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"Lef me siudy so, to know the thing I am forbid to know"
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The little-knowa story of Edward
de Vere s revelatory last poem

by James Fitzgerald

‘Whileinvestigating the
possibility that Oxford-as-
Shakespeare might be the
author of an oft-antholo-
gized anonymous song
about a peddler found col-
lected in the works of the
Elizabethan lutenist and
composet, John Dowland,
I decided o pursie the use
of a patrticular expression in the song{“orient
peari(5)7), knowing that the same phrase
occurs a nimber of times in Shakespeare,

In checking Bartleit’s Quotations i
turmedd out that the sole entry for “orient
pearis™ occurred in a collection of excerpts
from theworks ofanunfamitiar Frenchpoet,
Sieur Dx Bartas, His translator was another
strangrer, Joshua Sylvester. The editors of
Barle#t's revorded 1n cross-referenced foot-
notes sixteen echoes of DuBartas in English
titeratwre that also appear in their books;
eight ofthese references resound in Shake-
speares.

Desflected now from my initizl research,
I repoxted my discovery to a colleague, An-
drew Flannas at Purdue University, remark-
ing to i my bemusement at an apparent
connesction between Shakespeacre and this
thorotaghly obscure French poet. Hannas,
his cuziosity piqued, thenlocated a microfilm
copy Of Sybvester's translation {1605} of the
Semaires of e Bartas.  And within the
custornary efflorescenceof Jaudatory verses
contribated by admiring contemporarics in

Tu ipse Vere?

{Cominned on page 10}

A New Portrait of Edward de Vere?
Katherine Chiljan reporis en her pur-
chase of an anonymous 1580 oil painting
that bears an uncanny resemblance to the
known de Vere portraits, and whose prov-
enance places it at one time in the hands
of de Vere's descendants {page 18},

riting
History

The facts are the facts,
hut interpretfation is all

In covering the Minneapolis Confer-
ence, the last issue of the Newslefier re-
ported on the “Prince Tudotr” controversy,
an ongoing debate within the Society be-
tween proponenis and detractors of the
propositionthatthe 3rd Earl of Sowthampton
was the royal son of Ehizabeth and Oxford,
Sinee then, all Society members have re-
ceived a copy of Gary Goldstein’s Antmn
‘96 twsue of The Elizabethan Review, in
which Diana Price i an article entitied
*Rough Winds do Shake” attempts to deal
ihe death-biow to the confroversial theory,
At first glance, she might seem {o have
succseded.

The debale has algo been a recent fea-
tare of the Oxfordian internet discussion
group “Phacton”, where the argument has
hegun fo revolve around definitions of evi-
dence - what is, what isn’t, and who judges
the difference. The present discussion was
sparked prineipally by the {ollowing ¢laim
made by Pricein her“Rough Winds” article:
“_.the Tudor Rose theory is one of many
conjectural interpretations of the
Shakespesre canon, and interpretive evi-
dence does nof carry the same weight ag
documentary evidence.”

Chiefamong those Phaetonites whohave
taken exception fothisclaimare Mark Ander-
son and Roger Stritmatter, whose work on
Oxford sGeneva Bible hasinvolved themin
asimilar debate with Stratfordians averwhat
conslitutes legitimateevidence. ItisPrice’s
faithin the infallibility of docoinentary evi-
dence and its superiority over so-called
interprefive evidence that has persuaded

{Continued on page 6]
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2 1st Annual Conference 1n Seattle

The Puget Sound Chapter of the

Shakespeare Oxford Society is to host the

1997 Annual Conference in Seattle, Dctober
9-12. itwill be the first time that the Society
has held its Conference in the Noriliwest.
Seattle, which is home o such diverse con-
cerns as Microsoft and Starbucks, is fast
becoming the cultural capital of the West,

The Meany Tower Hotel will host most
of the conference activities and provide
rooms for conference attendees at special
rates. The hotelis located in the University
District and is two blocks from the beautiful
Untversity of Washington campus. Access
to downtown Seattleis quick andeasy. Call
orfax 206-634-2080 for acconumodations.

Invited speakersinclude Michael York,
Joe Sobran, Mark Rylance and Sir Desrek
Facobi, while GreenStage, a noted theatre
comnpany oftheregion, have agreed fo moust
a production of Cymbeline for vs.

in addition, discussions are under way
with Firing Line about the possibility of 2
program live from the Conference. William
¥.Buckley’sco-hostonFiring Line, Michael
Kinsley, nowlivesin Seattle, wherehe works
for Mierosott aseditor of the Internetinaga-
zine Siate.

For preliminary conference information,

contacl:

Frances Howard-Snyder
Chairperson, 1997 Confereace
28825 Grandview Rd.
Arlington WA 98223
{360)435-0141 (1)
{360)650-4865 (0)
email franhs@henson.cowwiedy

Call for Papers for the
Z1ist Annuzl Conference
Individuals wishing fo present papers
at the Conference should send them to:

Stephanie Hughes,
Editor, The Oxfordian,
5815 8.W. Kelly Avenue,
Portland, OR 972061
Tel: 503/246-3934
e~k
paradigm{dspiritone.com

Papers showld be delivered typed double
space, or ont disk in ASCH format, Word Perfeet
5.1 or Word 6.0 no later than July 3Ist 1997,

i.cogth should be based on a presenlation
thne of approx. 30 minatcs.

NB. The Oxfirdicn bas first righls of pub-
lication on all papers delivered at Ihe Confor-
CACE.

Branagh’s
... Sound and Fury

by Charles Barfard

Thanks to Kenneth Branagh,
Shakespeare is now a popular presence in
the cinema, His Henry V(199D and Much
Ado {1993} have provided the inspiration
for a whole rash of screen adaptations,
including Romeo & Juliet, Gthello, Rich-
ard I and Twelfth Night. Shakespeare is
now “hip”, and yeung people are rightly
fascinated by hisideas and characters. Un-
derpinning this new popularity is, Tthink, an
as yet unconscious sense that
Shakespeare’s philosophy of life will pro-
vide an impertant foundation for the brave
new world of the 21st Centary.

That said, Branagh®s 4-hour fidi-text
movie of Hamlet, which should perhaps
more aceurately havebeentitled “The Dan-
ish Fragedy”, may prove to be liis Titanic,
The wit and humanity of his previous two
Shakespearean productions have given way
to s all-pervasive narcissism, which, in
cosjunction with a number of injudicious
casting decisions, served to distort many of
the characters, including Hamlethimself,

For me the length wasn’t a problem,
though the play would pever have been
producedin its full-text formon the Elizabe-

{Continued on page 14}

Society Library Has a Home

Aswewere aboutio go topress willithis
igsue, some wonderful news arrived. The
negotiations between the Society and its
anonymous New England benefactor have
resulted in the purchase of a 4-room condo-
minnun is Cambridge, which is to be made
availabie to the Secicty for i library and
other office-space needs.

The purchase 13 expeeted 0 be eom-
pleted by April 1 st, at whichtime the Society
wili be free to move in. Finally, then, the
Shakespeare Oxford Society will have a
piace to call home, and moreimportantly, a
place to shelve the Vietor Crichton library
purchased last Fall. Now the work of cata-
loging these books and making them avail-
able o Society members can begin, not to
mention such long-delayed projects as in-
dexing the Newsletter. We can also start

acquiring newly publislsed materials ofintor-
est to Oxfordians.

The finai lease agreement {or this space
will include an option for the Society to
purchase the condo cutright af any ftime.
Witls this inmind, anew fundraising drive is
planned for the Spring.

Thig is also the time and piace for us to
publicly thank those donors whose gener-
osify made the purchase of the Crichion
library possible. By any measure it's a
vaiuable collection of books on Shakespeare
and the Shakespeare authorship question,
ag well as Tudor and Jacobean history. It
was the purchage of the Criclion collection
thatinspiried the serious search for a Society
headquarters, and now that the space has
been secured, wecantake ournext confident
steps towards future growth.

Special thanks are due to Betty Sears
and Lydiz Bronte whose fundraising efforts
made the purchase possible, and to Vietor
Crichton’s nephew Randelph Riddoch for
his patience in keeping the library intact
until the purchase could be completed.

The following members contributed the
$18,000 that went to purchase the collec-
tion:

Mr. Alan Beard

B, Lydia Bronte

M. James Hardigg

Mr, Greg Home

M. fohn Louther

Dr. Josephine Murray
Mr. Thomas Rowland
M. Pidge Sexton

Mrs. Jean Hunt Van Nice
Mrs, Albert Walkeer
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Funeral Elegy: Proof for Oxford?

by Richzrd Desper

intheFall 1996 Newsletter, inthereport
on the 20th Annual Conference of this So-
cicty held last October in Minnesota, brief
mention was made of the paper § delivered
enthe subiect of theFuneral Elegy. Farther
details are presented here, particularly be-
causc of the recent attention that the Flegy
hasreceived from participants on both sides
of the authorship comroversy.

The subicel poem is Funeral Elegy for
Master Williamn Peter, originally published
in 1612by T, Thorpe. Brought lo Haghtby
Professer Donald Foster of Vassar in the
1686 s the pocinis available on the Intermet
al hitp://the-tech.mit.cdu/shakespears/
works. btnil, As printed in 1612, the avthor
of the Flegy was identificd only by the
mitials *“W.8.”, but Foster has contended
that the pocm was written by the author of
the Shakespearean canon. 1n the past year
or so, Fester, along with Richard Abrams,
have gone further te claim that the Elegy
consiitules evidence inthe authorship ques-
tioa. Their argumentis that since the Flegy
was writlen on the pccasion of the death of
a certain Williamn Peler, who died in Janu-
ary 1612, it therefore could not have been
written by Edward dc Vere, 17th Earl of
Oxtord, whesc death occurred in 1634,

Josepls Sobran was guick (o take excep-
{ion lo this argument, showing that the text
of the FElegy 15 not consislent with the
kknown facts of the life of Williain Peter (see
Newslefter, Winter 1996), For instance,
William Peter had been married three years
at the time of his death, while the poem
scems 1o suggest that its subjcet had been
miarried nine years. Also, the Elegy speaks
of ils subject n terms of fatherhood, while
the historical William Peter died withoul
issue. This opens up the possibility thatthe
Elegy (orapredecessor version of the same
name, as Flliott Stonc has suggested) was
wrilien: al an carlicr date about an earlicr
death, climinating it as evidence against the
Earlof Oxford.

