressed by Mr.
Hamilton's credentisle ee e "handwriting expert," end is thus tempted to e
“waning incredulity® on ths euthor's contentions thet "Shekespeare' wrote hie
own will, the three dieputed pages of Sir Thomss More, the applicetions for
the family copt«ofwgrms, & page of the Northumberland menuscript, annctations
in Baconts esmays, the Welcombe enclosure documents, ennotations In the 1587
Holinehed, end twenty=three previcusly unrescognized gignatures!

As mentioned, a lot of this i= not new. The theories that Shakspere wrote
his own will, the three-page Addition of Sir Thomas More, end the cover page
of the Northumberland Manuacgipt. were each formidebly refuted over sixty yeere
ago by Sir George Greenwood. {iIe Charles Hamilton -~ let zlone most Strate
fordian handwriting theorists «~ even ecquainted with Sir George's impressive
evidence?} Beceuse Wileon Herrison made use of Samuel Schoenbsum’s Willism
Shakeepeare: A Documentary Life (Oxford Prese, 1975) in his investigetione fer
the Shakespeere (Oxford Society, he looked into the first two of these hypothe
sses, which were discussed by Schoenbaum., And upon these two supposed identie
fiestions fevored by Mr., Hemilton, Dr. Herrieon stands sguarely opposed! ™Who
shell decide when doctors dieagree?® The reaeon for choosing Wilson Harrieon
is compelling: 1) Dr. Harrison had no vested interest in the outcome of his
exemination, and 2) Mr. Hamilton (like W. Nicholas Knight) does. So, pace Dr.
Marder, the latter'e claims should be taken cum grsno salie.

And whet doee Dr. Herrison Imve to say about the Sir Thomss More fragment?
*If this wers written by W.S.," he writee, then et that time [e¢. 1601] he
wag at lesaet 2 decede younger then when he wrote the signaturee at the end of
‘hie¢ life, and, presumably still pursuing en active ceresr in london. In my

opinion, gix sometimes fragmentery signmaturee written by en ailing man constiw
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@ r basia which Lo rea definite econclusion as to suthorshi .‘7
Two ysare later, Dr. Harrison forwarded to ths Seciety a ¢lipping from the Lon.
don Times about yet another fond Stratfordian handwriting "didcovery": A copy
of a letter which Eric Sams believed waa "written by Shakeapeare! for the Earl
of Southampton in 1592, “acting, at the sge of 28, as humble secratary Lo the
aforesaid earl!® Becauss Sams's theory was based on the supposed *similari-
ty* of this letter with ths Sir Thomas More fragment, Dr. Harrison wrote in his
covering letter (April 25, 1987) that sven if common authorship of the two
specimens could be proved, this would not prove Shakepere’e hand in the letter,
inssmuch as the identification of ths More linee "with the genuine writing in
the form of gignaturee rests on very shaky ground indeed.t Further, he writee,
*I have never been impressed by long Lists of 'aimilaritiest when comparing two
writings for common authorship., In my opinion, a gingls sonasietent sisnif
characteristic not capable of ressonable explanation can outweigh s thousand
mest obvicua 'similarities'. It ie negleet of this sverriding principls which
has led to the perpetration of most of the errors which have given handwriting
investigation s bad name,® I:Emphaais ours,] The views Dr, Harrieon states, of
course, would apply with equal fores to the "gimilarities® alleped by Profeasor
Enight in the auepect Florio'e Mortaigne signatures.

But this document examiner waa sven more speoific in rejecting John Pym
Yeatman's 1901 theory that Shakspere wrote the text of the will in addition to
signing it on its three pages, For his report, Dr, Harrison had mads a gtudy
both of the quill pen and of the Secretary Hand Shakspere used, He foumd that
Shekepereis hendwriting in all of his signatures showed a smaller ratic between

short letters than that which was typicsl in contemporary writings uaing
the Secratary Hand. This difference of ratio ha found characteristic of the
will text:

1 auggsst that you examine the name "Shakespeare" st the top of p.t of
ths Will,.., Note the ratio of this writing snd you will find that, like
the text of the Will, that handwriting has the ratic characterietic of
the Secretary Hand with its wide divergence between tha heighta of the
tall and short letters, s faature foreign to the hamdwriting of both of
the legible aignatures on tha Will,.. There is no doubt that anyone with
persevsrance ard application ¢an excavate from this rather voluminous
text fragments...which uncannily metch aimilar chunks...of ths two leg-
ible signstures but I venture to suggest that something much the asme
eould be accomplished by sslecting for study similar quantitias of more
or less contemporary hsndwriting which only cams into exietence sfter
the death of William Shakespesre [i.s., Shakspere], Similar tricks are
in use today when unscrupulous self-styled “hardwriting experts* attsmpt9
to demonatrate that pelpable forgerisa might well be genuine signatures,

Another resson for rejecting Yeatman's theory, according to Dr. Harrison,
is that, "One has only to lock st the regular rhythms* in the will text's hande
writing *to be sure that this wae never the work of sn ailing msn who, within
a short space of time was to prove practicelly unable to write a consistent
signature at tha foot of those pages,”i0

Did Shekspere Writa "By me William*?
In a recsnt letter to ths New York Times Book Raview,” Robert CGiroux

olaimed that the slgnature on the third pege of Shakspere's will (which, in
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common with other Stratfordians, he mistekenly reads se "By me William Shakew
gpeare® « in the fecs of Edmund Malone's persuseive erguments for a reading

of “Shakapere®!2) is “beautifully written." This ellegetion is made, of
course, to counter the negative view of these signatures es "scrawla® held by
many observere {not sll of them anti-Stratfordians) -~ specimens which have
led at leest ons impartial American document exsminer ?g conclude that the
person wielding the pen was "unaccustomed to writing"!

This forensic speclalist, Joseph English, Lectursr in law et Georgetown
University, was not alope in his opinion that the "By me William" portion of
Mr. Giroux's "beeutifully written" slignature was not penned by the same hand
thst wrote either the "Shzkspere" which follows or ths cther legible signaw
ture which follows on the will's second page. Sir George Greenwood, for one,
expressed "entire confidence" that this part was "not written by the tsstator,
but by some law clerk or scrivener on hie behalf.® Three factors struck Sir
George's eye: 1) The surname following is not horizontally aligned, but runs
elightly uphill. 2) Ths quality of penmanehip shown in the three words ie
higher then thet of the surname and that of any of the other signatures, 3)
The dlagonal upat.roks ini‘biating tha "m” of "me" and the “ﬁ“ of "William" ie
8 feature | f Strat man'ts g

1.l

Figure 1

Here, hovwever, we come ecross e difference of opinion from that of our Sow
eletyte British doewment examiner, Wilson Harrison., & must be remembered
that Dr, Harrison was uhder a hendieap of ths Soclsty'a own making, In order
not to prejudice our examinerta investigation of the eignatures, we deliberw
etoly avoided informing him of either the Society's position on the euthorw
ehip or any other thecriea about these signatures, inecluding the findinge of
our Americen investigator, Joseph Engiish, Ae mentioned above, Dr, Harrieon
on his own sought out Samuel Schoenbaum'a book of documente es 8 guide, and
this book does not deal with Greenwood's objections, nor for that matter with
any theory about the suthorship of "By me Wiliiam" in the third page signa..
ture,

FMurther, in his report Dr. Herrison contended that hie practics with the
quill pen oonvinced him that "William" wae eecsier to write than the surname
-=oimply because of the greatsr number of vertical letterse in the first name
versus the number of horisontal strokes required for "Shakapere,® And hs
pointed to e feature common to thoss eignaturee where epace silowed Shakepere
to be more expaneive (not the cese with the Blackfriars Gatehouse eignatures,
eonfined to the borders of & seal): e wide space between fore~ and aurname,
found in the third pags signature as well,

When we questioned Dr, Herrison ee to whether the three worde ecould hevebeen
written by enother hand, he replied,
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if W.5, was “seeisted” by s bystandsr to sign his will, I find it hard
to believe that the aeaistent wrots "by me William" end than handed the
document over to & eick man to complste and having done so, urged the
sick man to ettempt to put two extra complets signatures on the other
two pegss, !5 '

But what 1f Shakspere had pot elgned the last page first? Sir George Grsen~
wood -~ not only s lawyer himsslf and a Member of Parliament, but one whoss in-
terest in Shakaspeare led him to a study of Elizabethan law -« meintaina,

For the Will, it must be remembered, was written on thres loose sheots,
and the prectics is, and I belisve alwayz hae been, that in such caas,
the testetor before executing his will first reade, or hes read to him
by his solicitor, the first shset thsreof, which he thsn eigne. There.
upon he reads, or has read to him, the second page, and then eigns that:
and, lastly, hs puts his signaturs to the third eheet, wharepuon, in
Shakepere's time, witnaeeag to the "publishing® of the will frequently
added thsir aigmtme..,’

If Greenwood is right, his own scenario would have the siling testator suce
cesgfully complsting ths eignaturea on pages ons &nd two, and then faltering,
unable to do more than sorawl & surname after the words drawn up by the *seriv-
ensr, " ' '

Whe was this scrivener? Dr. Harrieon is emphatic on who it wae not:

«eothe William wae not written by the person who drafted the Will, for at
the outsst, thie person whoever it was, wrote the nsme of ths tsstator
88 any ettorney wae wont to do when drafting a will, so that direct come
pariacn is possib}.s.w

But Eir George does not contend it wae the willia draftaman, He offare hile
own "guess” ea to the candidate: Ist "tha reeder who cares to do so,” he writes,

refer to "Faceinmiles of Notices of Shakespeare rsferring to the Enclosure
projects of 1614," ss shown in Halliwell-Phillippste Qutlines (6th edn.,
vol. 1, p. 230 es Fig, 2. ), which Notices were drawn up, ee Sir Sid-
nsy lLes tells us (Life of Shaksepeere, p. 466, n.2, and p. 477, n.2), by
Thomas Greene, and partioularly note the remarkabls long "upstrokes® which
there appear, some of them with something very like the "needlets eye,”
only the sye eppears to be closed in the faceimils, A friend has suggest~
od to me that this Thomas Creene may have written the words, "By me Wil
liam." Tihile Thomes Greene, who used to speak of "my ocosen Shaksspeare,™
and seems to have been for a time resident at New Place, was "e cultivatw
ed lawyer," says Sir Sidney lLee, "who had sceted as solieitor for the Corw
poration, arnd had been eppointed the first Town Clerk® of Stratford-upon-
Avon in 1610 -~ an offics which had been creeted by James I'g new charter,
Hs wae evidently on terms of close intimacy with Shakapers,!

Cartainly, the "long 'upstrokea!” noted by Creanwood appear with far great-
er frequency in the feceimile than they do in any of the Shaksperean signs-
tures except for the one under discusejon., Could these upstrokee poasibly
constitute ths *single consistent eignificant characteristic not capable of
reescneble explanation™ to which Wileon Harrison alludee in his 1981 letter?
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Facsimiles of Notices of Shakespeare veferring lo the Enclosure projects of 1614,

Figure 2

Dr. Harrison's findings with respect to the wide spacing found between the
first and last names would of course have no application here. Shakspare could
ba presumed to have plaoced hie surname in the same relationship to his fore-
name 1o matter who had penned the latter. (The resdsr should compare also tha
lettere "1i11" in the facsimile's fourth line with the same lettere in Fig, 1's
*William,")

Now, this information was not svailable to ue, nor to Dr, Harrison at the
time ha mads his invsstigation., Whethsy this ie evidence suffioient to change
his opinion we hava no way of knowing, inasmuch as Dr. Harrison (who now lives
in retiremsnt with his document examinsr daughter, Xliszabeth, in Cardiff, Wales)
has indicated to us his reluctanca to undertaka furthsr examinations irmto "pa-
laography.”

Members of our Society should alsc be propared for the poseibility that Mr,
Charlas Hamiiton may use the similarities noted by Greenwood to support his ar-
gument thst "the poat™ wrote these enclosure documente himself! We have not
read Mr, Hamijton'e book at ths time this Newsletter has gone to preas, But
if this doas indeed form a part of his theory, he would have some considersble
explaining to do as to why the {wo upstrokse in the first part of the third
page will signature find no countarpart in the other twe page's eipnaturee, Nor,
for thet matter, does this festure appesr on any other "W of tha eix canonical
signaturee, including the Blaokfriars Gatehonee documents, executed only one
year before the 161) enclosure noticas!
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FROFESSOR MAY ON OXFORD'S ANNUITY
=~w= A RESPONSE BY CHARLTON OGBURN

In an srticle in ths Shaksspeare Oxford Society Newsletter (Fall 1985), sn-
titled *Lord Oxford Sues for a Patent of Monopoly,® Prof. Staven W. May die-
counts ths importance of the annuity of KI000 grarmted the Earl of Oxford by
Queen Elizabeth and confirmed by King Jamss., To this end, he quotes William
Harrison, writing in 1587 in his Deseription of England, ss stating that "no
man is commonly created baron sxespt he may dispend of yearly revenuss £1000.M
If this information is aupported by cther sourcea, my gueas would be that it
signifiss a disinelination on Elizabeth's part to ¢reats new barons,

A thousand pounds as an snnual income wae four certuries sgo an immenss
amourst, Ae B.M. Ward pointed out, thsre was no comparabls cses of Elizabteth'a
gramting such s sum ss an annuity to one of hsr sublsets, That its magnituds
was extrsordinary was made ¢lear by King Jamee when in 1603 Lord Sheffield
protested that a like amount paid him annually as Lord Lieutenant of Yorkahire .
and Presidsnt of the North was inadequate, The King told him that "nevsr grsst-
er gift of that nature was given in England. Oreat Oxford whsn his eststs was
whole ruined got no more of the lats Qusen.® The 18th Earl, Ward found, was
granted only £300, :
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Why, thsn, was "Grest Oxford" eupported by tha throne with such unparalw
leled gsnerosity when, unliks Lord Shsffield, for sxample, he hsld no pube
lic offics apert from his membership in the Privy Council? Why did he sesk
to supplemsnt his income by obtaining 4 stste trading monopoly? We may set
ssids Prof, May's srgument that the thousand pounda & year wea #0 inconside
srabls it waa "small wondsr” he sought more. Oxford was not & conspicuous
figure at Court or In any othar expenaive society during ths eightesn yeare
of the annuity. His way of life was not such to attract attenmtion; hs could
have put on no great show,

Our unawer ia, of course, that he was supporting othar writers and was
directing the affairs of the aoting company which was producing tha plays he
was writing, a kind of Royal Shakespsare Theatre--tha lord Chamberlain's men,
We recall that ths Revsrend John Ward et the outset of his servics in Strate
ford-upon-Avon sntered in his diary some notes about Shakaspeare, ons of which
was that he "suppllied the stags with 2 plays every year, and for that had an
allowancs so largs that he spent at the rata of 1000 1 e year, as I havs heard®
(heard it, surely, bsfore hs came to Stratford).* Ws leave it to orthodoxy
to explain why a circumstancs so extraordinary and so seemingly highly un-
likely should hava been reported if it was not in fact the case, and if it was
in fact the caas, who could the Shaksspeare who wrots for the stags ard re-
ceived an allowancs of $1000 a year have besn if not Lord Oxford?

*¥Editor®s note: Most Stratfordians asem agreed that thie thousand pound ale
lowanoe could not have bsen awarded to ths Stratford man; s.g., "Ward's sstie
mate of Shakaspeare's income must be greatly exaggsrated. Hia sntire cash

estste was not more than £350.% The Reader'as Encyclopedia of Shakespeare,
ed. by Oscar James Campbell and Fdward G. Quinn. Crowell, 1966, p. '9"%.

THE CHARACTER CF KENT IN KING LEAR

By Bongld Ia Grecs

Whila reading Evs Turner Clark's anslysie of King lear, in her Hiddsn Al
lusions in Shakespears®a Plays, I was struck by the polarity of our interpre=
tations of this supreme drama. Whsrs Clark finds historieal and politieal
sllusions {especially for the yeara 1589 « 90), I find personal onee. For me
lear is a play of intsnsa, personal tragedy. With this in mind I strongly
disagres with her statement, "I consider Kent represents Draka.™ (P. 869 n.)
Therefore I sought ancther contemporary of Oxfordt!s who would fulfill ths charw
actaristics and qualities of the Earl of Xent. In looking for this prototype,
I drew upon J. Thomas Loonsy's methodology. (See "Shakespearen Idsntified,p.
80.) Simply stated my taek was to examine the text of Lear, to draw from it
& dafinite conception of the charactar and qualities of the Earl of Kent, and
then look for a man who fita that dsscription. Onee such a men wag found it
was nacessary to connect him with ths charactsr of XKent and with the author.
Eventually I found that my concaption of Xent had been accurately dsscribed
by 5.T. Colsridga,

Kent is, perhaps, the nsarsst to perfect goodness in all Shakespesrata
characters, and yet the moat individualiged, Thsre ia an extraordinary
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charm in his bluntnsss, which is that only of a nobleman arising from
a contempt of ovsrstrained courtsay, and combined with eaay placabili=-
{1y vhere goodnsss of heart is apparent. His passionate affection for,
and fidslity to lear act on our feslings in Lear's own favor: virtue
itaelf aesms to be in company with him, (leete Norke of Samiel Taye
Jor Coleridge, Vol, IV, edited by W.G.T. Shedd, Harper and Bros., New
York: 188k, pp. 138 - 39,)

Ths first two requirements of Looneyfa blueprint had besn compileted. I had
read and examined the text of Lear, and with the aid of Coleridge, I had out=-
lined the qualitiea of Kent., It was now neceesary to find the man. He must
be blunt but charming: noble and ecourteous, but not overbearing in rank or
slavish to suthority, Ha must be loyal to his country, his menarch, and hia
friende, He must be someone worthy to lead men; even nations. (It must be
remembered that Xent is one of the triumvirste who, it is implied at the close
of the play, will lead England's destiniea,) He must be someone who had won
the highsst reapect and admiration of Oxford; the man chosen to be old King
lear'e pereonal champion {and, in effect Oxford's also?) And, in keeping with
my hypotheeis on tha nature of ths play, he almost surely must be a man with
whom Oxford was pereonally acquainted, on a familiar, even intimate baels,

I believe that man to have been Peregrine Bertie, the 12th Lord Willough=
by de Eresby. lord Willoughby, aa he is ganerally known, is familiar to Ox=-
fordiana through the writinge of Eva Turner Clark and Bronson Fsldman, They
convineingly argued him to be the prototype of Petruchio in Tha Taming of the
Shrew,

Xent holda our attention with his passionate plea for ILear to revarse hie
judgment on Cordelia (Act 1, Scene 1), His declaration to Lear, "To plainneee
honor'e bound, When majesty stoops to folly,” givee voice to Willoughby's point
of view. While Commander of ths English forcea in the Lowlanda (December 1587
- March 1589), he was rebukad by ths Queen for not consulting her regarding an
appointmant of the Captain of ths Garrison at Bergen. Willoughby wrote back,
M{ow unfit it is for Princee {whose cares are infinite) to be sncumbered with
impertinent caunass." (Three Generations of a loyal House, by Lady Cecilie
Goff, Printed privately under the care of the Rampant Lion Prees, London:
1957, Ps 35.)

In ths aame secene, Kent tells Lear,

My life T never held but as a pawn,
To wags against thine enemlea,

Nor fear to lose it,

Thy safety baing the motive,

In September 1589, the Queen placed Willoughby in command of the English
troopa aent to ald the Protastant cause of Henry of Navarre, Elisabeth wrote
to Henry describing her commander,

. vodls gquality and the place he holde about me are such that it is not
customary to permit him to be abeent from me; ..., you will nevar have
cauas to doubt hie boldnese in your eervice, for he has given too frew
quent proofs that he regarde no peril, be it what it may... (Goff, p. 55.)

Willoughby's qualities of lssderahip and their racognition by his auperiors
and peers are shown not only by his commands in the Lowlande and Francs, but
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8lso by tha planned offensive sgsinst the Spanish mainland following tha de~
fsat of the Arada. Francis Draks and Sir John Norris, who commanded ths fleet
and troops reapectively in this andeavor, "were very anxious that he (Willough-
by) should be in supreme command of the expedition.” {Goff, p. 47.) Howevsr,
for health reasons, Willoughby dsclined,

Thus far, Willoughby fulfills Kent in bluntness, loyalty to crown and coun-
try, and the aoldisrly skills and qualities of leadarship of men,

Kent's other outstanding quality is his loyalty to those who are in diegfa-
vor with those who wield powsr. As Kent stood by Cordslia agsinst Lear, and
as he stood by Lesr sgainst Cormwall, Regan, and Gonsril, sc did Willoughby
honor his friamdship to those who were in oppoaition to state power. PFrom hia
dsys ss a youth in Burleigh's household he had a desp devotion to the ill-fat-
ed Earl of Essex whom he described "as s man I love and honor above sll men.®?
(Goff, p. 21.) Willoughby alac numbered among his friands Sir Drew Drury, the
leader of the Puritan Party, and the serivener John Stubbe, whom Willoughby
included as & member of his household urtil Stubbe's death in 1591, (Goff, p.
22,) Readers of Bronson Feldman's Crowners Quest (12 = IV = £0) will reeall
Stubbe se the Puritan who wss prosscuted for writing s book, in August 1579,
against tha Queen's proposed marriags to the French Catholic Duks of Alencon.
Faldman writss, “Hatton dug out.,, 2 decree of the Catholic despote Mary Tudor
and her consort Philip the Speniard ordering the behanding of any writer snd
printsr of bocke thay regsrded as demeaning majesty. John Stubbe and hia print-.
er William Page lost their right hsnds under cleavers commanded by Kit Hatton.®

The mention of Hatton laads to another aepect of Ksnt's character. Ksnt
shows & particular hostility to Gonaril's retainer Oswsld, Coleridge says,
"The Steward should be placed in exact antitheele to Kent, ss the only charac-
ter of utter irredeemabls baseness in Shakespeare." (Complete Works, p. 139.)
More than that, Cswald can be seen ss a caricsture of Sir Christopher.

Willoughby can also be placed in exact antitheeis to the Quesn's dancing
Chancsllor. We fird ths following quotstion from Sir Robert Naumton's Frag-
menta Regalia quoted in B.M. Ward's The Ssventeenth Esrl of Oxford:

My lord Willoughby was one of the Queen's best swordsmen... I have hesrd
it spoken that had hs not slighted the Court, but spplied himself to the
Queen, he might havs enjoyed a plentiful portion of her gracs; and it
waa his saying — and it did him no good =~ that he was none of the Rep-
tilia: intimating that hs could not ereep on the ground, and that the
Court was not his element. For, indeed, as hs was s grest soldier so
he was of amiabls magnanimity, and could not brock the obsequicusness
and assiduity of the Court. (p. 151.)

Let us now consider some smaller peints of Kent'e character, Aet III, Scene
iv finds Lear dstermined to "srraign" his daughters. He drafts Kert to bs "on
ths commission." GShortly sfter Willoughbty srrived in Englsnd from his command
in tha Lowlands, "he was ons of the commissioners sppointed to try Philip How~
ard, Esrl of Arundel, for treason." ("Peregrins Bertie," Dictionary of Nation-
al Biography, p. 40%.)

When Lear first comss upon the disguised Kent (Aet I, Scens iv) he asks him,
"What dost thou profess?t Kent replies, "I do profess to be no 1sss than I
aeem; ... and to eat no fish." This last expression was a popular phresss to
signify onat's loyalty to the government and the Protestant faith., Willoughby
wae resred in thst fsith, His mother, Kstherins, Duchess of Suffolk, was an
srdent Frotsstant, Willoughby was no less, as evidenced by his military serv.
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ice to Protestant caueee and hia friendships with prominent Protestante. In
thie same conversation Kent profesees himself to be "se poor ae the King.*
Willoughby'a tour of duty in the Lowlande had made him a poor man., By 1589
"he wae deeply in debt., In order to pey his creditors he sold his timber and
hie stocks and mortgaged hia estates in Norfolk. (Goff Li.) 8ix years
later (1595) he finally sold hie landa, (Goff, p. 71 - ?:z ) Ne doubt Oxford
felt a sympathy for Willoughby's financisl difficulties; he too had become im-
poverished and had been forced to sell hie landa,

Kent s opposition to a despotic government shows itaelf when he joins the
Frehich dinvasion force camped near Dover. {Act IV, scenes iii and vii,) This
too has a parallel in Willoughby's career, While not joining England's en-
emiee, Willoughby was greatly embittered at not being repaid the monies he had
epent in the Queen'e bshalf in the Lowlanda. On August 28, 1596, he wrote the
Earl of Essex asking him to iptervene with the Queen to eecure for him the
Governorship of Berwick-on-Tweed, Willoughby wrote, "If your lLerdehip cannot
prevail I shall a thoueand times wish rather t¢ have buried my bonee in Cad-
die Mallis (a streteh of land near Oadis) than return to England eo ill-re-
garded.” (Goff, p. Th.) His feelinge sre more strongly put by Sir John Buck,
hie longtime friend, who writee to Willoughby, *You write that England hath no
need of the good man st Grimsthoz'pe {Willoughby's estate in Lincolnahire) nor
hs of it." (Coff, p. 75.)