1 tock this as my point of depariure, and
nol baving made itmy business fo examine
the lexton stylistic grounds, Iwas willing to
concede, ifncoessary, Foster’s first premise,

that the poem was writter by the author of
the Shakespearc canon. However, along
withJoseph Sobran, | took issuewith Foster's
second premise, that the Flegy was written
in 1612 locommemorate William Poter. Rather
then analyzing the words themsclves {as
Foster has done) for comparison with the
Shakespeare canon, my approach has been
{0 analyze the meaning of the words. Inthe
process of examining what the anthor is
saying, 1 have concluded that the subjeet of
the poem is not William Peter, and that the
Elegy 1s lotally consistent with Oxfordian
anthorship. If { am right, what Foster and
Abrams haveadvanced asa“smoking gun”
for the Stratfordian case could be, insiead,
vahable evidence on the Oxfordian side.

In my vicw, the Elegy refers not to the
death in 1612 of William Peter, buttoauch
carlier death, namely that of Edmund Cam-
piow, a Catholic priest executed by the En-
glish government in December 1581, And
why does Campion come to mind? Firstof
all, liaving found scveral allusionsto Edmund
Camplonin ActiV, Sceneiiof Twelfth Night
{secElizabethan Review, Bpring 1995}, 1am
convinced that Shakespesre at the very
least kuew of the martyred priest and was
moved by his fate. And interms of the Earl
of Oxford, there is good reason to believe
thathe and Campion may havemet. Oxford
received an MLA. degree from Oxfoxrd Uni-
versity in September, 1566, while Campion
wagon (he staffat Oxford. Theawardingof
the degree was part of a six-day Royal visil
1o the University, onc in which history
records that Campion, then & rising young
star stOxford, played a major partisceremo-
nies with Queen Elizabeth 1. {Campion,
supported at the time by a grant from the Earl
of Leicester, was unable 1o accommodale
his growing Catholie convictions with the
expectations of the University. Ho later
resigned Trom Oxford, eventally leaving
England, returning later asa Catholic priest,
and was executed after over a year of clan-
destine missionary work.)

Below are six points from the Elegy texd
which are specifically consistent with the
Oxford/Campion inlerpretation, butarean-

tagomistic to the Stratfordian position. The
six poinds are as follows;

First: “... she who those nine of years
{Lived fellowto his counsels. ™ (Flegy, 511-
3). “She” is the Catholic Church, whom
Campion embraced from his exile to the
continentin 1572 tohis deathin 1581, aspan
of nine years. Also, inline 526, the Flegy
refers o the departed a5 “Father™, a title
which Campion received when he was or-
dained as a priest.

Second: there arc nemerous refergnces
in theElegy (179-84,318-24,367-7(3,391 -6,
535-6) to a death by martyrdom, which do
not fitthe known dentise of William Peter ¢he
dicd as the result of a drunken guarrel), but
which fit the life of Edmund Campion. Of
especialnote is 367-70: *“Thus he, whoto the
universat lapse / Gave sweet redanption,
offering up his bloed/ To conquer death by
desdth, aud loose the traps / Of hell”, Ifwe
takethe “universal lapse’™ tobe the Catholic
doctring of Original Sin, this passage
amounis lo a comparison of the subject’s
death to the death of Jesus Christ. Sucha
comparison is possibie if the subject is
Edmand Campion, butnot for William Peter,
While the authors of clegies may oceasion-
ally succamb 1o hyperbole and exaggera-
tion in their praise of the deceased, thorg are
tHmits of taste, bevond which he praiserings
untrae and presumpluons. Edmund Cane-
pion died for his faith, but to comparc Wil-
Ham Peter’s death to that of Jesus Christ is
absurd.

Third: there are references 1o the de-
parted as 2 condemned man, one under the
sentence ofdeath{34-5,157,249-68, 535-6).
Mosticllingisline 157: “Themany hours til
the day of doem”, wlich suggeststhe inter-
val of time afler the senlenceis pronounced
butbefore theexeoution is carriedout. These
“hours”™ have no 1meaning in the case of
William Peter, who hadno foreknowledge of
his impending death. On the other hand,
Edmund Campion was aware, for several
days, of his intpending exceution.

Fourth: therearc ocoasions (48, 139} in
which if is noted that the body of the de-
parted would not e in a tomb. For Cam-
pion, the authoritics saw to it that all traces
of his body would be destroved to foil
possible relic-seckers. Thus there is no
possible tomb for his body. On the other
hand, here 18 no reasont to believe that

{Conitinned on page 24}
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Of Standins, Pseudonyms, Mummings and Disguisings

Exploring the influence of the ancient vevels on Elizabethan Court masques

Those of us who fske seriously the
hypothesis that the Eart of Oxford used
William Shakespeareof Stratford asa standin
myust ask ourselves whether or ot this was
a situation that had precedents. Did it ocour
Jjustthis once, morethanonce, orwas itmore
or less standard practice, that noblemen or
women who wished fo publish theirwritings
used the name of a commoner? Unforta-
nately, if such was the case, it's going to be
a difficult practice to uncover since its pur-
nose wouldbe precisely to avoid discovery.
We will also be limited in our seareh to
Shakespeara’s own period, since true pub-
lishing lxad only just begun in England in his
time. Which means that the only precedent
we can hope to find will be practices of a
similar nafure in other drcas.

Sincea standin ora pscudonyniis a form
of disguise, we might ask ourselves what
otherkinds of disguises were commongiace
then. What abont the most obvious kind of
disguise, clothing? Bid the Elizabethans in
general, and the aristocracy in particular,
like to hide theiridentity by wearing differ-
ent kiuds of clothing? It would appear so.
Throaghout the period there were numer-
ous angry commentarics on the confusion
caused by members of one clasg wearing the
kinds of garments that were perceived as
belonging to adifferent class; what might be
regarded as a sort of social, rather than
sexuaf, crogs-dressing. That this was re-
garded as a real problem is shown by the so-
called Semptoary Laws which set restric-
tions on certain garments, materials, fabrics,
even colors (such as royal purple), as re-
served for the nobility, others for the mer-
chantclasses, andsoon down tothe humble
brown and green frieze that was aH that wag
allowed for peasants.

As forreasons why such laws would he
necessary, commeners who could aftord o
dress a8 their social superiors would no
doubt get better treatment by merchants
and vendors, while the nobility would have
more freedom to do as they pleased when
they went about dresged as commoners.
Was this done? it was certainly done, over

by Stephanic Hoghes

and over, on the stage, not oaly by
Shekespeare, who was particularly fond of
the psychiological bait and switch of crogs-
dressing, both social and sexual, but by
many playwrights going back to the an-
cienty. Did thisreflect areal facetaf human
behavior, or didithappen only on the stage,
possibly as a sort of extension of the dis-
gutising that was an inherent characteristic
of aclors assuming identities other than
theirown? Well, we know that in her vouth,
Mary Queen of Scots and her ladies-in-
waiting used fo go out on the town, all of
them dressed as young men in cloaks and
donblets, boots ard hose. We also know
from severzal published commentaries that
women frequently went fo plays wearing
masks.

Ferther than that we probably cannot
peneiraie except by reasoned estimates, but
one facet of earty modern English life that
has remained refatively unexamined in this
regard might help us beiter educate our
guesses. This i« the cycle of seasonal enter-
tainments known as the revels.

They were referred to in documents of
the timeby their Christian names, The Feast
of the Innocents, The Feast of St. Stephen,
ete., but behind the gentle names of pious
saints hirked polent remnants of strange
and fearful tribal rituals that, despite the
diligent researches of culturat anthropolo-
gists, continue to stand outside the firelight
of collective memory or imagination. The
prehistoric rites of the grest goddess and
her earthly lovers included the induction of
atteredmental andemotional states by means
of drumming, dancing and chanting, the
retellingorreenactment of commumalinyths,
the invocation of gods and animal toterns,
the ingestion of mind-aHering substances,
offermenied spirnits and hallucinogenic mush-
rooms, of various forms and degrees of
sexual llcense and biood sacrifice, both hu-
man and animal. These eaily relatives of
what we now regard as primarily forms of
enfertainment, certainly could not be con-
sidered entertainment, though some of the
same elementsolpsychological releasewere

present. Their chief purpose was the sea-
sonal reinforcement of a potent sease of
comsmunal unity, the coliesion of the group
mind, a necessity for a pesple armed only
with stone and wood ina world fraught with
danger from outside forces of nature, beasts
and tribes of other men.

With the advent of Christianity, the
garker aspects of these seasonal rntuals
faded oy were suppressed | leaving only odd
vestipes (suchas Christinasirees, yulc logs,
mistietoe, maypoles, Easter eggs, hot cross
buns, eteeteraclinging o the feasting, danc-
ing, pames and plays, which were mostiyall
that was left by the 16th Century. Stili
there’s no doubt that a certain need for such
rituals continued into Shakespeare’s time,
particularlyin rurat districtswhere the church
was never able to overcowne fhe instinct to
maintain some sort of physical connection
with the nanmal cycles of planting and liar-
vest, of animal fertitity, birth, and death; and
that Christianity notwithstanding, many a
maidenhead was iost while out a-Maying;
and many s husband or wife came home
shamefaced (otheirmates aftera night spent
with a stranger, or someone disguised as a
stranger, deepin the woods onmid-sumimer
night’s cve.

The characteristics of the revels as they
existed in Shakespeare’s time dated from the
Viking influences ofthe North to theFrench
influences ofthe South, from the Duteh and
Danish influences of (he East to the purely
Celtic West, from one 30cial class 10 an-
other, and from Couri to country village, but
all followed a simitar pattern. Some were
preceded by a Chuarch ceremony, but all
ended with feasting, music, dancing, and
the ingestion of a sufficient quantity of
fermented spirits to take the edge off the
ordinary divisions cansed by rank and of-
fended feelings within the commusity.