Earlier in the eaaay I had included as a critarion for the prototype of
Kent that this man muet be familiar to and reepected by the dramatist., Wil-
loughby agains suits the standbrds, He wae the brother-in-law of Oxford, mar—
ried to his sister Mary. From at least 1582, when Oxford broke with the Cathw
olic party, he and Willoughby were on the best of terms. (Ward, p. 154.) As
for Oxford!s respect for Willoughby, one has only to look at the great lord's
nilitary deede. He served ae Ambassador to Demmark; his military victory over
the Duke of Parma (against superior forces) consclidated the English defeat of
the Armada; his service to Henry of Navarre, and his loyalty to Eseex and Stubbs,
all must have won Oxfordte deep admiration and affection. Oxford'e feeling re-
flected the universal eeteem in which Willoughby was held., "Willoughby's valw
OUr'y se. oxcited more admiration on the part of his contemporariee than that of
almoet any cther ecldier of the age.* ("Peregrine Beriile," Dictionary of Naw
tionsl Bigamé}‘!, II, Ps 1&060)

Cxford could have had good reason for giving this noble character the title
Earl of Kent. A briaf look at the possible eource of Lear might shed some ad-
ditional 1ight on thie problem. The New Variorum Edition of King lear (edit
ed by H.H. Furness) claims that the "direct eource” for Lear wae "the antew
Shakespearean drame of the Chronicle History of King leir." (p. 383.) While
no date or author is glven for thie clder woric, it "wae dramatieed as early ae
1593 « Sh." {Variorum, p. 383.) During theee years (Oxford wae in retirement.
It is poseible that the Chronicle History was an earlier, less refined forerun-
ner of King lear. The two playe have a noticeable similarity. The "blunt and
faithful counsslor and friend* of King leir ie named Perillus. {(Variorum, p.
401.) The blunt and faithful Willoughby wae baptised Peregrine. The first
two  eyllables of those namee are nearly identical in epelling, and are alike
phonetically. If Oxford wae the unknown author of Leir, he may hava already
had Willoughby in mind.

The change in name from Perilius 1o Kent could have been a part of Oxford'e
reviaion. Thie, I believe to have taken place eometime after Willoughby's

" death, June 25, 1601. Kent's declaration that, "I have yesrs on my back forty-
eight ..." (Act I, scene iv) could be a e¢lue to a more definite date. Wil-
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loughby was born October 12, 1555, If Oxford revieed the older Leir sonet ine
after the autwm of 1603, he could have included that line baeed on how old
Willoughby would have been had he lived. Tt ie poesible that Oxford s saddened
by the untimely loes of the "Brave Lord Willoughby," re-wrots the role of Perw
illus as a homage to the man Bronson Feldman described as ".,. a genersl more
feared by the Spaniarde than any English officer of the age." (Secrete of
Shakespeare, Lovelors Press, Philadelphia, 1972, p. 14.)

The name of Kent appears three timee in the familp history and career of
lord Willoughby. It is poesible that these spisodes suggested the name of Kent
to Oxford. Peregrine's father, Richard Bertie, married his mother in 1552. On
Good Friday, 1554, he waa sumwoned before Bishop Gardiner, the Catholic lord
chancelor. The bishop tried to pereusde him to have hie Protestant wife cope
vert. In June Bertie salled from England, but soon returned feering for Kath-
erine’s safety. On January 1, 1555, he managed to get her away from London
ueing a dieguise, While awaiting a ship to leave Englard safely, thay hid in
Kent. The Berties finally reached Weseel where Peregrine was born and so named
in memory of his parente! peregrination, ("Bertie, Richard,” Dictionary of
National Biography, II, p. 407.) This story was doubtless told to Willoughby
by hie parents and may well have heen known to Oxford.

The ascond episode concerns Willoughby'e sister Susan who married the ZXarl
of Kent, Reginald Grey, who died in 1573, (Ward, p. 154.) The last connection
can be found in Willoughby'e French campaign., He commanded four thousend Eng-
lish troopa in support of Henry of Navarre, The quality of the troope in gene
eral wae poor, "with the one exception of Captain Levereon's Kentish regiment™
who “\ﬂ;on put to the test had risen to the occaeion magnificently,..." (Coff,
P. 58,

Perhape Oxford felt that such an earldom was an honor which Willoughby de=
aorved but had never received. In any case, it seems likely that in the char
acterization of, first Periliue, and later Kent, Oxford was setiing down a
character who walked in company with virtue and thus attampted to do justice
to Peregrine Bertie, Jord Willoughby.

POSTSCRIPT

{Editor's note: Mr, LaGreca offere the following additional material, which
gserves to amplify the -avidem’ce_ presented in hie article,’]

The eource for the Stubbe behanding, under orders from Christopher Hatton,
is from Sir Harris Nicolae, Memoirs of Sir Christopher Hatton (london, 1847),
pp. 140 « 41, Stubbe wrote to Hatton, while in prison and using his left hand
(December 1, 1579), of his {Hatton's) "round dealing" and "severs sifting out
of that fault that bred me all my woee." Also, Eva M. Tenison, in her Eliga-
bethan England (Vol, VIII, pp. 226 - 27), demonstratss that Stubbe was with
Willoughby during his eervice in the Lowlande. When Stubbe entered his house~
hold is not certain, but there is no doubt that he wse a trusted member of it,

Finally, regarding the connection of Willoughby to the name of Xent, I again
rely upon E.M, Tenison (Vol. VIII, p. 216). She tells ue that the family of
Peregrine's father, Richard Bertie, claims "ancient Saxon origin® and "appear
in ths rolee of Kentish territorial magnsts® under the name of DeBerty and De
Berghstede. The birthplace of Richard Bertie waa "Bertiested (now Bsarsted)
in Kent.® '
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IN MEMORIAM

We are sorry to report the death of CALVIN HOFPMAN on Fabruary Lth of this
year, of congestive heart failure. Ths moet noted proponent -of tha thaory that
Chrietopher Marlowe waa the author of Shakeapearsts plays and poems, Mr. Hoff-
men lectured widely on his hypothssis, and he managed - for thirty ysare fol-
lowing the publication of his book, The Murder of the Man Who Was Shakespears
(1955) = to gain conaiderable publicity for it. At tha Shakespeare Oxford
Society 1982 National Conference, Mr, Hoffman waa our guest speaker, and he
entertained the attending membera with hia experiences with Stratfordiana, as
well as offering some valuable advice to doubters of the Stratford mythos.

After the confarence, Calvin was a frequent correspondent, and although nei-
ther he nor we could convince each othsr of the merits of our respective can~
didatae, hia gentlemanly qualitiea never failed him in his discourse, and our
differences were alweys aired in an ambience of mutual respect. We were in-
deed at one, moraover, in our mutual conviction that Stratford-on-Avon'e most
famous citigen was not a credibls awthor of the grest works attributed to him,

A fine gentleman and friand is gone. He will be sorely miesed.

We were also given the sad news last January of the death of RHODA HENRY
MESSNER, who waa 8 regular participant -~ with her hueband Vern - st each
yearise Shakegpeare Oxford Society National Conference, until iliness in the
last three years curtsiled her traveling activities. Mrs, Messner's gontri-
butions to the Oxfordian cause were many. She ie author of s biographical
novel on the 17th Earl of Oxford, Absent Thas From Felicity (Corinthian Press,
Shaker Heights, Chio, 1975), reviewed in our 3.0.5. Newsiettsr {Summer 1976,
D. 4). Our Society's Newelatter slsc publishsd -- in three installments -
Mrs., Measner's reply to Dr. louis Mardar's ssventeen snswera t6 #s many ques-
t:lcm§ addressed to him by Baconians (Fall 1976, Winter 1976 - 77, and Spring
1977}.

In notifying us of his wifele paeaing, Vern Messner made s contribution
to ths Shakespeare Oxford Society. We are grateful to Vern for his generce-
ity, and we extend to him our deepest sympathy for his lose. It is indeed our
loes sa well.

L

AT LTAST! AN EARL OF OXFORD T-SHIRT!

Much to our delight, we happened to notice an ad in a recent New York Re-
view of Books for T-ehirts (in 811 standard sises), with tha de Vere arms and
the legend "Oxford, the Earl!™ imprinted on them, - Haadlined "DRIVE YOUR ENG-
LISH PROFESSCR CRAZY!"™ the ad urges readers to "sport the arms of the real
Shakeepeare, the seventeenth Earl of Oxford!"

The T-shirte (aa well as the advertieing) are the brainw-child of Mr. How-
ard Wamsley of New York City, Mr, Wamsley has corresponded with us, inquire
ing about the possibility of running the ad in our Society's Newsletter. (The
ad had run in several issuea of the New York Review of Books,

We are happy to run Mr, Wamsley's ad in this issue (see 1, 14), In the
event. it does not reproduce too well, we should here inform you that the T
shirts are of the "beet quality white" in sises "3, N, L, XL," and that the
cost ie $10.00, poetage and tax included, money back guarsntee, Ordera ehould
be addreseed to Oxford, the Farl, Box 20795, london Terrace Station NYC 10011,

o
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DRIVE YOUR ENGLISH PROFESSOR CRAZY!
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the real Shakespeare, ;
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The entire run of Shakespeare Oxford
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ment at most libraries.
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Cost: $8.50
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THE MYSTERIOUS WILLIAM SHAKESPEARE
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by Charlton Ogburn

Dodd, Mead, $25
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KD ITORIAL
WILL “SHALL I DIE?" FLY?

Two important developments have taken place in the scholarly world within the
lasst year and a half, First, ths diecourse between st lssat some Stratfordian
commentators and the authorship skeptics appears to have taksn on a mors civil
tone (ees E.A.J. Honigmann'e "Sweet Swan of Oxford?* New York Review of Bocks,
Janusry 17, 1985, and Richmond Crinkley's "Nsw Perepectivee on ths Authorship
Question,* Shakespears Quarterly, Winter 1985), This is a welcoms development,
even if these more courtsous opponente have not yielded an inch in their position
with respect to the authorship of Shakespeare'e works.

And second, the remaining Stratfordians have euspended thsir attacks on ue
*antits" -~ at least for the moment -~ in ordsr to do battle with one ancther:
over American scholar Gary Taylor's "discovery" of & poem he fondly imaginse is
the genuine srticle, to wit, a work by William Shakespears.

Briefly stated, Taylor baess his hypotheeis on 1) an sttribution of "Shall I
Die? Shall I Fly...?* to William Shakespears sppearing in a copy of the Rawline -
son Manuscript; 2) his own belief that "none of the cther attributions [in Rawe
linson ] is demonsirably wrong;™ and 3) his own word study, in which he finde a
preponderantly high number of words and word clustere appearing in the poem were
used by Shakespeare in the canon.

{ continued on page 4)

FOLGER LIBRARY FORFEITS $10,000 RATHER THAN
ASSIST IN TRIAL OF SHAKESFEARE'S IDENTITY

By Charlion Cgburn

The Folger Shaksspeare Library has turned down a clear, outright gift of no
leee than $10,000 rather than use ite good offices to bring about a fair trisl of
the qussetion of Shakeepeare'e idsntity. The decision was made known by Dr, Werner
CGundsrsheimer, Director of the Library, in a letter of last December 18th in reply
to a propoesal by the Friends of Shakeepsarean Scholarship that the Library sponecr
such a trial, In juwdging Dr., Gundersheimer's rejection of the propesal it mst be
borne in mind that the administrator of the Library under the will of ths foumier,
Henry Clay Folger, is Amherat College and thst acquiescence in sueh a trial by any
college or university would be an amaeing dsparture in scademis.

It was specifically proposed to Dr. Gundershsimer that the Folger Library pube
lish the terms of the suggested trial in its newsletter, These, ss commmicsted to
him, called for the sslection of a panel of three persone qualified by intslisctual
attainment and of unquestioned objsctivity to consider the mattsr of the identity
of William Shakeepeare and render an opinion., To that emd, the Friasnds of Shakew
spearean Scholarehip would submit to the panel the latest and most comprehensive
book dealing with this matter and presenting the cass for an alternative to the
Stratfordian attribution, The Mystsrioue Wiliiam Shaksspeare: The Myth and the Re-
ality, by Chariton Ogburn, published in Octobsr 1984 by Dodd, Mead & Co. Reprew
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gsentat.ivae of the orthodox sids would be invited to submit to ths panel the work
or works that in their opinion most sffectively establish their case and the PR
el would be asked to give an opinion se to which of the oppoeing presentstione
eeemed Lo its membere ths more persuasive,

‘The proposal further stipulated that the Friende of Shakespesrean Seholarship
would pledge $16,000 provided ths orthodox supporters would Pledge & like amount,
the funds to be disbursed ae follows:

$10,000 to be donated to the Folger, regsrdless of ths action of ths panel.,

$2,000 to be paid as an honorarium to each of the three Jrdgee,

According to the proposal, theee disbursements would be mads from the funds pledged
by ths eide agsinst whom ths final decision was rerdsred. Thus,if the panel should
decide that the orthodox csss is the more persuasive, the $16,000 pledged by the
Friends would be immediately payabls and the amount pledged by the other side
would be canceled., Similarly, if the panel should dscids thst the Oxfordian csse
was mors persuasive, the §16,000 pledged by the orthodox supporters would be ime
mediately payabls amd the amount pledged by the othsr side would be cancsled. Ae
the letter to Dr. Gundsrsheimer went on to say, in either casse, those involved on
both sides == and the panel of three juigee =~ would have the satisfsction of have
ing been instrumental in making an historic contribution to the cultural intereste
of ths English-speaking world and of having seeisted s most worthy institution in
the field of Shakespearean letters: the Folger Library, '

In making this propossl to Dr. Gundershsimer, the epokesman for the Friends con-
cluded with the ststement that "we would appreciate your publishing this proposal
in the Folger newsletter in the hope that it will producs s response from those
who firmmly believe that the orthodox position is the only tenable one,"

4s a library, the Folger ie of courss one of the crown jewels of ths nation's
capital. Every lover of Shakeepesre is deeply in its debt. For those engaged in
Shskeepearean studies and reeearch in Elisabethan and Jscobean England, the re-
sources arxl fecilities it offers, with the hslpfulness of its knowledgeble and
practiced staff, not to mention its extremely plsasant amenitiss, sre beyond price,
As I had occssion to write Dr. Gundsrsheimer, "With 0.B, Hardieon ss director, the
Folger extsnded a welcome and gracioue hospitality to members of the Shakeapeare
Cxford Soclety. An unorthodox book on Shakespesre of which I was co-author was
put on sale in the Bookshop, and thie happy precedsnt was followed under your ad-
ministration with my book The Mysterious William Shakespeare .,,, for which I be-
lievs I wrote you of my gretitude.” Finally, in its Winter 1985 fseue, the Shake-
spesye Quarterly, s publicstion of the Folger Librery, carried an articls by the
former Dirsctor of Programs at the Folger and currently successful thestrical pro-
ducer, Richmord Crinkley, fully exemplifying Dr, Crinkley's qualities ae gentleman
snd scholar in its generous treatment of dieeenters and in the importance it al-
lowed our contribution to an understanding of Shakespesre, All ths same, one reads
with incredulity Dr, Gundersheimert!s reply to oms of our number who wrote to him
expressing surpries at the Folgsr Library's "adherencs to the sttribution of the
suthorship of the worke of Wiilism Shakespeare to the man from the Avon," Ths Di-
rector wrots that "The Library tekee no institutional view of the mattsr."

Would that that were so! The truth is, of course, that only in the ways cited
above hse ths Folger ever departed from ite role as an intsgral part of the ortho-
dox estsblishment —- and there is no eign that Dr, Crinklsy's srticle, which ap-
peered in the last issus of the Quartsrly edited by John F. Andrews, is to be take
en as a precedent, A replice of the Stratford monumsnt, with the repellsnt bust,
dominastes its reading-room and the Stretfordian's coat of arma — ths one purchseed,
according to Ben Jonson, by Sogliardo/Shakspere "for thirty pound, by this breath®
ie employed by the Librery ss its own, sppearing ss such on ths cover of ths Quar-




SUMMER 1986 3

terly. The Folgar has been made the vshicls of misrepresentstions of the lesuss
of the Shakeepeare controversy and of wnconsclonabls slandar of the antiaStrate
fordlians, whicb no apokesmen for ths Library has aver, as fsr as I know, said g
word to disevew. Tha Folgsr Library General Reader's Shakeepesre is stiil, I bew
lieva, being eold with an introduction to each of the component wvolumes in which
louwis B, Wright as Director of the Folger Library ridiecules ths "antiwShakespeare.
ans,” as he calle them with charscteristic deceit, as naivs snobs: "The author of
their favorite playe, they imply, must heva had a college diploma framed and hung
on his study wall like one in thsir dentist's office.” However, we are all famil-
Jar with the venom with which Dr. Wright during the twenty years of his incumbsne
¢y of the directorship sought to poieon the minds of the publie agsinet ths anti-
Stratfordians, which, the public must assume, stlil stands for the Folger's view,
The public muet assume, too, that Samuel Schoenbaum speaks for the Folger, of which
ha has been a member of ths bosrd, when he dismisses "the thousands of pagas” of
diseenting opinion he claime to have read as ¥rubbish, scme of it lunmatie rubbish,®
(This is ths same uneritical purvayor of Stratfordian dogma of whom Barbara Mowat,
Director of Academic Programs at ths Folger Library and new editor of the Shake-
speare Quarterly, was quoted last Jamuary as having declared that "be hae eingle-
handedly tauvght us more ebout the life of Shakespeare than anybody else who evar
lived,” which must dsepen our regret that it wae not about Shakespeara's life that
Professor Schosnbsum has tsught us.) Suffice it to say for tha rest that up to
the present, st lssst, no dissented hae aver been permitted on ths Folgsr's lec
ture platform or in ths pages of the Shakespeara Quarterly.

It is all too bad,

Incidantally, some members may be intsrested in knowing that virtually ths same
proposal for e trial of the idsptity of William Shaksspeare that was made to ths
Polgsr Librery by tha FPrienda of Shakeepearean Scholarship and rejected by it was
aleo mede geveral yeare ago {0 a senior editor at the Rational Geographle Soclety,
which would have recaived $10,500 for its educstional and ressarch sctivitiss what-
ever the decision of the pansl of judges. The Soclety in its publications, it wae
pointed out, had put Shakspere of Stratford forward cstegorically ae ths indleput-
sble Shakespeare and had aven givan ths iniquitous Louis B, Wright (a member of ths
board of the Soclety) a platform on which to addrese himself to tbe subject; thue
it was hard to ses that the Society had any legitimate grounde on which to shun tbe
challenge: aithar it bellsved what it assarted, or, if it did not, owed the publis
a reconsidsrstion of its position. Shun the chellengs it did, however, and ths Na-
tional Geographic Society is 5311l giving its readers ths conventional view of
Shakespears with unequivocal positivsness.

5.0.5. TENTH ANNUAL CONFERENCE 70 EE HELD THIS YEAR IN BOSTON

At tha request of members who wanted an alternate slte to Washington, D.C., 80
that conferences could be held sach year (with odd-numbered year conferencss held
in Weehington), the Shakespeare Oxford Soclety le making arrangemsnts for our con—
fersnce this year to be held in Boston, Massachusetts, The conference site will
be

Omnl Parkar House
60 School Sireet
Boaton MA 02108

(617) 227-8600
TELEX: 710/321-6707
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A block of rooms ie being held for persons attending the Shakespeare Oxford Soe
ciety Conference until September 10, 1986,

RATES:

Single ' Doubls
$130 _ $150

Friday, October 10
7:30 PM - Dinner and eocial time
Saturday , October 11
9130 AM to 4:00 PM ~~ Meetings

Make your plane now! Detaila on the conference program, guest speaker, and
registrstion will be announced in & separate mailing before tha hotelts September
10 deadlina,

- -

EDITORIAL: WIIL "SHALL I DIE?w ¥LY?
(continued from page 1)

In the December 20, 1985 issus of tha (London) Times Literary Supplement, Gary
Taylor defands his argument, emplifying on theee threa pointa. In the eame issue,
there sppear rebuttals: en article by Robin Robbine amd lettere by Donald W, Foster
of Sants Barbara, Celifornia, and Pater Baal of London. Unlike many among the un-
persuaded Stratfordiane, theee three writers do not found thsir objections on the
eubjective iesue of literary quality. They persuasively argue that the attribution
to Shakespeere in the Rawlinson Ms. ie meaninglese when we do not know who made it,
when, or on what basis; that, pace Gary Taylor'e confident assertion, many stiri-
butions in the Rawlineon Ms. are subject to doubt (Prof, Steven W, May alsc made
this point in connection with Rawlinson attributions to the Earl of Oxford, when
Prof, May was gueet at our 5.0.S. Conference last year): amd that some of Taylor'e
word fimdinge sre hardly unique to Shakespeare, being found in Spenser as well ss
in the verse of other contemporanecus poste, Some of thoee word usages that do
havs a "Shakespeerean" ring to them, thasa eritics point out, could be accounted
for on the grounds of imitation, or borrowing, especially if the date of the poem'e
authorehip w- like many of its fellows in tha Ms.«« is in the eeventeenth century.

Helan Cyr, whose latest study of word combinations common to the Shakespeare
canon and to Oxford's known verse wae published in the Spring 86 issue of The
Shakespeare Newsletter (XXXVI:1, No. 189, p. 11), took care to eliminate any com-~
mon word or word combination if it appeared even onee in any of the soncordancae
ehe etudied. She thus expresses grest skeptieism ovsr Taylorte methode in this
controverey, and she tends to side with Mr, Robbins'e reaeons for rejecting Tay-
lorts ettribution,

But there is an even more compelling objection to Mr. Taylor's presentation.
With hie hypothesis comes the claim "that the poem must be regarded se presumptive-
ly Shakespeare's, until proved otherwise." Taylor's ridar is unacceptsble. He
hae fallen vietim here to what historian David Hackett Fiecher c¢slle "the fallaey
of the presumptive proof": the attempt to ehift the burden of proof for or against
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a particular propoeition onto othera, As we cited Prof. Fischer in a previcus
iesue (Winter 1986, page 3), "The burden of proof, for any historical aeeertion,
alwaye reste upon its author. Not his oritics, not his readers, not hie gradu-
ate students, not the next generation. Let us call this the rule of responeibile
ity.* It is surprising to find a Stratfordian commentator of Samuel Schoenbawm's
reputation sanctioning Gary Taylorts flagrant violation of this rule.

NEW FOWLER BOOK O¥ OXFORD'S LETTERS RELEASED

‘The Shakespeare Oxford Soclety was pleased to learn this ewmmer that longtime
Society member William Plumer Fowler's twelve~year labor hae come to fruition with
the publication of his book, Shakespeare Revealed in Cxford'e lettsrs. Mr., Fow-
ler's book consists of two volumes bound in one, and costs $35., Ws hope that $,0.S.
menbere will purchaee Mr. Fowler's hook, which can be mailed to them if thsy will
communicate with Peter Randall, Publishsr, Portsmouth NH 03801. We will be maile
ing further information on Shakespeare Revealed... to members in the nsar fulure,

Wo arz pleased to present below an article by William Flumer Fowler containing
many intriguing interpretations of poseible word-play in Shaksspeare'e plays and
poems == interpretations which are, of couree, Mr. Fowlsris own. Other views on
this same subject will be publiehed in future lssues of the Newsletter.

SHAKESPEARE'S BURIED NAME EXHUMED
By William Plumer Fowler

The name Shakespeare today shines eupreme in all literature and drama, No tourw
istte first trip to England le complete without a visit to the Shakeepearean Mec-
ca at Stratford-on-Avon, Shaksspeare has been crowned ae Britaints National Poet,
with an idealized buet in Westminster Abbey; and there are Shakeepeare festivals
every year throughout the Englieh=-speaking world. Yet how are we to reconcile all
this with the poet'a expressed wish in Sonnst 727

¥y nsme be buried where my body is
And livs no mors to shame nor me nor you.

Or with his worde in Sonnet 817

Your name from hsnce immortal 1ife shall have,
Though I, once gona, to all the world must die.

These statements ars wholly incompatible with the univeresl aceclaim accorded the
name Shakespeare, So it behooves us to see what can be dona to exhume his "bure
ied" name, Ie it possible that the name "Shakespeare" is a pseudonym, and our
Stratford idol a straw-man or blind?

The so-c¢alled Baconian theory of the 19th and early 20th canturiea hae paseed
like a murky cloud from the Shakespearean horizon, in large part dissipated by the
failure of ite protagonist to reach ths heights of poetic imagerly, idealism, amd
honor attained by the poet Shakaspeare., We remain indebted, however, to the Baw
coniane for their effsctive demonstration of the total inappropriateness of the
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charactsr of the Stratford grain dealer and tax-sale purchaser, Willism Shakspere
(1564 = 1616), to that expressed by the post—dramatist Shskespears. Tha Strat-
ford man's parents, as well as one of his two daughtsrs, were illiterate, and he
himself could berely sign hie name, ae witnsssed by his six surviving acrawly sige
natures (with ne two alike) that are the only specimens we have of his handwriting
-~ in some of which he does not get beyond "Willm Shake® op "W Shakspé." Thare
is no evidsncs that he sver attended echool, although Stratfordians contend thet
he must have, despite his struggle to help his impoverished fsthsr in his businese
as bubcher and grain dealer, and to support a wifs and three children, sfter he
was 18 yeare old. 'The only specimens of his idsntifiable literary compesitions
are in a dictated muddled deposition, in his equally confused dictated will, and
in ths crude rhyme he is said to have composed for inscription on his gravestone:

Good Frend for Yesus SAKE forbeare
to diGG TE Dust Encloaaed HERe
1A
Blese be TE Man Y spares TEs Stones
t
And curst be He Y movss my Bones,

Despite the appeal of this poor boy's sueccsss story from rags to riches and
literary preéminence, ths parts just do not fit together. It is impossible to
show that Shakspere evsr left England, or how, despite his native Warwickehire
dislect, he was sbls, on going to london for ten years or 80, to be thoroughly
femiliar with the speech, sports, and customs of the nobility, and to be able to
writs some of the most polished English verse and powerful drama extant. Nowhsre
is it explained how hs could have besn carrying on a grain business and rajeing s
famlly in Stretford, and at the same time writing two superlative playa & year
while managing s theater in london, 90 miles away and a three-day ride by horse-
back over rutted roads, or how ha gained his exact famiiiarity with placee in It
sly. The inconsistencise of his life with that of ths writer of Shakespeare'e
plays and poems are overwheliming,

All too little attention has been paid to the iconoelastic 1920 publication
entitled "Shaksspeare” Identified in Edward de Vare, the Seventeenth Earl of Ox~
ford {now in its third edition) by & British schoolmaster with ths unfortunste
niaze of J. Thomas Looney (proncunced lo-ney) whoes followers, however, hava been
slowly but steadily growing in rumber, At Dartmouth College, for instance, from
1938 to 1948, Professor lLouis Paul Benesget (Class of 1899), Chairman of the Edu~
cation Department, gained only a handful of converte to the Oxford theory among
his students, tha fsculty, and staff, and wae wholly unsucceseful in making a dent
in ths orthodox views of ths English Department., Hie two pamphlets, The Shake~
cpeare Hoax and Shakepere, Shakespeare and de Vere, and his excellent book, The
Six lovee of Shake~speare, sre out of print and nearly unobtainable todsy. The
only copy of either pamphlst I have bean able to locate is one of Shakspere s Shakew
epeare and de Vsre, owned by his Oxfordian convert, Eddis Chamberlain (Class of
193%5, who has kindly provided me with s photostatic copy.