For the lower clagses the revels usuatly
included games such as footbalt or blind
man’s biufy, fests of strength such as wres-
tling, tugs of war or log throwing contests,
simpiehomemade entertaiaments (like fhose
that Shakespeare loved to parody, such as
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thie Nine Worthies inlove s Labor's Lost or
e rude mechaniesls inMidsunaner Night s
Draawni}, Morris danees, and more or less
professional enterfainments such as acro-
bats, jugglers or puppet shows. The party
wouid continue for some days unti] every-
one was exhausted and ready to buckle
downt io another six-week streteh of pease
porridge, hard work, and Christian virtue,

The longest revels took place af the
winter equinox, and lasted from the begin-
ning of December until the second week in
lanuary, 2 time when mariners and country
foik slept late, relaxed and enjoyed them-
selves during the darkest and coldestpart of
the year. A bit like animals in hibernation,
they fattened themselves with food, drink
and excitementagainst the effortiisl months
to come, of wresting aliving fromtheocean
or the soil.

An inferesting feature of the ancient
Romansolstice festival, the Saturnalis, were
the rituals of rank reversal, whereby some
member of the lowest sociat order would be
etevated for a week or two 1o a position of
authority, and during that period waited ou
hand and foot by the real amthorities. Ves-
tiges of this ancient practice remained in
Elizabeth’s fime in outlying areasin theritual
of the Boy Rishop, particularly inthe North
of England. Rank reversairitesderived from
the Roman Saturnalia expressed nostalgia
forthe Romans® Golden Age of Saturn {fhe
pagan version ofthe Garden of Eden) when
all bumans lived with cach otlier as equals,
hefore some had made themselves imasters
over the rest. (Such rituals of rank reversal
appear also 1o contairz clements of even
earfier prehistoricrites whereby a tribalking
was chosen from the people, feled for some
period oftime, thea killed in aritual sacrifice
for purposes that are still a matter of infense
scholarly debate}

The importance of therevels at Courtis
shown by the fact that the depariment that
dealt with all matters of entertainment and
cerenrony was known as the Gffice of the
Revels. The revels at Court were different
only in detail, not in substance, from the
revels oftown and village. There was feast-
ing, music, dancing and the ingestion of a
great deal of spirits. There were plays per-
formedby professionals, bul there were also
entertainments created for the Court by its
own members, in which courtiers took part,

writing poems, songs and dramatic “inter-
ludes,” playing instruments, singing and
dancing, and achng in masgues.
Thismuchis clear, vefinall diseussions
ofthe revels, from Court to country village,
what is perhaps the most important faetor is
aisoonethat generatly sneaks right pastour
present day awareness due to the fact that
thereistittlelefiinourmedemnlife with which
we can connect the reslity behind the terms

From the title page of A Quip For an Upstart
Couwrtier:  Or, A quaint dispute between
Velvet Breeches and Cloth-breeches.

“mumming” and “disgnising,” ferms that
eontinnally recur in every commeniary on
the revels, and which are rarely explained
sufficiently to convey their fll impozt.

A disguising is a costume that is meant
not just o enhance or to veil, but to totally
disguise one’s identity. fnn rural and poor
comnunities where people could affordnoth-
ing bul the necessities, disguising usually
meant wearing someone else’s clothing,
often clothing of a member of the opposite
sex, turned inside cut, upside down, stuifed
with pillows, with a stoeking or homemade
mask to complelely coverthe face, glovesto
cover the hands, and so forth, and ger
nished withzsilly hatoramask thatcovered
the eatire head; the point being not so saach
to lock like something specifie asto lead all
viewers away from any association they
might be able o fonm with one’s trae iden-
tity.

“Mummicg” was the promenade
through a commuaily sometime during the
Christmas holiday season {or, in
Shakespeare’s day, most holidays) of a
group of these disguised community mem-
bers, known as “mumners”, who sang,

daneed, performed whatever tricks or enter-
tainments were theirs to share, and told
Jjokes and stories in disgnised veices. Some
high-spirited vouth of the community would
be disguised as the Hobby Horse, a figure
whose tribal origins appear to be lost in the
1nists of time, but whose present funetion
was o ferrify all those not in costume, tothe
delight ofhis fellow mummers.

Mummersparaded from house to house,
and were invited in fo some and given food
and drink, while members of the househeld
did their best to guess whe they were
Although this may well have been a vestige
of some pagan 1ite, with community mem-
hers originally disguised as totemn animals,
vegetation gods, or some soch, its more
modern function surely was to bring he
excitement of the unknown into jsolated
commmities where everyone knew every-
one all too well, and where strangers wers
usnaliy feared and shunned, at the same
time that it offered those indisguise a break
from the identities, ages, and genders they
were stuek with therestofthe vear. Assoon
as amumer was eorreetly identified, they
doffed their masks and became themselves
again, wntil it was time totake theshowto the
next house.

This was the gentleraspect of inumrning.
There was 2 darker side. Protected by their
disguises and fueled by cups ofcheer, mam-
mers were at risk of being ignited by a sort
ofcollective vindietiveness. Han illicitaffair
was known fo be in progress, if it was
perceived that wrong had been done by
someone 0 he communily, notes pinned
ontrees or doors informed the world. Gates
put on roofs, fzrm animals tened loose,
haystacks sef afire, were 2 rough form of
vigilante justice, and if some sort of appro-
priately funny twist eouid be added 1o the
revenge, that would make it doubly enjoy-
able, doubly sweet. [t was also dangerously
easy for someone 1o hide an act of personal
Tevelge as a muruners” trick.

The Court version of the ancient rityals
ol mumming and disguising were Known a5
“Masques,” or “Masks” as they spelied it
then, because of course, cvervone was
masked, or in disguise. Since the Court
could not alford the broad license of the
country village, nor the psvechological re-
lease of total anonymity, nor the conse-
guences of social reversal, they came as

{Continued on page 23)
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History (Continued from page 1}

Anderson and Stritmatter thal her article is
based upon a false premise.

“Let’snotforget, wrole Anderson, “that
by these standards the Oxfordian theory
tases much, ifnotall, ofils persuasive force,
L.ooney did not solve the authorship prob-
lem by means of ‘documentary evidence’.
He looked at the worksand asked whatthey
tel] us sbout the author and the hife he lived.
And it was that investigation and nol an
examination of the documentary evidence
that led Whitman to conclude that ‘one of
the welfish earls or seme born descendant
and knowermight seem to be the true author
of these amazing works.™

in other words, Looney did something
considered vnscholarly by Stratfordians:
he used the works of Shakespeare as evi-
dence-evidencewhich, as“fiction”, cannot
be considered “documentary.” Thus, the
father of Oxfordianismhimselfmade strong
use of so-called inferpretive evidence.

Roger Stritmatter followed up on this
point by ciling a passage from a section
entitled “Interpretation in History™ from his-
torian Hayden-White’s bookThe Fropios of
Piscourse:

“Flheorists of histortography generally
agree that all historical narratives contait an
irreducible and inexpungeable element of
interpretation. The historian has o interpret
his materials in order to construet the mov-
ing patternofimages in which the form ofthe
historical process istobe mivrored. Andthis
is because the historical record is both too
fuli and too sparse. On the one hand, there
are always more facts in the record than the
histerian can possibly include in hig narra-
tive representation ofa given segment ofthe
historical process. And so the hstorian
must ‘interpret’ lus data by excluding cer-
tain facts from his account as irrclevant to
his narralive purpose.

“On the other hand, ia hig efforts to
reconslruol “what happened’ in any given
period of history, the historian inevitably
musl include in his narrative an account of
some event of cornplex of events for which
thefacts thatwould permita plausible expla-
nation of ils occurrence are lacking., And
this means that the historian must ‘interpret’
his materials by filling in the gaps in his
information on inferential or speculative
grounds. A historical narrative is thus nec-

essarily 2 mixture of adequately and mnad-
equately explainced events, & congeries of
esfablished and inferred facts, at once a
representation that is an interpretation that
passes {or an explanation of the whole pro-
cess1nirrored in the narrative.”

In short, what this rather Polonian nar-
rative means is that interpretation is an
unavaidable part of the process of writing
history. There is really no such thing as
inlerpretive evidence, as all reported facts
and opinions have 1o be interpreted by the
historian. ¥ven the “official record” is still
only somebody’s individual interpretation
of what happened at a given time, and is
further “distorted” when filtered through
the historian’s lens.

“Looney did not solve tite authorship
problem by menns of *decumentary evi-
dence.’ He looked af the works and
askedwhat theytell us about the autior
and the life he lived”

As Oxfordians struggle to develop a
concise and ceberent theory of the hows
and wlhys of the authorship problem, they
mastbe prepared 1o make responsiblespecu-
1ation a partoftheir overall theory. 1ndeed,
i should be remnembered thatthe very ¢xist-
ence of the anthorship controversy is the
resuliofan interpretive process, and werg it
the case that “documented facts™ alone
holdvatidity, the Stratferd story would prove
unassailabie.

Over the 1ast two cenfurics many have
noticed how significantly the works of
Shakespears seem both to contradict and at
the same time supplement theofficial, docu-
mentary account of the fimcs. For the
Shakespeare canon itself is a richly reveal-
ing doeumentary record that deserves 1o be
considered ag a key piece of evidence in
elucidating the story of the times. Whether
one calls itdocumentary or interpretive evi-
dence is irrelevant given Hayden-White's
axiom that all evidence used for histovical
purposes is ipso fecto interpretive.

HBeeause Stratfordiaus maintain such a
hiinkered reverence for “documented facts”,
they end up with a bizarre array ofunrclated
and uninterpretable events, which not only
leave a jumbie of unanswered guestions in
theirwake, but which fail to yield a cohcrent

picture of Elizabethan society and politics.
However hard they Uy o oin up the dots,
they can never produce & meaningful crea-
ture. 1t's Lardly surprising, then, ihat they
insist on the inadmissibility of the
Shakespeare canon as evidence, for if one
thing above all gives the fie o the two-
dimensional Ceeilo-Stratfordianworldview,
in which politics and literature are separate
pranets, it's “the abstracts and brief
¢lrronicles of the time.”