In 1928, Captain B.M. Ward published his book, Ths Seventeenth Farl of Oxford,
2 splendid biography of Oxford (1550 - 1604) with but the barest mention of Shakse
speare, because his publisher fsared it would hurt the bock's salss. J.T. loonay,
in*Shaksspeare" Identified, lists ths striking correspondsncee between Oxford's

kY
known poems and Shaksspeare's, and between Oxford's life and events in Shaksspearets

plays and poems; and Captain Ward tells of the unexplained thousand-pound anrmity
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paid to Oxford from ths British Exchequsr from 1586, two years before the Battla
of the Armada, until Oxfordf'a death in 1604. Oxford, on his fathert's death in
1562, became England'a Great Lord Chamberlain and highest ranking earl. He was
the product of s noble yet iitarsry family, with two uncles who were recognised
poeta ard a third who waa tranalating Ovid'a Metamorphoeea at the time he was
presumably tutoring Oxford, who was s precccious studant of history and tha claa-
sics, Oxford recaived a superior education at ths School for Royal Warda, fol-
lowed by three yeara' study of law at Gray's Imm. Oxford, beaidss receiving his
education from outstanding tutors, waa matriculated st Cambridga University at the
early age of 8, ard wae awarded an M.A. degree from Cambridge st 14, and a eimilar
degres from Oxford University st age 16. He sarved in 1569 ss aida to Sussex in
the military expedition to auppress the rebellion in ths north of Englarnd snd into
Seotland; and, in 1585, he for two monthe commanded the Britiah Horse oppoeing
Spain in ths Netherlanda. He fitted and commanded his own ship to oppose tha Span~
ish Armads in 1588, Oxford spent sixteen months in foreign travel, including viee
its to tha French Court, to the Rector of Straebourg University in Germeny (where
he picked up a spattering of Cerman, though communicating with hia host in Latin)
srd epent the bulk of hia time in Jtaly, with poasibly a short vieit to Egypt. At
ona time he maintained thres troupes of actore as well ss a school for poets and
dramatista, He wae in touch with all affairs of stata sa well as with foreign
ecourta, Starting in 1593, Oxford appears to have uaed the pssudonym Willism Shaka-
speare, or Shake-spesre, which name haa been confuaed with that of the fourtaen
years'! youngar Globa Thestre worker, William Shakapere of Stratford.

Mr, Looney demonstratas inter glia how Oxford in hia "Hcho Veraea" (the Rosetta
Stone of the Oxford theory) plsye on his own name, snd motto "Vare ninil verius"
{"Nothing TRUEr than TRUTH") in a poem eigned "The Farle of Oxforde," here quoted
in part:

Sitting slone upon my thougnt in melancholy mood,

In edgnt of sma, and et my back an sncient heoary wood,
I saw a fsir young lady come, her secret feare to wail,
Cled all in colour of a mun, srd coVEREQ with s veils

From sighs and shedding amber tears into sweet eong shs brake,
And thus the acho answered her to EVERy word sha apske:

O hesvans! who wae the first that bred in me this fever®t Vere,
Who waa the first that gave the wourd whosa fsar I wear for evar?t Vere,
Whst tyrant, Cupid, to my harm usurps thy golden quiver?* Vsre.

awss

And I, that knaw this lady well,
Said, lLord how graat a miracle,
"To hesr how Echo to0ld the TRUTH,
As TRUE as Phoebus! oracle.

Of the 50-0dd surviving poems idantifiable sa written by ths Earl of Cxford

*In the Rawlinson Ms., these worda are apelled "“favsre, avare, guivere, delivera."
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before he was 26 yeara old, this poem ie one of tha seventeen elgned either sa
"Tha Esrle of Oxforde" (1), "Earle of Oxenfords" (4}, "E. of Ox." {2), E. Ox."
(1), B,0." (6), or "Ver" (1), Tt sppeare that the Earl of Oxford used both "E.O.*
snd E.VER (as well ss NE.VER -~ s syncopation of his childhood nickname of "Ned!
Vere) aa cachets or cluea for his nane, which accounta for so many chsracters in
Shakespeare's plays with names emiing with tha prommotetion "eo,” although most
often apelled "io," aa Benvolio, Malvolio, Horatio, Antonio, Dromio, Mercutio,
etc, Thus, in the early play Romeo and Juliet, thia master of mitiple meaning
goee so far aa to sign his "eo" cachat at the vary end of tha play (V,3,309) when
tha Prince (giving a positive twist to his negative stetement) summarizes:

For NEVER wes a story of more woe
Than thia of Jullet and her Romeo.

This woeful "story" is backed up in the last scene of Hamlet (V,2,350) in Hamlet'a
dying worde to Horatio:

Horatio, 1 am dead.
Thou liv'st. Report me and my ceuee eright
to the unsatiafied; '

and (V: 2,355) »

C good Horatlio, what a wounded name,

Things stending thus unimown, ehall liva behind ms!
If thou didst EVER hold me in thy heart,

Abaent thee from feliecity a while,

And in this harsh world draw thy breath in pa

To tell my story. :

That 1is, e "story" of more woe "than this of Julist and her Romeo,*
This thesis ia developed still mors adroitly in four of Shaukespears's eonneta,
starting with the seventy-third, a sonnet of great intrinsic beauty:

Sormet 73

That time of year thou mayst in me behold

When yellow leavee, or none, or few, do hang

Upon those bougha which shake against the cold,

Bare ruin'd ohoirs, where late the sweet birds sang.

In me thou see'st the twighlight of auch day

As after sunaet fadeth in the west; _

Which by and by black night doth take away,

Death'e second self, that seals up ell in rast.

In me thou see'st the glowing of such fire,

That on the ashes of hia youth doth lis,

As the death-bed whereon it must expire,

Consum'd with that which it was nourish'd by.
This thou perceivist, which makas thy love more strong,
To love that well which thou must leave sre long.

¥
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Nots that the e¢srefully concealed "E.Vere" in the finsl linete "leave ere® sleo
gives the answer to the riddle propounded in the first quatrain es to what time
of yeer is beholden in the aging poet, viz., winter, in French, "l'hiver," with
ite aepirate "h" and pronounced llke the poet'te cechei, "E,Ver'; and including in
two tonguse both the time of year perceived and the poet's name, While the after-
sunset Ptwilight® in line 5 supplies the first syllable of "E.Ver" in eve, for
evening; snd the "glowing" referred to in the third quatrain suppliee in its lat-
in, "fervere," the laet syllable of "BE.Ver," It ie to be noted that Oxford was
fluent in the three languages involved in this triple and trilingual wordplay:
English, French, and latin,

Thies eonnet is followed immediately by its companion somnst, Sonnet 74,which
eucceeds It both in the 1609 Quarto editiom and in prsoticelly ell other rearw
rangenents of the sonnets, in light of the two eonnets' doubls rhyme-link: westm
rest and srrest-interest and day-away and away-etey., The'E,Ver® conceeled in
"lesve ere" of the last line of Sonnet 73 serves es an introduction to ths ensu~

ings
Sonnet Th

But be contented: when that fell errest
Without sll beil ehall cerry me away,
My 1lifs hath in this line some interesi,
Which for memorial with thee shall etay.,
When thou reviewest this, thou dost review
The VERy part wae consecrete to thee:
The earth can have bubt earth, which is his due;
My spirit is thine, the better part of me.
S0 then thou hast but lost the dregs of life,
The prey of worms, my body being dead;
The coward conquest of a wretch!s knife,
Too base of thee to be remembered,
The worth of that is that which it contains,
And that is this, and this with thee remaine.

This is a no lees adroit riddle, with the fourth line'e "memorial" (referred to
in 1line 3 as "in this line") being found in the word *review" in the ensuing line
5. This word, when reviewed or read backworde, givee E.Ver'e last name, "Ver,"
as his memorial, joined to one for Southampton ae we pronounce the last syllable,
"iew," like the H. UU. of Southampton'e initiale (for Henry Eriothseley‘*) st s
time befors the eeparate letier *W" had evolved., -

Moreover, the word "review," when re-viewed or read backwards, produces ths
statsment addreesed to Southampton, "We I (Roman numeral ons) Vsr," indicative of
the hidden biological relationship between Oxford and his firet~born {though un~
acknowledged) som,

The eonnet's reference to "The coward conqueet of e wretch's knife,” ie to Ox~
ford'e poseible lameness from a bad wound received in a duel with Sir Thomas Knyv-
et, e member of the Howard factlon. '

The "Echo Vsrsee" clearly establish Oxford'e habit of playing on the "Ver® in
his name, Edward de Vere or E.Ver, and thus, in Sonnet 76, ths third of the son-
netg, he actually gives eway the eecret:

#pronounced "Rose=1is" (Fr.) or "Rose-lily."
#5#Not a1l Oxfordiasns, of course, subscribe to this hypotheaie. Eﬂdit.or.]
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“ Sonnet 76

Why is my verse so barren of new prids,
S0 far from variation or quick change?
Why with ths time do 1 not glancs seide
To new~found methods and to compounds strangs?
Why write I still all cne, EVER the same
And kssp Invention in a noted weed,
That EVERy word doth almost tell my name,
Showing their birth and where they did procsed?
O, know, sweet love, 1 always write of you,
And you and lovs are still my argumernts
S0 all my best is dressing old words new,
Spending again what is already spent;

For ss the sun is dally new and old,

S0 is my love still tslling what is told.

And so, near ths srd of Iove's Labour's lost (V,2,893) we find the introduction
to ths concluding "Song of Spring':

VER, begin.

Even more notably in Hamlet (1,2,160 & 163) when, on Hamlet's greeting the newly-
arrived Horatio with

1 am glad to see you well.
Horatio -~ or do 1 forget myself;

Horatic replies,
Ths same, my lord, amxi your poor servant EVER.

To which Hamlet (speaking for ths dramatist and referring to his cachet, 'E,Ver®)
aptly retorts,

S8ir, my good friend == 1'1] chengs that name with yem.
This uss of the cachet is further sstablished in another scene from Hamlet (I,
5,189) where Hamlet, daveloping Jacques’s urge expressed in As You L:ike It to
Cleanse the foul body of the infected world," laments,

The time is out of joint: O curssd spite
That EVER I was born to set it right!

whereas, in Ths Wintsrte Tale® (IV,3,50} Autolycus {Oxfordts comie doubls) exclaims,
0 that EVER I was born!

to which the Clown, the 01d Shepherd's son, (as William of Stratfoid) chimes in
truthfully,

*{¥Fr.} "Le Conte 4'Hivsr® or "Ths Story of E.Ver.m
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I' the name of me.

In Sir Denys Bray's The Originsl Order of Shakespeare'a Sonnsts, the laat-quoted
Sonnet 76 (Brey's 93) ia followed immedistely by the forceful Sonmet 123 (Bray's
%) in view of the two rhymea occurring idemtically in both to form an unguest.ion-
able link: changewstrange and old«told.

Sonnet 123

No, Time, thou shali not boast that I do change!
Thy pyramids built up with newer nmight
To me are nothing novel, nothing strange:
They are but dressinga of a former sight.
Qur dates ars brief, and therefore we admire
What thou dost foist upon us that is old;
And rsther make them born to our desire
Than think that we before have heard them told.
Thy registsrs and thee I both defy,
Not wordering at the present nor the past,
For thy recérda and what we aee do lis,
Made more or less by thy continual hasts,
This I do vow, and this shall EVER be:
I will be TRUE, despite thy ecythe and thee,

This termina] couplet is reinforced in Twelfth Night (1v,3,32) where Sebastian,
invited by the Priest to go off to be married to Lady Olivias (who haa mistaken
Sebestisn for "Cesario® - reaslly Sebestian’a disguised twin sister, Viola) ra-
plies,

J111 follow thia good man, and go with you,
And , having sworn TRUTH, EVER will be TRUE,

Theae references refiect Oxfoxd!s latin motto, "Vero nihil verius,” with its Eng-
1lish traneletion of "Nothing TRUEr than TRUTH.¥

The foregoing sre only a few of the many instances througbout Shakespeare's
sormets, plays, and poems, of Oxford!a concealed name ¢lues, inserted as opportu~
nity offered and diecoverable by the careful snd thoughtful reader. Thue, withe
little digging, we have besn abls to exhume Shakespeare's "buried® name, that ls,
ths bard's true name, Edward de Vere, the Seventeenth Earl of Oxford, who signed
nearly fifty of his letters with ths name Edward Oxford, or Edward Oxenford, and
whose initlals, "E.Q.," ere ths aame es those for the Earl(e) of Oxford(e), His
given name, HSdward de Vere, is reflected in the cachsta E,VER or NE(d)VER (Ned be-
ing the only nickname for Edward in Shakeepeere'a works)., We now begin to see
that Henry James was not too far from the truth when he wrote of being "sort of
haunted Wy the conviction that the divine William Eof St.ratford] is the biggest
end most succeeaful fraud ever vractised on a patient world."
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IN MEMORIAM

We regrst to announce the death of ROSE FEINSTOME, widow of noted philanthro-
pist 3ol Feinstone, on July 24, Mrs. Peinstone wes a warm supporter of her hus-
band'e many charitable and educational activities, which included w« In eddition
to the Oxfordian theory (for the furtherance of which Sol Feinstone made
generous contributions to the Shakeepeare Oxford Socisty) — endowments of schoole
and college libraries throughout the United States, and the David Library of the
American Revolution, located at the Felnstones' home in Washington Crossing, Penn-
eylvenia, :

Upon Sol Feinstone'e death in 1980 {(reported in the 5.0.8. Newsletter, Fall
1980), the directorehip and presidency of the David Library paseed to his eon,
the noted actor Ezra Stone. The Shakespeare Oxford Society extends to Mr, Stons
our deepest eympathy for his (and our) loss,

The entire run of Shakeepeare (xford
DRIVE YOUR ENGLISH PROFESSOR CRAZY! Society Neweletters, many long out of
Sport the srms of  Qyford, print, are svailable at laet oh micw
x%e:fﬂ*:m ) rofilm which can be screened on equip-
of Oxtordl | ww WA ment at most librariee,
Toshirt: S, M, L, XL ORDER NOW!
Best quality white, L & R S
uality white the Eari!

$10.00, . The Newsletter
Moty back guarantee,
Ocford e BarlS G 10om {June 30, 1965 -~ Spring 1985)

o . Cost: $8¢§0

(dncluding peckeging, postage)

e e am

CRDER NOW! JOIK US
THE MYSTERIOUS WILLIAM SHAKESPEARR THE SHAKESFEARE OXFORD SOCIETY
The Myth & the Reality P.0. Bax 16254

Baltimore, M 21210
by Charlton Ogburn
Tax-deduct ible dues:
Dodd, Mead, $25
' Student member, $5.00 per year
Order from your bockseller or call
toll~free 1+800-251=4000 Regular member, $15.00 per yesr

. Susteining member, $50.00
{Mastercard, Visa) or more per year
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DEDICATION

(Paraphrased without celestial consent from
the dedication to the Earl of Scuthampton in
Verss and Adonis. )

Right Honourables Helen and Gordon Cyr:

I know not how 1 shall offend in dedicating this edition of the Shakespeare/
Oxford Newsletter to your Lord and Ladyships. Nor how anti-Stratfordians will cen-
sure you for choosing so weak a prop to perpetuate your faithful and masterly con-
tributions, Only if your Honours are ultimately pleased will I account myself
successful and vow to take advantage of all idle howrs till I have approximated
the high standards your long-time lsbors have established. And if the first issue
of my editorship proves inept, I am resolved to make its successors worthy of their
Parents. I leave it to your honourable survey, which T wish may always answer your
own wishes and the hopeful expectations of all Oxfordians.

Your Honours in all verity,

%’bfse Jolnson

EAE S 1

MINUTES OF THE 10TH ANNUAL CONFERENCE OF THE SHAKESPEARE
OXFORD SOCIETY IN BOSTON ON OCTOBER 10 AND 11, 1086

The Omi Parker House in downtown Boston was the site for the 10th Ammual Con-
ference of the Shakespeare Oxford Society October 10 and 11, A dirmer plarmed for
early arrivals at the conference the evening before the main events was somewhat -
marred by the loud music (live) near our party’s table, but acquaintances were made
and lively conversations took place despite the decibels,

The Saturday morning sessions began with a business meeting chaired by $.0.S.
Executive Vice-President Gordon Cyr (Helen Cyr was obliged to be absent, owing to
the press of other business). Thanks were extended to Elizabeth Sears of Killington,
Vermont for her assistance in coordinating the conference. The reasons for meeting
in Boston were briefly discussed: members expressing their desire at last vear's .
conference for staggering the meetings every other year with members from other areas
acting as conference chairpersons. There was also a Treasurer's Report from Pnillip
Proulx and a reminder that the Society had microfilms of the complete series of
Newsletters from 1966 - 1983 for sale at $8.50 including postage. ‘

An important development had taken place prior to the conference. A commmica-
tion from Boston Book Anmex to the Sociery noted that our conference was being held
in Boston and calling our attention to the fact that they had an archive of materials
from the collection of Charles Wisner Barrell for sale, including research notes,
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correspondence, photographs, pamphlets, as well as many bocks long out of print.
The store had catalogued all this material and made W a nine-page list, which was
photocopied and handed out to conference participants. 'The Society is not in-
terested in the whole collection, but a good portion of it should prove valuable.
Cyr and Morse Johnson looked at the collecrion preceding Saturday's events, and
checked off some items which the Society is interested in purchasing. Members

were invited to submit their requests for items and were promised that the Society
would try to accomodate them consistent with the $.0.5. priorities of preserving
the archives,

lord Charles Vere's visit to the United States was discussed, along with his
discovery that the Shakespearean Authorship Trust in England is apparently defunct,
and that Lord Vere wishes to start a chapter of the Society at Oxford. Lord Vere
is a direct descendant of the 15th earl of Oxford through Horace Vere and the 19th
and 20th earls (not a direct descendant of the 17th ear], whose son Henry, the 18th
earl, died without a male heix).

An annowmcement that Morse Johnson would be the new editor of the Newsletter
was made,

After a short coffee break, Morse Johnson gave a short talk about his correspon-
dence with Stratfordians, and his often futile efforts to call them to account for
their mistekes uttered in the public prints. Morse had unsuccessfully attempted
to get an article published by The American Scholar, but his submission was re- _
jected two days prior to the conference. Aftrer his talk, several members made val-
uable suggestions for publicizing our conferences in advance, which were noted with
appreciation by the Executive Vice-President.

Cyr then talked about his and Helen Cyr's attendance at the Shakespeare Associa-
tion Conference In Montreal last March and reported on many interesting contri-
butions by scholars outside of the field of Shakespearean commentary, unencumbered
by the often blinkered perspective so familiar to us anti-Stratfordians. He then
passed on some cautionary words from Helen Cyr on what to look for in word studies
and what traps to avoid. He read off two sets of quotations from works in the
Elizabethsn period, and said, "If we were to stop there, the Marlovian authorship
theory would be proved. Because the first of each pair of quotations was from a
play of Marlowe and the second from Shakespeare." But, he said, it was important
not to stop there, and to look - not for mere echoes, but for mannerisms peculiar
to an author. He emphasized that the importance of Helen Cyr's study was that she
found in such a tiny sample of certifisble Oxford verse so many word clusters only
found in Shakespeare, and that what appeared in Louis Marder's The Shakespeare
Newsletter publication of her article (Spring 1986, copies of which were handed out
to the audience beforehand) represented a cut-down version of her original findings,
for reasons of space. Don't be fooled by borrowings, Cyr said, because writers
cribbed from each other all the time in the Tudor era, as could be seen when they
peruse the new book the Shakespeare Oxford Society is about to issue:.

THE SHAKESPEARE TDENTITY CRISIS ~ A Reference Guide is Helen Cyr's latest
labor of Shakespearean scholarship. The Executive Vice-President handed out
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portions of-the typescript copies for the audience's viewing. He stated that the

book 1s designed for the lay person to show the weaknesses of the Stratfordian case,
No candidate is -mentioned, and most of the scurces for the book are fram Stratfordians.
Only facts are presented, he said, and in such a way that the case is condemned From
the Stratfordians’ own mouths. One of the largést sections of the book is the part
called "Doubt-Raising Evidence - Inconsistencies, Inaccuracies, and other Cruxes '

And rhe smallest section - one-half page, in fact - is, as one might expect, the secrion
entitled "Evidence Comnecting the Actor with the Author - Is There Any?" Cyr then
read from one of the Appendices: ''The Status of Playwriting...and the 'Batillus' "
which discussed the economics, the low status of writers, use of pen-names, concealed
authorship, and many other aspects of literary life which show that concealment of
authorship and the use of "fronts" for authorship not only could be carried out very
easily in those days, but was indeed a commonplace. The book will be for sale shortly
and the price amounced in a future Newsletter. _

After lunch, Charles Boyle presented a portion of the slide show he presents to
his colleagues in the theater: A dramatic presentation of the fascinating story of
Edwerd de Vere and his relationship to Elizaheth, Lord Burleigh, and the Shakespearean
drama. Several slides Mr. Boyle is preparing were not ready for presentation at the
conference. But those that were made, along with Mr. Boyle's lively accompanying
talk, a powerful and exciting presentation.

The main event of the day took place mext: an appearance by William Plumer Fowler
of New Hampshire, who attended a Shakespeare Oxford Society conference for the first
time since his presence at the Society's first meeting in 1976, following the death
of our former president, Richard C. Home, Jr. Mr. Fowler, in defisnce of his 86 vears,
gave an animated discussion of his new book, Shakespeare Revealed in Oxford's letters,
and of the twelve years he has spent in pursuit of the Oxfordian cause and in writing
his book. Afterward, Mr, Fowler gave very interesting and articulate answers to many
questions from the audience, and a warm tribute was extended to him by Robert O'Brien.

The conference concluded with a recital of Elizabethan music and song by tenor
John Fleagle, whose presentation was graced by an informed discussion of such pieces
as The Earl of Oxford's March (anonymous, attributed to William Byrd). O Mistress Mine,
Greenleaves, and songs by Ihomas Campion, Jokm Dowland, etc. It was a very musiclanly
performance, the songs sung in a warm clear tenor, with excellent diction and skill-
ful lute acconpaniments, the instrumental conpositions performed with verve and pre-
cision. The conference thus adjowrmned on a festive note.

Gordon Cyr
% ok % Kk %

THE EARLE OF OXFORDS MARCHE .
Ross M. Duffin, Associate Professor of Music
Western Reserve University

The Earle of Oxfords Marche is almost certainly by William Byrd (1543-1623).
It appears, under that title, in the Fitzwilliam Virginal Book, the famous ice}"w
board manuscript copied 1609-1619 by Francis Treégian. [he ascription by Byrd is
supported by the earliest surviving appearance of the music in a manuscript now
as My Ladve Nevells Booke (1591). There, it is inserted before the famous programm-
atic work, ihe Battell, and bears the title The Marche before the Battell. All other
works in that manuscript are by Byrd, and it even s25%¢ to have been prepared wmder
his editorship.
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This march appears in other sources as well, including Thomas Morley's First
Booke of Consort Lessons (1599), where it is entitled My Lord of Oxenfords MasSke
What 1s interesting about this version to me is that the "Voriey Consort™ of "Broken
consort" for which the collection is arranged, figures prominently in theatrical
productions of the time.

The only reference I know to a Galliard for the Earl is in Antony Munday's
The Banquet of daintie Conceyts (1588), in which ditties are provided to 22 tunes,
Including the tarle of Oxenfords Marche and the Earle of Oxenfords Galliard. Many
of the tunes named therd &ré known today and a pfod mmber of those appear in the
broken consort repertoire, either in Morley's collection or in one of the other mixed
consort collections edited in Musica Britamnica, Vol. 40. Unfortunately, there seems
to be no Galliard in those volimég Which relates musically to the Farls's March.
Nor is there one among the keyboard works of Byrd as a companion to the keyboard
March. The most likely candidate, I thought initially, was Byrd's The Galliard for
the Victorie which was added to The Battell at the sane time as The Matche mentiored
anove. This piece, however, does not fit the verses given by Mumday for the rume of
the Earl's Galliard. Perhaps the most interesting bit of knowledge to be derived
from Munday's Banquet 1s the fact that the tune of the March was current before the
earliest swviving source of Byrd's keyboard version, and that it was already associ-
ated with the Earl of Oxford in spite of Byrd's (or his copyist) first title.