The way Stratfordians deal with Francis
Meres illustraics the point very well. Inhis
Palladis Tamia, Weres makes iterystaiclear
that Shakespeare and Oxford are two differ-
ent men, for they are both ientioned in the
same list of those who have excelled at
comedy. Stratfordians are eager and happy
to take him at his word. But in doing this,
they must lcave a whole host of very basic
and imporfant questions unanswered, such
as wlio s Francis Meres, what is the mean-
ing of Palladis Tamia, whyy was it published
in 1398, and why is the passage about
Shakespearc so obviousty a cackoo in the
nest? i, on the other hand, these guestions
are properly considered, the conclusion is
inescapable that here is a document whose
meaning lives between the Hines (and (hus
demands to be interpreted), and which is
partof the overall effortto conceat Oxford's
authorship of the Shakespeare canon. In
siech a world, polities and literature are in-
separabic.

Although the historian of the Elizabe-
than age has at his disposal an apparent
wealth of surviving documents from the
pericd, heis also confronted by a conspicu-
ous absence of some key documents. His-
tozian Hugh Ross Williaznson, in rescarch
notes appended o his 1959 bookThe Crown
and the Conspirators, made several obser-
vations that are germans te our discussion
ofevidence. Herearcacouple ofparticularly
relevant ones:

13%No one who has studied the Domes-
tic State Papers cau doubt that ali of them
went through Cecil’s hands as soon as he
became Flizabeth's Seoretary of Stale on
Mary’s death and that he weeded them out
with great thoroughness™ {p.210). {Whike
this observation refers to Queen Mary’s
reign, it is surcly equally true of her sister
Efizabeth’sreign. Heretoo the Cecils, father
and son, were careful te leave behind a
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thoroughly saniized documentary record
for fature historians to ponder.) Williamson
goes on to nofe the importance of ambassa-
dorial reports in filling gaps in the offieial
record.

2 In considering Queen Mary’s rela-
tionship with Elizabeth, Williamson stresses
the importanse of dealing with the issue of
Elizabeth’s supposcd bastardy (3. that she
wasthe daughter of Ame Boleyn and Mark
Smeaton, notof Anne and Henry Vill). e
writes that “the first requisite for under-
stending Mary’s attitude to Elizabeth is to
know whether she thought of her as a sister
oraot. Aud in this (which is quite distinet
from the guestion of whether her belief was
or was not in accord with the facts) there is
no room for amy genuine doubt. Mary
belicved that Elizabeth was not her father’s
dasghter”{(p.218).

These are two crificaily importantobser-
vations for those living in the house of
mirrors known as the authorship debate.
They assist ws in understanding that it’s
ofien impossible to draw a meaningful dis-
tinction between what is belief and what is
fact, and that one can’t rely for the truth on
adocumentary record that has been delzber-
ately sanitized. Fortherecan belitlle doubt
thatoverthe 40 years thathe was Elizabeth’s
chiel’ counsellor, Lord Burghley plucked
many a document from the state archives,
leaving behind a very personal, not to say
wilfisl, version of the truth. It's also likely
that the most significant document to es-
cape such a fate was the Shakespeare canon,
much ag the grand possessors and grand
censors might have wished otherwise.

The works of Shakespearc are, then, as
miach ahistorical and political document, as
theyarea literary one. If'we failto appreciate
this, werun the visk of creating a new guasi-
Stratfordian ovthodexy witl: Oxford substi-
tuted for Shaksperc, but with all the other
political icons such ag the Virgin Queen teft
intact. We will thas have failed in our duty
to interpret the works, and the suthorship
guestion will be reduced to an act of leger-
demain; a cheap trick instead of a philo-
sophical quest. In such a scenario “Oxford
is Shakespeare” becones a meaningless
statemnent, for it implies nothing beyond the
atltoo famibiar cover-story.

The Prince Tudor theory isitselfa meta-
phor for the whole authorship question.

Here again, the Shakespeare canon consti-
futes important evidence and helps us in our
interpretation of the “historical record”,
which states that the Virgin Queen was
indeed a virgin quees as unequivocally as it
states that Shakespcare was the Stratford
actor.

In her srticle “Rough Winds do Shake™,
Diana Price unwittingly demonstrates the
pitfallsoftaking thedocumentary-evidence-
is-supreme highground. They are most
evident in her handling of the so-valled
crown signature and her failure to deal with
the political fallout of Oxford’s death on
June 24th |, 1604,

Pricedismisses thoerown signature with
the observation that the squiggles and dots

“For there caw be little doubt ... thuat
Lovrd Burghtley piucked many a docu-
ment from the stete archives, leaving
behind a very personal, not to say wit-
Jidl, version of the truth

above the center of the signature represent
an earl’s coronct while the horizontal line
and seven dashes indicate the number sev-
enteen. Thug Oxford was armouncing tothe
world whateveryone already kaew i.e. that
he wasthe 17th Bart of Oxford. (Thesortof
behaviour one would expect from a par-
venu.} Because the fact that Oxford stopped
using the crown signature when the Gueen
died in 1603 isirrelevant to Price’s purpose
- which is to scupper the Prince Tudor
theory - she fails to mention it at 2ll. In
ignoringsuch animportant piece of informa-
tion, Price doeswhatall the Stratfordians ave
forced to do: she creates a minefield of
unexplained coincidenses. This is the big
danger of not atiempting a theory to which
all {he facts can be accormmaodated.

Price creates even mor¢ coincidences
arcund June 24, 1604, by opting toignore the
significance of James I's panic that day in
rounding up Southampton and his follow-
ers (many of themn survivoss of the Essex
rebellien). Nor does she find it significant
that James | and Robert Cecil subsequently
attempted (o erase this cvent from history
by leaving it blank in the official rccord.
These things just happen to have hap-
pened.

In fact it is only through ambassadorial

reports that we know about James’s actions
onthis occasion, which confirms Hugh Ross
Williamson’s asserfion that such reports
are vital inpiccing togetherthehistory ofthe
time. fromically, Diana Price makes very
pregnant use of French ambassador
Fenclon’s reports in her attack upon the
Prince Tudortheory. Clearly, somepiecesof
evidence are more convenient than others,
while for some Oxfordians questioning the
VirginQueen’s virginity is“anicon oo far.”

intevestingly, there 13 a debate today
over an American icon that has soine in-
structive parallels to the Shakespeare story.
Pocumentary film-maker Ken Burus {The
Civil War, Baseball}has produceda 3-hour
biography of Thomas Jefferg¢on, which has
deawn praise fromprofessionals and laymen
alike for its clear, uncompromising view of
this contradictory figure of American his-
tory.

Although not an acadernic historian, in
orderto make bis film Burnsmade nse of all
the documentary records of the time as well
as the writien histories and all the other
available stories and anecdotes that con-
wribute to the complex process known as
“ligtory™.

In an article in the Boston {zlobe (Feb.
16}, several quotes from Bums abouthowhe
dealt with the historical record in this case
resonate wilh echoes of (he authorship baitle
andour various fact versus fiction disagree-
ments, Thearticle s author, Renee CGraham,
raviews the current state of Jeffersonian
biography, in which revisionists trash Lim
a5 a “slave owner” who 14 therefore “use-
less™, while the old school continues fo
revere him as (he author of the Declaration
of Independence, and therefore as “god”.

“It takes a discriminatling eye,” writeg
Graham, “to discem the many paris of
Jefferson. ludeed historians on both sides
of this fervent debate have played fast and
loose with the facts, highlighting ordiscard-
ing whatever details might forther their par-
ticular stance.”

One of the decisions Burns made was to
inciude all the confroversial and contradic-
tory aspects of Jefferson’s Hie, such as the
matter of his supposed relationship with
oneofhisslaves, Saily Hernmings, onwhom
he is said to have fathered several children.
Bums took the view that it wonld have been
irresponsible toignorethe Hemmingsstory,

Continued on page 15)
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News from England: De Vere Society
Annual General Meeting held in London

The De Vere Sociely held its Annual
General Meeting 3a London on February 8th.
Aboul 75 people attended. The meeting
beganat 11 in the moraing and ended al 5 in
the afternoon, with a break for funch. Apart
from the business meeting itself there were
fourshort papers from members and a special
presentation by Mark Rylance, artistic divec-
tor of the new Globe Theatre. The Society
nowhas about 100members from all over the
world, ncluding 26 mernbers from the U.S.

The first paper, “Phantasies of Shake-
speare: Depth Peychology & The Author-
ship Question”, was presented by Sally
Hazelton, whoessentially gaveasummary of
her MA disserfation of the same same. The
dissertation fell into two parts. In the first
part, she explained, she had examined the
background, i.e. the reason why biographers
and commentators fantasize so
unapologetically about Shakespeare and
how they do it.

She pointed out that the paucity and
imsipidity of the biographical record lures
people into the realm of fantasy, where they
fillin the gaps and remedy the “deficiencies”
both by means of conjecturc and by turning
to the works themselves for insights into the
author’s life and character. To Hazelton™s
mind, there are serious pitfalls with both
approaches. The first involves the biogra-
phers’ projections - theirunconuseious wishes
and fears -which inevilably colour their im-
ageofShakespeare. {Asanextreme example,
she cited G.B. Shaw’s comment about
Shakespeare, “1 am convinced he was very
like myself”) The second approach she
found dangerous bocause it involves a buge
assumplion: {hat an author’s works arc ac-
tual accounts of his personal experiences.
Jungians, for instance, might argue that an
author’s access 1o the collective uncon-
scious furpishes him with aschetypal experi-
ences that are svery bit as valid ag “actual”
personal experiences.

The second part of the dissertation ex-
plored ways in which depth psychology
might be used fo assist the authorship de-
bate. Hazelton discussed Freud’s contribu-

tion, in particular his emphasis on Oxford’s
Oedipal complex and the “compensatory
satisfaction” heachieved throagh his liter-
ary works. Alhough Froud’ smethod ledio
“lots of intrigning finks between Oxford
and Shakespears”, HazeHon concluded that
his overall confribution was quite weak
because of the subjective and hypothetical
nature of his approach.

Fmally, she locked bricfly attheories of
loss and creativity, citing in particular the
work of British psychoanalyst, Joln
Bowiby. She said that reccnt studies have
shown that maay of the world s 1n0st cre-
alive artists expericnee & significant early
loss ~ usually that of a parent. Oxford, of
course, lost his father at the age of 12
Hazelton further pointed out that Oxford
had not only lost g parcint but a familiar
world as well. OF all the major authiorship
candidates, Oxford’s psychological vein
was the richest to mine, and hig personality
modl compatible with psychiatric studies
ofhighly creative writers.