This, of course, re-opens the question of the guthorship of the music which
mazy or may not be by Edward de Vere. As John Farmer says in dedicating to Oxford his
First Set of English Madrigals (1599), ¥...for without flattrie be it svoke, those
that know your lordship know this, that using this science [music] as a recreation,
your lordship have overgone most of them that make it a profession.” Personally, I
suspect some relationship between the Earl and William Byrd since their names keep
cropping wp together. There's The Marche and if women could be fair (to a text by
de Vere, 1588). There is also Byrd's lease (ca.lb/4y OF Battails Hall in Essex, a
transaction which ended badly for Byrd in 1582. Byrd's Essex comnections were strong
throughout his life as were his ties to the recusant commuiity, particularly the
group led by the Petre family. He was also a prominment figure in the Chapel Royal
from 1570 to ca. 1592, and still in evidence there from 1592 to his death in 1623.
It would be interesting to know if there are other ties between these two great .
masters of England's golden age.

KL S O S S

"I heard a great peer of this realm and a learned say, when

he lived, there was no King in Chrisrendom had such a subject

as Oxford (which) hath continued ever since in the remarkable
sirname of deVere, by so many ages, descents and generations

as_ no other kingdom can produce such a peer in one and the

self same name. . . " (Lord Chief Justice Randolph Crews in 1626)

. A new and worthy champion of the cause of Edward deVere as the poet-dramacist
Shakespeare has entered upon the scene. He is Lord Charles Vere, a 21 year old
descendant of the 15th Earl of Oxford and of Edward's cousin Horace--or Horatio--
vére: a descendant also of the 19th & 20th-- and last--Earls of Oxford and grandson
Of tne present 13th Duke of St. Albans, wiose title he is in line to inherit through
his father, the Earl of Burford. Hamlet--surely the dramatist's self,--as he



FALL, 1986 5

faces death in anguish lest "a wounded name./ Things standing thus unknown, shall live
behind me," implores Horatio "to report me and my cause aright/ To the unsatisfied." The
real-life Horatio's heir is resolved to carry out the injunetion laid upon his ancestor
and, we are gratified to report, appears to be uncommonly well-qualified to do so.

Lord Vere came to our knowledge through letters he wrote to Charlton Ogburn in wiich
Ogburn was ''increasingly impressed by his correspondent's maturity, keen intelligence,
facility in expression and knowledge of our field of cammon interest.' Before matricula-
ting to Oxford, he made his first trip to the United States and visisted the Ogburns
from the 2nd to the 5th of September. Charlton writes that Charles turned out to be a
good-locking, blond, grey-eyed, trim and well-built young man of about five feet eleven.
This was probably, he adds, "the first time in history that the South Carolina town named
after the 2nd Duke of Beaufort had provided a first introduction to Nerth America. The
talk about the Earl of Oxford and plans for dealing with what his supporters are up
against did not flag, while the air-conditioning permitted a small cocktail party. His
Lordship, moreover, did have a swim in the ocean, the road to the beach leading through
the village of Frogmore, where a campaign to change the name to one more genteel-sounding
has been at least arrvested by the discloswre that the original Frogmore not only is the
site of the royal mausoleum but is mentioned three times by Shakespeare, in The Mer
Wives of Windsor. As Vera [Charlton's wife] observed, however, Beaufort served its
imique guest principally as Williamsburg does visiting foreign statesmen, as a respite
between jet flight and the strenuous activities ahead.' :

After leaving the Ogbumns, Lord Vere visited the esteemed Oxfordians Ruth and Minos
Miller at their home in Jermings, Louisiana where he was the guest of honor at a number
of festive receptions and gave several media interviews. The Millers alsoc had a highly
favorable impression of him, They requested that this Newsletter contain a report that
lord Vere is helping to finance the deVere Society at Oxford by the sale of "most
attractive” silk screen prints of Castle Hedingham for $250 each (post paid). He left
some with them and 15 are still on hand. Orders can be sent to Judge Minos Miller,

P. O, Drawer 1309, Jemnings,la. 70546

David Lloyd Kreeger, a singularly potent advocate and sharer of our purposes, who
with warrant, was introduced to the Prince and Princess of Wales as "My. Arts and
Culture in Washington" (See page 9 ), had been looking forward to meeting Lord Vere.
So had Roger A. Caras, a prolific author and commentator high up in ABC-TV, who had
undertaken to lay on for him a constellation of intellectural liminaries at East Hampton,
Long Island. Iis lordship reciprocated their inrerest in these meetings, but wnfortu-
nately they had to be put off till a later occasion since circumstances forced him, to
the general regret, to cut short his trip.

From Hartford College Lord Vere has written that he is proceeding with his plan to
set up a deVere Soclety at Oxford to pursue the matter of the Shakespearean authorship
and is having posters prepared for the purpose. He has given Ogburn very great pleas-
ure by promising to have coples of the full-page advertisement for The Mysterious
William Shakespeare in the New York Times Book Review on the noticeboard of every
Oxford college and reporting that Blackwell's bookshop of Oxford has agreed to display
the ad and to order a preliminary ten copies of the book, which would be the first ro
go on sale abroad. '

Ok kR % w %
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"(The tunic) is so strangely illustrated that the right-hand-side of the fore-
part is obviously the left-hand side of the back part and sc gives a harlequin
appearance to the figure which it is not urmarural to suppose was intentional, and
done with the express object and purpose." ("'Gentlemen's Tailor," London 1911)
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7. . . tonmy fellows John Hemynges, Richard
Burbage and Henry Condell xzxvis, viiid, apiece
to buy them rings.” :

(Charlton Ogburn recently received a lengthy letter from Robert Detobel of Frankfurt/
Main, West Germany, an ardent and most erudite Oxfordian. He set forth a rumber of
interesting and significant deductions, some supplement familiar ones but others,

as far as I know, are original. Herewith an example of each but first his appraisal
of his command of English.)

I would like to apologize for some mistakes which may appear in this letter: English
is not a language in which I often write. In fact, [ am a one-horsed rider in ir,
- & zealous, sometimes fremetic reader, who, however, seldom writes or speaks English.

Nevertheless, the stock I have gained from reading should suffice to make clear what
I mean. '

1 am enclined to grant a little bit nore credit to Mr. Honigman's [an English Strat-
fordian] objection to the "backwater™ argument. If it is rrue that Stratford was a
backwater and offered a very adverse climate for the flourishing of culture, es-
pecially poetic talents, Dr. Honigan's pointing to Quineys, Sturleys etc. is in it~
self right. But to me the wost remarkable and the most striking consequence of that
objection is that in stretching it a little bit more it sweeps away one of the center-
pieces of Stratfordian opposition to any other candidate for the Shakespearean works.
Of course, there were in and about Stratford some pecple with a solid cultural back-
gromnd. Now, Stratfordians are used to get rid of any other candidate by arguing

that this presupposes a cover-up on such a scale that we have to discard it absolutely.
In other words: it is against the very human reason to rely on such a cover-up: :
Coo many propitious conditions had to be fulfilled; nome of the inmitiated persons

had in any thinkable way broken his silemce. Now, this must have been the case if
one wants to maintain the candidature of the men from Stratford. Then though Shake-
speare of Stratford had published his works under his own name, nobody, even not the
literate men, among them those whom Henigman cites in favour of his refuting the back-
water argument. Quiney and Sturley were at some time Shakespeare's partners. Richard
Field, printer of "Venus and Adonis" was born in Stratford and must have had contacts
to his relatives in Stratford. William Combe, another intimate business partner,

held readings at the Middle Temple; another Combe, Thomas (?), visited the Middle
Temple; Shakespeare's cousin, Thomas Greene, also. Not o speak of Dr. Hall, the son-
in-law, or Shakespeare's daughter, or his granddaughter, Lady Bernard. All remained
mate about the great poet to whom they had intimate relations and whose works appeared
in London without any secrecy, in plain openess; and nevertheless each reference of
them to the great poet is missing. They all kept silence. One of the most silliest
argunents of Stratfordians to explain this away is that Shakespeare had plenty of
reasons ot to speak of his work in an enviromnment as hostile to the theater as Strat-
ford was. But why then did Shakespeare retire to Stratford just at the moment, at the
very moment his plays began to gppear under his name in London? Why should William
Combe, Thomas Combe, Thomas Greene have remained mure or the author, of whom a work
was for the first time played at the Middle Temple? We know with certitude that
Combes, Greene, Quiney and others were regularly in London. 1t is inconceivable

that none of them should never have heard anything about a great playwright called
Shakespeare. And they knew Shakespeare of Stratford very well. This “cover-up'
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is far more formidable than the cover-up Stratfordians are wmable to conceive of.
And what about the missing of any allusion in literary circles in London ar the
time of Shakespeare's death? A good many epitaphs for Ben Jonson exist, epitaphs
which are directly referring to his decease, not simply his death. Nothing com-
parable exists with respect to Shakespeare though Burbage, Hemmings and Condell -
at least these three - must have been informed, Shakespeare having bequeathed them
a small sum of money as it was the tradition among "fellows", "associated players',
a nearly sacred tradition which Shakespeare had forpgotten in the first draft of his
will (as he had forgotten that he could write),

1 pick up this remark in order to come to what I consider to be perhaps the greatest
flaw in Shakespeare's will. In his book "The Profession of Player in Shakespeare's
Time, 1590-1642" (Princeton 19830 19847) Prof. Gerald Eades Bentley writes:

"Throughout the period the ranking players in the adult companies
were the sharers, so called because thelr remmeration was not a
weekly wage, as in the case of hired men, or valusble training as
in the case of the apprentices, but a share in the receipts for
each performance by the company. Other terms for the same status
were in common use: 'patented member’ because only the sharers were
named in the royal patents for the companies; 'fellow' in the first
sense given in the Oxford English Dicticonary, ‘one who shares with
another in a possession, official dignity, at the performance of any
work: a partner, a colleague, or co-worker, 'Feliow' is the term
commonly used by the leading players in referring to each other.
Shakespeare's usage in his will was characteristic ¥ (p. 25).

Well, I think it was not so characteristic’

First: According to Prof. Bentley, the terms 'patented menber', "sharers”. "fellows'
refer to a status which was perhaps not legally fixed as in our time but which had
the same jwidical character. The terms "fellow” cannot be merely understood as
"friend"; in commexion with players it ought to be understood as possessor of a share,
more precisely: as present, actually - not formerly - possessiong a share.

I.e.: where these terms appear in a legal document, they must be understcod forme
ally and strictly. If the term "fellow" is used in a will, it ought to be understood
as an equivalent of: "patented member', 'sharer" - just like e.g. a member of the
American Board of Governors (FED) can speak of his collegpues,.while a former member
can only speak of his former colleagues when giving a comment on the economic policy.
I hope 1've made clear what I mean. o

Secondly: Such a share consisted in two parts: fixed capital and current, circulating
capital in some way. The sharers had to pay a certain sum; in retum they became owner
of part of the company's stock: books, costumes, daggers, etc. The current part was a
share in the receipts.

This share was hereditable (see the case Thomasina Oystler vs. John Hemmings (Hemynge)):
there are other examples.

The sharer could alsc part with his share; he had then to be paid a certain sum
(examples of suits concerning the exact amount exist and can be found in Bentley's
book). He was then no longer a sharer/patented member/ fellow. :
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I could give exazr?les, but I prefer to quote G. E. Bentley who is rarher an orthodox
(but palpably besieged with doubts). "It was customary for this financial stake of
a sharer in the company to be recognized as a part of his estate, and a payment was
supggsgg to be made to him when he left the company or to his wife at his death "

p. 32- -

But the shares could alsc be passed on the legal heirs.

Ihirdly: Tt was also the custom between players to bequeath to the colleagues -
"Fellows" as well as non-sharers - to buy a ring or some other piece in remembrance
of the deceased. Such a clause can be found in nearly each preserved will of a
player: hemings, Condell, Tooley, etc. "

Just like we find in Shakespeare's will.

It is now possible to formulate the following rules: -

1. We can nommally expect in the will of a player - be he a sharer or mot ~ a
clause by which he bequeaths a small sum to his colleagues. _

2. 1If that player is still a sharer at the moment of testating he will mention other
sharers as fellows, non-sharers otherwise.
ggnﬁrsely: If no longer a sharer he will not spesk of his colleagues as

ellows.