Next Brian Hicks gave a talk entitled
“Presenting the Cage for Oxford.” Hicksis
a merber of the De Vere Socicty™s 2004
Commiliee, whose tagk it ig to develop a
siralegy of growth and publicity for the
Society that will enable sLo mount amerno-
rable public event to celebrate the 400th
anniversary of Oxford’s death 1n 2004,

Hicks suggeated & nuinber of ways in
which members of the De Vare Society
could increase public awarencss of the
aufhorship question. 1t was important, he
said, to challenge assumptions of the Strat-
ford man’s authorship wherever they ap-
peared i thelocal or national press. Writ-
ten responscs should be sent to the letters
colmnn, Conversely, he felt it was impor-
fanl to write directly to the author of an
atficle, whose philosophy and approach
suggest that he may be open fo the Oxford
hypothesis. He pointed ount that there are
many high-profile “anti-establishment” fig-
ures 1n Britaia, wlhie nevertheless seem Lo
accept the divinily of the Straiford man.

Hicks also eneouraged more people lo

approach adult education centres and local
historical socielies about giving lectures.
As more and more peopie become compes
fentfo give talks on Bdward de Vercandthe
authorship question, so they should make
use of these skills to furtherthe canse. Other
suggestions included placing ads in loeal
theatre company programs in order fo en-
courage the audience to join the search for
the true Shakespeare, and ensuring that the
main library ina member’s town has details
of the De Vere Society in its records and
dalahase, as many endquirers have bad diffi-
culty in contacting the Sosiety. {The same
has been true for the Shakespeare Oxford
Socicty.) Hicks also distributed a listof 34
points against Shakspere’s authorship and
a list of 17 points i3 faveur of Edward de
Verc’s, which is part of the Society’s cam-
paign to equip s members to educate the
heathen.

Mark Rylance arrived atnoon to discuss
his work at the International Shakespeare
Globe Centre and his interest in ¢he Shake-
spearc authorship question. He's the first
artistic direcior of the Globe, clected by its
Board of Trustees foraninitial 3-yearterm,
which can be extended if he so chooses.
{They have just completed their first season
of plays.} Heindicated thatthe Board knew
of his anti-Stratfordian tendeucies when
theyelected him, though what that means is
impossible to say. He in turn has created
what he describes as an “Artistic Director-
ate”, whicl includes such cinematic lumi-
naries as Al Pacino.

Rylance first became interested i the
authorship guestion when he attended a
fecture al the Baconian Society in Islinglon
about Hermnetic and Rosierucian thought.
Througliit he learnt of the Baconian theory
of Shakespearean authorship. Later he ai-
tended Oxfordian lectures at Harvard and
Boston University while playing Hamletat
the American Repertory Theatre in Cam-
bridge, Mass. He indicated fhat he took the
issue very seriousty aud was committed to
opening anauthorship dialogue at the Globe.

Ryluncemade itelear thatitishisinterest
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in Shakespearc's philosophy as expressed
in the plays that drives his interest in the
authorship, Shakespeare clearly possessed
aprofound knowledge of Renaissance Her-
meticism, as did Bacon and Raleigh and
wmany oiher great Elizabethanmen ofletters,
and Rylance spoke cloguently about the
ancient wisdoms that inspired Ficino and
others in the 15th Ceatury fo atfempti a
universal philosophy that combined both
the cccult arts and the ational sciences,

As anaciorhe mentioned {hat his knowi-
edge of alchemy had provided him with
useful insiphts into the text during a ron of
Much Adv. He spoke of the process of
awakening within the plays, that leads
people onie higher and higher traths ac-
cording totheirintelicctual abitityand spiri-
fual readiness. In this context, he stressed
the imporiance of the Globe®s design, which
makes room for the groundiings, whose
presence generates a more active kind of
theaire in which the audience can partici-
pate, For Shakespeareand his more enlight-
ened colleagnes, the theatre was a grand
educational enterprise involving the whole
of Society, and gven in these more “demo~
cratic* times the soctal philosophy behind
the original Globe remains valid,

Rylance related an anecdote about a
Globe performance of Twe Gentiemen of
Verona, inwhich he was playing thepartof
Protous. It was the reconciliation scene of
V.iv, and Valentine had just taken his,
Proteus’s, hand and thatof Julia and said his
lines “Let me be blest to make this happy
close:/ “Twere pity two such friends should
be long foes”. Rylance (the inconstant and
caddish Proteus} turned to face his Julinand
said “Bear winess, heaven, { have my wish
for ever”, but before Juliz could respond
withher “And Imine”, oneofthe groundhings
shouted out with desperate conviction
“Ton’tdo it, Julia!™ Such interventions he
said greatly affect how the actors play their
fines.

Rylance was an inspiration to everyone
present, and we are singularly fortunate that
we havean artistic director at the Globe who
is committed to bringing Shakespeare’s
philosophy fo the surface i his produc-
tions. Itisa greatundertaking and one that
will be of benefit to all anti-Stratfordians.

After lunch came the busingss meeting,.
The cid 1987 Constitution of the Society

Charles Burford, Jounder of the De Vere
Society, addressed the General Meeting
in London on February 8th.

which had been drawn up for use at Gxford
Iniversity was rescinded, and a now 1997
Constitution adopted. Then the Excentive
Commitiee ofthe Society was elected, which
at present consists of five members. Chris-
lopher Dams was reelected as Secretary and
Alan Robinson as Treasurer, while Charles
Burford stepped down as Chairman as he
didn’t feel in a position to coniribute ac-
fively toevents in England while continuing
tomake hishome in America, He did, how-
ever, acvept the nomination for President,
and was duly clected,

Nexi Verily Anderson, author ofThe De
Veres of Castle Hedinghain deliveredatalk
entitled “Havering attc Bower™, which
guickly became a spirited pica {0 everyone
1o STICK TO THEFACTS. (Thoughifthe
title of her talk was a fact, Anderson cer-
tainly chose not to stick to i, or oven men-
tiont it for that matter.) In broaching the
infameus Prince Tudor theory (“that hid-
eous Tantasy™), she roundly praised Diana
Price’s Elizabethan Review article “Rough
WindsDo Shake”, for Diana, blessher, had
stuck to the facts,

Anderson spoke about the film optien
that Warner Brothers have just renewed on
her book, and asked those present whether
i was proper for the whole Oxford story to
be “juiced up a bit™ before it appeared in
celinloid.

Inother words, should de Verebeshown
sleeping with the Queen, and “should there
be babies?” In a nuishell, # Hollywood
wants Prince Tudor, should we give if io
them?? The audience was divided in its
opinions, though the majority view was that
it wasbetterfc have abold, imaginative film
than adull, prosaic one, Whereupon Ander-
sonraised her fistinthe air and gave one last
“Stick to the Facts!” salute.

Finally, Charles Burford gaveabrieftalk
entitied “The Politics of the Authorship
Question”, which was also a kind of plea,
but this time for a spiritofopen-mindedness
on the Prince Tudor issne. He pointed out
that the Prince Tudor issuewas asold as the
authorship issae, a3 it was the 1 Sth-century
Baconians who first openly postted Shake-
speare himself(Francis Bacon) asthesonof
the Queenbythe BarfofLeicester. Inaveiled
manner, however, the issue hasexisted since
Elizabethan tirmes. Burford also stressed
that there were a growing number of
Oxfordians who now beltieve that Oxford
himself may have beenthe sonofthe Queen.
As far as Southampton is concerned, he
made ttclear thatno onc knows exactly when
he was born, 1573 or 1574, and that such
vagueness is very common when dealing
with both the birthdates and pareniage of
Elzabethannoblemen.

Asfor Diana Price’sargument about the
superiority of documentary over intexpre-
tiveevidence, Burfordmade the point thatif
documentary evidence means accepting
Lord Burghley's word for everything, then
it should be treated with great circumspee-
tion. Afterali, whatisthe value of documen-
tary evidence ma totalitarian state? Would
you look for the truth about the fate of the
Crimean Tartars in Jospeh Stalin’s files?
Would you expect to find a piece of paper
there signed by the Boss himself saying
“Those] didn"texile to Siberialimurdered”?
The point surely is that all evidence, docu-
mentary or otherwise, has to be interpreted,
Ifit’snot, then the historian has failed in his
duty. '

Rurford reinforced his point by eompar-
ing Shakespeare’s age to that of 19th-cen-
tury Russia under the Romanovs. In that
repressive, censorious society it was the
(Gogols, Turgenevs and Tolstoys who were
the truc chroniclers of their age, not the
Tsarist government. To an even greater

(Continued on page 12}
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Fitzgerald (Continued from page 1)
the Introduction, he discovered what
may well be the final poermn ever written
by Fdward de Vere. The poem is
written in Latin, signed “E. L. Oxon”,
and contains, I now believe afier sev-
¢rat vears of close review of the poem
and its Latin syniax, adirect sigterment
from the author about his role as a
“hidden” author. The statement itseif
is hidden in wordplay on Oxford’s
favorite word: vere.

But first, let’s take a look back to
the period when this now obscure
French poet flowished. It was i the
1584°s and ‘90’3 that the reigning
Hterary figme in Fagland, was, curi-
ousty, not English, but Freach, and
today lies forgotion, of interest only o
specialists.  Me was Guillaume de
Salluste Siowr du Bartas, a Gascon
Hugnenot in the service of Hensd of
Navarre. DDu Bartas was venerated,
extolled, and Honized in England for
s Semaines, or “Weeks,” an im-
mense, unfinished poem in two parts
that sought o record and report in
alexandrines the received sum of sci-
cnfific knowledge and the history of
mankind.