3. The using of the term "fellows" implies that the player is still a sharer. And
this implicates necessarily thar we must find in the will some clause providing
for what should happen with the shares.
Exanples(all taken from Bentley' s Jacobean Stage' and Carcline Stage, Vol. II,
p. 631 et seq., Oxford 1941):

a. Thomas Basse: -

"unto his loving friends Christopher Beeston...Richard Perking,..Michael Bower

and William Beeston... to each of them a Ring of the value of tern shillings a
peece to weare in remewbrance of him,.
Year 10634. Basse was not a sharer. Beestons were. No question of shares. No
gquestion of fellows,

(Subsequent omissions designated by . . . are all
additional examples)
¢. Richard Benfield

"And my intent is that the sums of money so begueathed to my said friends
(i.e., 40 shillings) Robert Woodford, Fhardt Swanson Thomas Pollard ...
Jobm Shancke, Edward Goodale. . .shall buy them several rings to wear for ny
sake." John Shanck was a sharer. Benfield was not. Goodale at any rate a
player. The term is "friend', not "fellow'". Benfield was not a sharer. No
mention made of shares.

f. Henry Condell :
Bentley gives only a summary, wherein no shares are mentioned. No fellows
either. But elsewhere Bentley states (in his short biographies of players)
that Henry Condell was no longer a sharer in the last peried of his life. So
the logic holds. Condell's will corroborates the three rules.

h. Jobn Horwmen
I give and bequeath the one half of movety of all my goods, whether ready money

debts apparel bookes or what somes shall grow due unto me from and amongst my
fellows the Players or any other thing whatsoever equally to be divided by ny
dear and loving mother...Item I give to every one of my fellows the Players a
Ringe of ternn shillings price...A sharer, a fellow, shares mentioned, rings.
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So I think the three rules very fairly corroborate: Sharer = fellow, "fellow” is
strictly reserved for such players who are still sharers (Condell was not since some
date after 1619 ot rather: no longer). Further: if mention of "fellow, there is
alsomention of "shares' and vice versa. In most cases the custom of bequeathing some
money for purchasing remenbrance rings is observed; John Shark is one exception, the
sole 1 could discover in Bentley's list. But he seems to have lived in anger with his
fellows (his repeated reference they shouldn't try to deceive his wife).

~ Only Shakespeare's will doesn't comply with this regular pattern: he called Burbage,
Hemings, Condell his "fellows™, but there is no trace of what happened with his shares.
Chambers thought, he parted with them, but then he was no longer ''fellow”. As the rule
was strictly followed, some error was made.

Of course: the standard clause was inserted, written afterwards between the lines. As
part of the cover-up. To make the clerk introduce a clause by which Sh. bequeathed a
small some of money to his '"'fellows" was certainly no great problem in Stratford, but
to make additional provisions for things as shares which Shakespeare possessed no
longer (and I think he never possessed) was too delicate. 8o, in comparison with other
player wills, the difference appears; the cover-up could not be rounded wp to per-
fection. There is a flaw in the usage of the term "fellows'. Tt is, contrary to

Prof. Bentley's statement, not ¢haracteristic. Characteristic is the simultaneous pre-
sence of "fellows" and "'share dispositions'.

A A I

"Mr. Kreeger is more likely to pull it off
than most pecple.”

FROM THE WASHINGTON TIMES (11/4/86)

Cultural pooh-beh David Lloyd Kreeger - the wizard who makes things happen
when others cesse to try - is about to unveil his latest, greatest feat as arts
patron. Under his aegis, The Washington Opera will stage, on Saturday, Nov. 13,
the world premiere of Gian Carlo Menotti's "Goya," starring the world rencwned
tenor Placido Domingo. ' '

When the "Goya" hoopla is over, Mr. Kreeger will move on to his next, far more
personal, project: sponsorship of a spring debate on "Who is Shakespeare?'' at Ameri-
can University Law School, with either U.S. Supreme Court justices or federal appeals
court judges deciding the best argument.

He Delieves, after much study, that an English nobleman named Edward DeVere
wrote all that glorious poetry and drama. He says there is no question that he is
right, and he hopes to have his opinion verified in & public tribunal.

_ As a member of the university's board of trustees, he has had no problem arrang-
ing the sire. A spokesman for the Supreme Court says that while it would be ex-
tremely unlikely that all the justices would agree to take part, individually they

sit on moot courts from time to time. But "Mr. Kreeger is more likely to pull it off
than most people,” she notes.

Ok Ok h %
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READER'S DIGEST ARTICLE (10/86) BY LEO ROSTEN-""THE SHAKESPEARE NOEODY
KNOWS' - TMPELLED CHARL N oo T Wy LUK EDITOR DAN (T RERF

Deay Dan;

. -

What makes me boll over is the denigration of the greatest writer we have ever
had, a conscious artist in the highest sense, a magician with words, one of the most
finely educated and cultivated minds of his time. You have given him to the public
as little better than a dimwitted yokel. I consider this monstrous.

"He did not have the slightest sense of his own greatmess, or the faintest ink-
ling of having already reached a stature of which Jonson wrote: 'He was not of an
age, but for all time.'” So this unbelievable article ends.

Good God, don't any of you wp there know anmything about Shakespeare? What do
you think he meant when he wrote, "Not marble nor the gilded momuments/ Of princes
shall outlive this pow'rful rhyme,” and 'So long as men can breathe or eyes can see/
So long lives this . | "7 How can he say to the young friend of the Somnets, ''Your
nare from hence immortal life shall have' and 'Your name shall strill find room/ Even
in the eyes of all posterity”? Because "'Such virtue hath my pen”'! When Cassius in

Julius Caesar reflects

How many ages hence
Shall this lofty scene be acted o'er
In states unborm and accents yet unknown

can you presume to doubt that, as Professor Harry Levin of Harvard wrote, "Shake-
speare showed prophetic insight into his own future''? All this means nothing to you?

In one of the earliest recorded performances of a play of Shakespeare's, Henry
the Sixth, Part 1, his fellow playwright Thomas Nashe wrote that it moved to ''Tears
ten thousand spectators (at several times)." While the famed Stratfordian was stiil
alive, Venus and Adonis, published in 1593, was so popular it went through seven edi-
tions and Licrece, published the next year, five, possibly larger ones. In 1598, in
the first mention of the name Shakespeare as that of a playwright, Francls Meres
sald he was the best of the English for both comedy and tragedy, that the “sweet witty
soul of Ovid lives in melliflous and honey-tongued Shakespeare'' and '‘that the Muses -
would speak with Shakespeare's fine-filed phrase if they would speak English.™ Shake-
speare’'s plays delighted both Queen Elizaberh and King James, on the word of Ben
Jonson, and the latter monarch on his accession to the thronme had seven of Shakespeare's
plays performed, one of them twice. But none of the exalted recognition Shakepeare
received penetrated to the sheep's brain with which Mr. Rosten endows him, to the
Digest's satisfaction. Those drama-addicted, poetry-hungry Elizsbethans were well
aware of the dimensions of Shakespeare's incomparable talent, of his unequaled achieve-
rent. Does not even Mr. Rosten have to acknowledge that his contemporary Ben Jonson,
voilcing a view that could not conceivably have been his alone and must have been widely
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held in the dramatist's lifetime, proclaimed:

Triumph, my Britain, thou hag ome to show,
To whom all scenes of Burope homage owe,
He was not of an age, but for all time!

But the greatest observer of humanity of all time had no inkling of this! None of
it filtered into his feeble wits: thus, Mr. Rosten and the Digest.

. Nor does this travesty you have folsted on the public stop with that. I cannot
believe you have to be told how arduous is the ordeal, how often agonizing, of creative
writing that brings into the world that which is new and vital and such as to enlarge
our resources of the imagination and understanding, that peoples our world with char-
acters having a life that transcends mortality. To sustain the demands of such a life
work, as you must know, requires an invincible belief in oneself and conviction of
the importance of what one is doing, an indomitable and inexhaustible ego, if that's
how you'd like to put it: all that to sustain the lifelong struggle. In all cases,
Mr. Rosten and the Digest would say, except that of the writer of the greatest master-
pleces of all; him you would deny anyrecognition of the price he had to pay-- and
how steep that price could have been, read Deems Taylor on Wagner in your own files
to find out. Shakespeare came by the greatest works of all in the manner, we are to
suppose, of Joan of Arc hearing with upturned eyes those heavenly voices. If he boas-
ted of the immortality of his writing with a confidence no other writer I have heard
of ever attained to, or had reason to, we are to believe that though he had no compre-
hension of the worth of what he had written he was sure that it would prove undying
because he had had it from On High. Is that what you believe? Come on, tell us'

I fear I shall awalt an answer in vain.

Very truly,
Chariton

I

AN IMPROVISED COLLOQUY

Participants: _ _
Professor F. W. Brownlow, Mount Holyoke College (commentary in "Chronicles of
Culture” (bept/d6) on the reviews by Jane Greer and Joseph Sobran of The
Uysterious William Shakespeare in "'Chronicles” (Feb/86)).

Jane Greer (Responses in ""Chronicles" (Sept/86) to Brownlow's commentary).

Charlton Ogbumm (The Mysterious William Shakespeare).

Dr. S. Schoenbaizn (Shakespeare's Tives).

Frederick von Schiller (Characterization of "bread and butter scholars" (“der
Brotgelehrte”) as translated by Dr. Anni Guttman).

e
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Brownlow: . . the question arises, why should Chronicles writer Jane Greer and
Joseph Sobran.of the National Review be taken in by the anti-Shakespearean non-
sense? Are they untaught? Badly taught?"

Greer: 'When a stamch Stratfordian takes it upon himself to refute Ogburn's book
point by point (and there are humdreds of points), I will be delighted and very
mch interested, and feel safe in saying that Charlton Ogbwrn will be, too.

This is, after all, supposed to be fim, a quest of love; there is no "loser,’

and every literature~lover will be a wimmer no metter what the truth is found to
be. 131 .

Brownlow: 'Once someone allows the thought to take yroot that Shakespeare was somecne
else, he has stepped into an abyss of unreason and there can be no argument be-
cause there is nothing to argue about. Shakespeare's identity is axiomatic. .
The anti-Stratfordians are merely destructive and belong in the freak department
of the library." '

Ogburn: "Now, the insistence of the Stratfordian academics that the dissenters' views
are devoid of the least merit or justification wmworthy of the smallest considera-
tion, 18 bound to be met with raised eyebrows by anyome aware of the nurber and
respectablility of the dissenters . . . yet they cleave to a policy of total dermm-
ciation of dissent and dissenters. Why?. . . the only amswer I can give is that
they assess the risk of any other course to be greater. In this view, they feel,
consclously or unconsciously, that their case depends absolutely upon absolute
acceptance: give admittance to the tiniest doubt, and doubt proceeding from one
element of incongruity and implausibility in the structure to anotber and growing
by what it feeds on, must speedlly consume the whole."

Schoenbaun: "'The heretics [anti-Stratfordians] have all along sought not dialogue
ut converts.”

Greer: "Mr. Brownlow is not looking for a response or dialogue: he is in fact, doing
what he can to discourage it. He obviously hasn't read Charlton Ogbum's book
and doesn't intend to." '

Brownlow: ''To dispute it [the Stratfordian attwibution] is as weird as to dispute
the heliocentricity of the solar system after obsexvation proved it in (I think)
1838 . . . what is your magazine doing joining ranks with freaks? It's no use
advecating ancient tradition on one page and knocking it down on the next.'

Schiller: "Every new idea in his ['bread and butter scholar’] particular field of
study disturbs him, because it burdens him with new work, while it may render
his past work worthless. Every important irmmovation frightens him. because it
upsets the old structure of his knowledge which he has labored so hard to master
It entails the risk of his losing his 1ife's work. Nobody has been more vocifer-
ous in opposing reformers than the big grows of bread and butter gcholars. And
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no one has been preventing progress of useful resolutions in the realm of
knowledge as much as these. Every light that has been kindled by a man of
genius, in any art or science, shows how wanting they are.

Therefore they pur wp a fight that is bitter, insiducus and desperate, be-
cause by defending the system of their schooling they defend their whole exis-
tence. For this reason no enemy is more unforgiving, no colleague more en-

vious, no person more eager to turn you into a heretic than is the bread and
butter scholar.
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RECOMMENDATTON FROM THE EDITOR

The ultimate acceptance of Edward DeVere as the authentic William Shakespeare

by the world of letters has no more comprehensive, indispensable and powerful cutting
edge than Charlton Ogburn's classic The Mysterious William Shakespeare (Dodd, Mead
1984). While it has gone into a second printing and has enlisted mdreds of Oxford-
lans, its continuing and persuasive impact requires increasingly widespread recognition
and distribution. In my opini i

to assist in achieving a pervasive momentum, May I vigorously recamend thar every
committed adherent should purchase at least one copy before the end of this year -
from a bookseller or call toll-free 1-800-251-4000 - as Christmas giftrs or tax dew
ductible contributions to cultural institutions. _
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NOTICES

Dues, contributions and orders ($8.50 inel. pkg. and postage) for microfilmed

Rewsletters (6/30/65-Spring/85) should be sent ro Shakespeare/Oxford Society, P. O.
Box 16254, Baltimore, Md. 21210

All naiérials submitted for proposed publication in the Newsletter should be

sent to Morse Johnson, Suite #8189, 105 W. 4th Street, Cincimnati, Ohio 45202. Mewbers

are encouraged to submit same. Personal letters, newspaper clippings, excerpts from
Journals, et al. are also welcome.

A list of the members of the Shakeapeare/Oxford Society will be mailed to each
menber early in Jan/87. Those who do not wish his or her name and/or address to be

included on that list should notify by letter addressed as in the above paragraph by
1/5/87. '
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Tax-deductible Anmual Dues

a Student: - 37,50 Regular - S15.00 Sustaining - $50 or more ;