After his death he rather quickly
fell out of faver in France, and te-
mains sunk i oblivion to this day.
His star took rather longer to set in
England, where his Protestantisinand
a fess rapid evolution in taste afforded
him some initial protection from the
assanlts of esthetes. ““The eager grect-
ing of D)y Bartas by tlie Elizabethans,”
observed Sidaey Lee, “is a curiosity

Iofua Silucfler Anagr:
Vere Os Salustyy,

St Strvrstrr poffracir Ore vecaris)
Az qred orQ we feras Meliqiad in Aure Meloogr
Ap griod B ary assifacien duap pingisef O R o,
O » atut pasiter qualtbet oracolts?
Nemnpeliget davam pre te forspomize S1LY oM,
Sitwas e fatchras carming miila peweat :
Sed gaod drberarsmC o, dite Salsmining oline
Drxcity Ineff Lbris Oses vivory; beis,
EroeOs effa alijs,mihi Suadz L 15 6 v & videriey
Biufes et Phavbe charns QCRLLVS ¢ris.

Ad Gallum de Bartafio iam tote Anglice donato,
D ead Gallss fact usmada fif, mirare, Britannss
Coalle? pevam videas, pectamen innideas:
Siiuclter vefler, nofer Bartallnss  ambo
Laude guidem peminadigni vt ot ambo paris

Inderattoretad Authorem,
Taeesk vialewolum O male frepentis Zoiliy
Monflrusbilingne, feppuple Hydra capitt :
Dum Seprimanarn fepties fanflam canis,
Te Septimnafepties fanfiam favit
Queevis, necvlla deleat lofuam Dies,
Nempe Qs fari Vera fi lncet bieo,
Osipfe V ure diteris SALYsT1T3
3 ai fi imperarisdentibusmiordentibus
Imputyieris O R¥sy &R Theon
Os porcarere dentibns felat tess

E.L. Oxon.

The poem av i oviginally appeared in the 1603 edition of
Svlvester s translation of Py Bartas.  The lavout of the
poem and ifs headings as published in Dr. Grosart’s 1880
Fe-issie of Svlvester’s transiation {3ee page 93 in Ruth
Lovd Miller's edition of A Handreth Sundrie Flowres) vary

Srom the 1605 original, particilarly in handling the tide’s

not (oo sublle message that an anagram follows. (" Anagr.”
ix spelled out as “Anagram” and placed on a separoie
fine,)

Sundrie Flowres, reproduced from the
reissuc in 1888 of the works of Joshna
Sylvester (Chertsey Worthies® Li-
braey, with infroduction by Alexander
Grosart). Or not so curiously: Oxford
was an accomplished Latinist; his en-
comizm is both polished and complex
in its Latinity as well as recondite in its
mes3agc.

Oxford’s poem is headed: “losua
Silvestor Anagr: Vere Os Salustil.” The
public, exoteric infent of that brilliant
Latin anagram was o proclaim the
message that Joshua Sylvester was
“truly the mouth [ie. the voice, as
translater into English] of Sallustius
{DuBartas].”

In the anagram, the second “e” in
“Vere” bears the grave aceent, which
is best interpreted as “vere,” the ad-
verb “truly,” derived from the adjec-
tive verus, “true”” Howsver, merely
rernove the accent and you have gen-
erated Oxford’s surname. The very
blatancy of “Vere” in both its posi-
tional and linguistic perspicuity begs
the knowledgeable reader to interpret
it, simultaneously with both senses,
with imputed emphasis as “Vere truly
the voicc of Du Bartas” (And not,
perhaps, Sylvester.) Bartledt's Famil-
iar Quotations fends implicit support
to the ill-concealed import. In the Du
Bartas eniry {which employs
Sylvester's translation}, fully one-half
of the sixteon cross-referenced cita-
tions fo echoes of Du Bartas in English
literature go te “Shakespeare.”

Oxford’s poem was among four
composed in Latin; fhe remaining six

are in English. What follows is an

in the history of litesary criticisny.”
Du: Bartas had several English transla-
tors, firstamong them James Vi of Scotland,
& great enthusiast of the Frenchman. But his
principat dragoman was the earnest Puritan,
Joshisa Sylvester, “a merchant tarned poet,”
in the words of his modern editor, Susan
Sayder. Sybvesier experienced a derivative
success arxl popularity in his transiation,
enjoying several editions until the 1640°s,
after which time he went as dead as his
master.
Sylvester had been emitting fraginents
of the Semaines procemeal during the 1550s,
At last, in 16035, a nearly complete sanslation

was published, titied (with a nod for the Greek
epic didactic poet, Hesiad) The Divine Works
aind Weeks.

At the head of Divine Weeks were placed
ten commendatory poems written for the
occasion by Sylvesirim admirers, Among
thewn, the third in sequencs, is, so far as we
know, the final poem to come from the pen
of BEdward de Vere, the 17th Earl of Oxford.
T1was written in Latin.

This pocm, curiously neglected by
Oxfordians in view of its being Oxford’s final
Hterary product, canbe foundonpage 93 inRuth
Loyd Miller's odition of 4 Hundreth

attempied identification of their authors.
The names, abbreviations, and initials ap-
pearing within the inverted commas are the
names of the authors exactly as they appear
below their poems.

1.Car: Fitz-Geofridus Lati-Portensis. Charles
Fitzgeoffrey {1575-1638). Minor epigramniist.
2. lo: Bo. Miles. Perhaps Sir John Borough (no
dates found). 1n 1592 he seoved under Walter
Ralegh asa Vice-Admiral, when he sawactionin
the West Indies. He is cited as “Borough,
controfler of the navy” in 1595, “Mites" mustbe
the Latin word for seldier, or, more broadly,
military tan, which accords here.
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3. E. L. Oxon. Ef{dward] Liord]
Oxonfford] (1550-1604), Andrew
Hannas is illaminating: “Thizsscems an
odd way to indicate the Earl of Oxford,
ag 1 interpret Efdward] Liord]
{rvon ford] as the nnabbreviated form,
However,one must remember that in
1605 Edward de Verewas dead. The ‘B
Vere’ alone could be construed as his
son Edward, while his son Henry would
assume the title of Eark of Oxford,
potentially embarmassing insubsequent
printings. The form given removes the
ambiguity on all three counts. Nor
should s posthumons printing with
admission ofauthorshipbeoverkooked:
is this not the Airst poem over his name
that didn’t come from the 1570%s or
carlier (reprintsexcluded)?”

4. G. B. Cantabridg. Thig would
sppear to be Sir George Buc (d. 1623},
one of the “mingr pastoralists of the
earhier years of King James.” Also his
MasterofRevels from 1608-1622, Un-
der Elizabeth, the licenser of plays.
5. Samuel Daniel. {1562-1019})

6. G. Gay-wood, Unidentified.

7. Joha Davies of Herefard. {1365
1618}

8. E.G. Prohably Edward Grimestone,
who compited a General Inventory of
the History of France, published in1 667
{note the French connection), and sub-
sequent works thereafler. (No dates
toumd.)

9, R: N, Very likely SirRobertNaunton
{1563-1635%, a minor wriier and cres-
ture of Robert Cecil.

16, R H. The best candidate appears
to he Richard Hakluyt {1553-1616),
the geoprapher and divine, wheo also
accompanied the English ambassados
to France in [ 583, The sonnct aver “R:
H.? s filled wath celestial imagery,
appropriate to both of Hakluyt's
callings,

Inclusive of Oxford, identified
with certainty arc authors 1,3,5&. 7;
identificd with greater orlessercon-
fidence, muhors 2,4,8,04 16, One
author, Number Six, Mr. Gay-
wood, remains unidentified.
Prescinding Oxford, seven of the
{more or lesswell} [dentified Eight
ars Hiving in the year of publication
ofDivine Weeks, 1605. And Praiser
Twro, Sir John Borough, could cas-
ily be. A man voung and hale
enough to be engaged in a naval

(Continued on page 12}
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action in 1592 thousands of miles fromhome,
and then revealed to be safely ensconiced in
a desk job in 1593, might well be alive ten
years laterin 1603,

What draws our altenition is thal smong
the ten panegyrists only Oxford is ungques-
tfionabty dead (in June, 1604} when the Di-
vine Weeks sees the light of day in 16035,
Could it be that publication was held back
for some reason until Oxford passed from
ihe scerie? Ruth Loyd Mider has writien to
mewithi{he following: “1 think the Sylvester
1605 work was entered on the [Stationers”
Regisier] about November, 1604-—just & fow
muonths after Oxford’s death & before
Susan'si.c. Vere'sjmarriage.”

The confleence of Oxford’s death, the
cafry into the Statiomers’ Register five
months thereafter { if Mrs. Mitleris corroct)
of the work fhat contains Oxford™s swan
song in Hiterature and the publication in the
following yearofihat literary work fills one
with the suspicion of concealed mofive,
knowing thatainong ten encomiasts Oxford
aione is known tobe deceased, andrecently
so, at the time of publication.

Oxford s poem and my translation of it are
shown inthe box onpage 11, The words in
capitals argsimilarly represented inthe origi-
nal. Lines f-14 arc in “slogiacs,” the stan-
dard Latinmeter forpraise and sulogy. Llaes
15-24 are in iambic trimeter, the customary
meter for lnvestive, vensure, and satire. The
transtagion willveveal that Ox{ord adhered to
the classical norms. The bracketed “ue” of
line 8 is unsupplied, but understood, in the
original as ~gue, “and”). The bracketed
“gtheos” of line 23 has been transliterated
from the Greek orihopraphy in which it origi-
nally appears.

We might note at the outset, and not with
compiete wonder, that Ondord makes strik-
ingly abundant use of OS (aud thercfore
s}, employing it fourtecn times in varying
permutations of case and nummber. The
opening “O™ of OF in line ong is a titan of
almost three lines heighl.  The primary
meaning of OS is “mouth,” byt several
allied meanings may attach fo i, and betier
suit the tyanslation, as here: “voice,”
“speech,” or “poetry™ {as the product of the
voice, or mouth).

This is & difficull poem: difficult in is
fanguage and prosody, not entirely chici-

dated: difficult in its message, both open
and occult; difficult in its tone, both jesting
and serious.

The poem beging with a jest on the broad
pun “Silvester,” which is not only Joshua’s
surname, bul also, and worse lack for him,
the Latin adicctive meaning “of or pertain-
ing fo the woods.” Used as a substantive,
it means “woodsman.” Oxford goes on to
toy with this conceit in “rough forest,”
“wilderness,” and the “rude speech” {of a
woodsman; or, less politely, of a naif, a
rube}. One suspects that lines 11 and 12
might be paraphrased as, “My God! What
will the French think?” Did Oxford have
cause for emsbatragsment inassociating him-
scifwith Sylivester and his transiation of the

“.Jor sure enough, as a writer, he
JOxford] was o fendal leviathan net-
ted up in o school of Puritan min-
nows.”

Sepraines of Du Bartas? Or, for that matier,
with the otheraine evlogists; for sure enough,
as a wriler, he was a feudal leviathan netied
up in & schoo! of Puariian unanows.

Apart from their mutual admiration of the
Frenchiman, the Lordand the Merchant could
not have been more aniithetical. Joshua
Sylvester £1364-16018), born in Kentin the
same year as the Swratford fellow, wentinto
the clothing business as a young man and
remained in irade ail his life. Susan Snyder
reports that “certain tendencies ofthe Eliza-
hethan middle class appear with particuiar
emphasis, almosttocancatwrein Sylvester's
Scripturg-guoting, Rome-hating Protestant-
ism.” AL H. Upham informs us that Sylvester’s
formal schooling was limited, althoughitick
him well grounded in French. “To the reli-
gious tonc of the [Divine Weeks),” reinarks
Upham on Sylvesier’s magnum opus, “he
gives a new twisl, replacing the mild and
liberal Prolestantismm of Du Bartas by a dog-
malic anduncompromising Purifanic spirit,
thathardens the moralizing and places parts
of the work very near the boundaries of
satire.”

Il does ot siartic us, then, to find Oxford
hedging his praisc; although, with what
seems a pang of guilty compassion, he
contrives in lines 7 and 810 get Athens and

Themistocles into & lefi-handed encomivm
onthe “power” of Sylvester's verse, follow-
ing it up in lines 9 and 10 with culogistic
fustian of 2 more conventional sort.

Eines 15 to 19, which commenes the
iambic trimeter portion of the poem, are
almost impeneirable.  Are they freighted
withlridden meaning, likeFinnegan 's Woake?
Or are they deliberate nonsense on the part
of the avthor, like Finnegan s Wake?

Line 20: Nempe ORE fari Vera silicet
meD.

Al line 20 Oxford suddenly tumns seti-
ous; and together with linc 21, thetwo lnes
compose the esoleric glimax ornexus of the
poem.

Owing to the apparent capricicusness
of Latin word order, the words, where nec-
essary, will not be examined in their Latin
scguence, bul in the order that best elugi-
dates the logic of the thought as it is trans-
posed inlo English,

Nempe: “certainty,” “tobesure.” “Used
inconfirmation or sereasm” {T'raupman).

sk licet: “if'it is permitted.”

fari Vera: “to speak True Things.” Or
“Vere Things™f that pun whichiseverinthe
background). Theending “-a" of *Vera” is
the neuter plural “things™) ending of the
adjective. “Vero Nihit Verius”, themotto of
the de Verss, supports the reasonablencss
of the dual undersianding above. “Vero
Nihil Verius” can beread as*“Nothing truer
than Vers,” oras “Nothing truerthan fruih,”
inthe wordplay onverua, truth. Fhe willing-
ness of others to invoke this pun can be
found, for example, in the remark of Sir
George Buc (ex opere D, and €. Ogbum, J1.)
that Oxford was ‘very learned ... and in deed
asinnsme Vere Nobilis . fruly noble, a most
nobie Vere.”

ORE...meo: {they gotogetherin thought)
“fwitly my MOUTH.” The oxpression is
emphatic both for its orthography, and be-
cause the separated noun and adicelive
enctose the throught, “fari Verasi leet” (if
itis pennitied to speak True/Vere Things™).

Thus, in line 20 Oxford breaks free from
the laadation of Sylvester by arnouncing
that he is aboul to remove the mask of
convention and speak openly to the reader;
clse why would e have implied thathercto-
fore hiscapacity tospeak “True/Vere Things™
had been in some way suppresed?

Line 21: OS ipse VERE diceris
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SALUSTIE Line2lisextraordinary. “Os
ipse VERE” confinans the reality of a sccond
begiuing, as it exactly paraliels the com-
mencement of the poem: “O§ tu
SILVESTER.” Eachirinity is composed of
“MOUTH,” pronoun in the vocative casc,
sumame in the vocative casc {the grammati-
cal case of direot address in Latin). Ina
discussian of the menical scansion of line
21, Aadrew Hannas observes, “As for the
“Vere' hierel think we see Oxford s subtiety
in poetic technics. That is, the crucial ‘e’
falis on the seeond anceps fanceps: a syl
Fable which may be metrically long orshort],
vielding adverbial or vocative inferpreta-
tions—or a resonance belween the two.”
Now, transkating lines 20 and 21 fo-
gether, with the Latin emphascsrefloctedin
the English orthograply, we read: “To be
sure [with possible sarcasm], ifitis permit-
ted to speak True/Vere Things with my
[VOICE] (20}, / You, VERE, yourself, are
TRULY called the VOICE of [ DUBARTASY
2N
Not only is the substantial meaning of
Hines 20 and 21 uncongealed; it cannol i
fact be avoided. Taken al face value, the
heading anagram identifies Sylvester asthe
voies of Du Bartas. Then in line 24, and
without warning, Oxford deelares thathe is,
with & hitherto unexpressed candor, about
to communicate something revelatory;
whereupon e once more inforns the apos-
trophized Sylvester that he, Sylvester, is
truly the voice of Du Bartas. This, on the
face of it, makes for inanition, not revela-
tion, and caimet be the true iment, {1 we
Jook back now at the heading anagram,
“fosua Silvester Anagr: Vere Os Salustif,”
itseems both asend-upof Sylvesterasatruc
poel and a set-up for Oxford to insert his
message within the body of the poen,
Lines 22-24; Tf anyonc should assail
you with the biting teeth (22) of a more
impure MOUTH, lethim know, that offonder
{lit. “godless one”} of the gods, that your
MOUTH is notlacking inteeth (23,24).
Lines 22-24 are obscure, but with two
plausible interpretations. Potential “detrac-
tors” are given fair warning against attack-
ing Sylvester, with the caveat that he can
bite thom back. Oxford may bepokingmore
fun at Sylvester’s lack of polish again, in his
mouth “noet lacking in tecth.” The jocularly
gohoie and barbaric “dentibus mnordentibus

impurioris QRIS supportsthis understand-
ing.

Cieero, whose foreusic gifts exceeded
his peetic, gave lothe world the immortally
badlexameteriine, “Oforfimatamnatanime
consule Romam,”™ which an inspired trans-
lator, G. G. Ramsay, sank te the occasion to
renderas, “O happy fatc for the Roman State
wasthie datcofmy greal Cousulate.” Exclud-
ing Cicero, internal thyme in Latin poetry is
a tip-cff'to a non-serious or mocking ilent
on the part of the poet.

Nevertheless, we have scen inthe head-
ing anagram and in the climactic lines 20 and
21 of the poem, that Oxford, under coverof
the perspicuous pun, VERE, asserts that e
is the voice of Du Bartas. In thelight of this

“Then in line 20, and withouw! wark-
ing, Oxford decfures that he is, with e
fritlierte unexpressed candor, uhout
to communicate somvething revela-
tory..”

mterpretation Oxford may alsobe perceived
as apostrophizing himself: you, Vere, with
that incomparable pen, have more than the
means of responding to him who would
attack you.

1t should be further noted at this point
how the “Ipse Vere” pheasing also secmsto
echo the tines of the Clown Touchstone
(“the fool that hath been a courtier™) to
Witliam the country fetlow inds You Like ft:

All your writers do consent that Jpse s
he. Now you are not ipse, for Fam le.
{V,i42.3)

As previously remarked, the bracketed
“atheos™ {“godless one™) in line 23 was
transliterated from the Greek letfersin which
it was printed in the 1605 edition. The
equally Greek “theon” {“of the gods™) was
reprosented in 1608 in Roman letters. Why
the two should have been distinguished
alphabetically is mysterious, although An-
draw Hannas offers the possibility of a
veiled profanily. In any event, line 23 re-
mains a genuine erux; I am therefore not
especizlly confident ofthe resclution above,
However, before we move on to consider
what Oxford imeans by his being “fruly the
voice of Du Bartas,” we ought to examine

one more stylistic peeuliarity Lo be encoun-
tered in the Sylvester culegy.

Commenting upon an eccentricity of Du
Bartas, Sidney Lee observes that “after the
mannerofthe oldversrappories,{DuBartas]
has an odd habit of reprating at the opening
of'the second line of his couplet the last two
syllables orwords ofthe firstline.” Yetthis
is the very thing that Oxford does in lines 3
and 4, with ORA/ORA, andinlines 5 and 6,
with SILVAM / Silvas. (Both “-vam” and
“vas” arc metrically “long,” giving themyan
identical prosodic value.)

I "Shakespeare” Identified. |. T
Leoney dirouts our afleniion lo “a very
unusual Htorary fom of de Vere's, repro-
duced inShakespeare.” Itsidentity intheto-
tig is “anadiplosis,” defined by the Oxford
English Dictionary as “the reduplication of
a sentenee, Hine, or clause with the eonclud-
ing, or auy prominent, word of the one
precediag.”

In an carly poem of de Vere we read:

What plapue is greater than the griel of
mind?

The grief of 1wing thal eats in every vein,

In every vein that leaves such clods bebind,
ete.

(-3
And i The Comedy of Ervors:

She s so hot because the meat is cold;

The meat Ik cold because you come nol
home,

You come not home because you have no

stamach; ete.
{1,ii47-9

lu the anadiplogis of the de Vere poem
and Errors, de Vere and Shakespeare are
both observed engaging in that rare poetie
device of whieh the vers rapportes of D
Bartas is a fonm, and which Oxford usecs
twice in his Sylvester eulogy.

Du Bartas, the man for whom Oxford
declared himself the “Voice,” was bom in
1544 inlo a merchant family, in Montfort, in
the Fezenac districtof Gascony. In 1564 he
went to Toulouse to study the faw, at whick
timehebeganto writepoetry. Hisexomplars,
hesaid, were Homer, Vergil, and Ariosto, He
fizst published in 1574, and in 1576 entered
the service of Henri of Navarre. In 1578 he
published the Premiere Semaine ou Cre-

(Contined on page 14)
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ation du Monde, the fisst half ofa projected
two-part Semaines. In 1580 he was granted
a vearly pension by Navarre as
“gentithomme-servanie”, and probably be-
ganthe composition oftheSeconde Semaine
al Bartag, his estate, during an extended full
in the religicus strife between Catholic and
Huguenat.

Attheendof 1586, lmnes ViodScotland
wrode to Du Bartas, inviting him to visit the
Scottish Court during the following sum-
mier, Getting wind ofthis, Navarre enlarged
thetripinto adiplomatic mission to Elizabeth
and Jarnes. DuBartas srrived in England in
May, 1587, wherehe was receivedwitly great
acclaim, before fraveling on to Scotland.

DyuBartas spenthislast years of military
service as “a cornet of cavalry,” and died in
Suly, 1590, at Bartas, of“‘general fatiguesnd
old woundg ill-healed.”

What ore notices right offis that Oxford
and D Bartas were almostexact contempo-
raries, with butsix years separating theelder
Bu Bartas from Oxford, Centainly theirwrit-
ing careers began closetogether intime; and
in Du Hartas, Oxford may have descried the
warriar-poet that he could never be. On at
least bwo occasions the poets could have
mel:in 1575-6 during Oxford’s continental
tour, and i1 1587 when Du Barfag came (0
England. Sidney Lee, noting Syhvester’s
faithful translation of Du Bartas’s account
of “a goodly jennet,” suggests, by way of
comparison, certain apposife passages in
Venus and Adonis, remarking that
“Shakespeare probably consulied the
French text.” No doubt,

Or wag it that “the French text,” if you
will.eonsuited Shakespeare? [fOxford was
Shakespeare, and ag Oxford and D Bartas
were prolific contemyporaries, then those
“zchoes” of Du Bartas in Shakespeare that
we encounter inBartlelt smay be, atleastin
part, echoes in Du Bartas of Shakespeare.
The practicality that Du Barag existed in
print whereas Oxford was more in manu-
seriptargues for an Albion-wisepreponder-
ance. Stl assuming a mutual respect and
admiration between Ox ford and Do Bartas,
an asgsidueous correspondence might have
gone far to balance the equation, or moera:
baing the “voice of Du Bartas” can also
rneanthat Oxford wag azonree, in subgiance
or inspiration, for at leagt some of the con-
tents of the Hartassian oouvre,

The palpable vehemence of Oxford’s
half-hidden claim 1o Voice-ship” argnes for
the “of-Du Bartas, for-Du Bartas™ duality of
thatoffice. Fromthatangle, the overarching
conceitin the Sylvester culogy of two poets
wha reflect each other like a pair of mirrors
is A perfect fipure for characterizing the
relationship between Oxford and Du Barlas,
with Sylvester turning ino the risible goose-
berry that enablies Oxford wpulf it off.

Of course, it didn’t work; primarily be-
cause Oxford conld not foresee how uttetly
Du Bartas would disappear from literature,
dragging Syivester behind him. And the
enlogy—which no one read-—was simply
too briltiant to be understood: Oxford was
the “enginer™ hoist with the “petar” of his
OWT genius,

Ishouldlike wclose withacitation from
Holmes, Lyon, and Linker, theeditors ofDu
Bartas,

Wecan date ... therevised editionof theSeconde
Semraine from a letter written by Du Bartas on
September 12,1584, foFrancis Bacon [Osford’s
cousin], whowas at Bordeaux, DuBRartagdesired
0 send 4 message 1o Queen Elizabeth and he
needed the advice ofthe English Chancellor fsic,
His friends in Paris who had scen to the printing
of theSeconde Semaine had removedthe name of
anindividuslcloseto Bacon. PDuBartas prommsed
1o pive this person justice in the Fifth Day of the
work, which alas! has never come to Hght

TheSeconde Semaine remained incom-
plete beyond the Fourth Day at the death of
DuBartas in 1390, Could it be that DuBartas
was prevented by that same “fell sergeant™
from paving tribute to his great contempo-
rary and probable inspiration, Edward de
Vere, T EarlofOxford?

Branagh’s Bumlet (Continued from puge 2}

than stage. Many of the Second Quarto’s
artisticshortcomingscan be putdowntothe
fact that i’s a rambling autobiograhpy of 2
play, which in a sense constitutes the
author’s last will and testament. Neverthe-
less, il’sarichivambivalent work that gives
marvellous scopetoanimaginative director
familiarwith the history ofthe fimes, Branagh,
however, chose fo pat glamour before sub-
stance, with the result that even those ele-
ments of the production which show a new
interpretive twist - such as the apocalyptic
shadow cast over the Danish Court by
young Fortinhras - were, one suspects, the
result of cinematic whim rather than frue
insight into Shakespeare’s fext,

One of the very first things we see inthe
movie is a close up of Jack Lemmon
{Marcetus)standing outside Blenheim Pal-
ace in a French policeman’s helmet. The
chin-strap & so fight he can hardly speak.
Theaudience, allten ofus, tittered, Horatio,
however, didn’t seem to get the joke. Hav-
ing walked straight out of a Jane Austen
novel (worthy hand-wringing half-hero
secks serviceable backbone), he was too
busy acclimatizing himselfto ancicnt Ben-
niatk, orrather Blizabethan England.

AH doubtfi] humour was dispelied by
the appearance of the ghost, a former statue
who comes alive to the sound of bad film
music. There were clear echoes here of
Branagh's recent adaptation of Franken-
stein, though to some comparisons with
Monty Python might strike the truer chord,
Atany rate, this was nof the intimate, soul-
searching father-son interview it can be,
{I’'mstill looking foran adjective to describe
the colour of the poor phaniom’s eyes: to
calithem blue would be to describe biood as
reddish or Shakespeare as Hierate}

The othermajor miscasts were the ever-
anxious, almostapologetic Julie Cheisticas
Gertrude and the clerkish Michael Maloney
as Laertes, The most unconvincing line in
the production comes when the latter says
he will cut Hamiet’s throat “i th’ church.”
{Yon have 1o be able to say boo 10 2 goose
first.} Minor miscasts included Robin Wil-
liamsasaneffeminate Osric. How,onensight
ask, canonedirect Robin Williams inacomic
rode and not get a single laugh? Ask Ken
Branagh,

Funnily enocugh, the miscasting of
Laertes provided me with my one valuable
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insight of the whole production. Because
the discrepancy between Laertes’® appear-
ance and hiswords was so great, itforced me
1o think about who he really is.

Branagh had clearly made him a clerk
because he is Poloniug’ son; the speeches
given to hitn, however, aud the greatrespect
heis accorded by both Hamietand Claudius
paint a picture of a sokdier-scholar-courtier
in the mould of Hamlet himself. (Signifi-
cantly, Hamlet refers to Laerfes as his
“prother” in Act V.} Moreover, when he
returng g0 Denmark from France on the death
ofkis father, Laertes comes at the head of a
rabble army who proclaim him king. Here
then is 8 young man of great substance and
influence intherealm.

Now, ifas Oxfordians believe, Polonius
isessentially William Cecil, Lord Burghley,
then might not Laertes (in Shakespeare’s
mind at least} be his ward rather than his
son? For Laertes istreated like aroyal ward
by the King and Queen in this production if
not actually as a son by Clandius, and he
seems in most respects tobemodelled more
onthe Earl ofEssex thaneither of Burghley’s
actual children. Baconians have always
cousidered Essex to be the son of Queen
Elizabethand the Earl of Leicester {Gertrude
and Claudius respectively), and it is inter-
esting in this eonnection that the Ogbums
mn This Star of Englard point out that
“Laertes” is an anagram of “a Loester”.
Whether or not Laertes is modelled on the

Earl of Essex, hisincong ruity as the son of
Polonius should give Oxtordians pause for
thought. (it is strange, too, that the name
given to Polomius® son is the name of one
of the most famous fathers in classical
mythology: Laertes, father of Ulysses.)

Branagh’s lack of diseretion was shown
{o groatest effect in The Mousetrap scene,
inwhich his Hamlet s noteontent to sit with
the Court and let the play’s allegory speak
for itself, but rughes instead onto the stage
to kili the player king himself. nso doing,
he destroys our picture of Hamlet as a
conscientious artist who uses the theatre
to haldup themnirrorio his fellow courtiers.
Suddenly he has moreincormmon with that
“sashintrading fool”, Polonius, orthe eroce-
dile-cating Hamiet of Act V, Scenei. (it's
worth rememmbering thattheonly timeinthe
entire production that we see Haralet perus-
ing a book is when ferror drives him to
cousult an Enevelopedia of Ghosts.)

In fact, the whole filim might weli have
unravelled were it siot for three excelamt
performances: Derek Jacobi as the charm-
ingly ruthless Claudius, Richard Briersasa
deviously focused Polonius, and Kate
Winslett as the innocent, yet worldly,
Ophelia. These people at least gave the
impression that something was at stake in
thisplay otherthan Hamiet’s vanity. ffonly
Kenueth Branagh couid have tzken his
{Hamlet’s) own advice 1o the players, we
miglt have had a believable and richly

humorous protagenist, and one capable of
holding “as ‘twere the miror up to nature.”
Asitwag, thefollowing words of Hamlet were
almost unbearablyirenic: “O, itoffendsmeto
the sou! to hiear a robustious periwig-pated
fellow tear a passion to tafters, 1o very rags,
to splif the ears of the groundlings... 1 would
have such a fellow whipped for o’erdoing
Termagant. it out-Herods Herod, Prayyou
avoid it Quite.

1Htimately, however, Branagh’s action-
man antics (e.g. rushing onfo the stage dur-
ing The Mousefrap or swinging from the
chandeliers during the duel with Laeries)
would not have mattered ifthere hadn’tbeen
a philosoplical void at the heart of the pro-
duction. But this filmnot ondy faled fo tella
story, least ofall de Vere’s, itlacked any sost
of unifying vision. Aswith Olivier’s black
and white production, whose gandy heir ihis
is, itsmostenduring legacy will douhtlessbe
the insufferable vanity of its hero. Heari-
warming though it is to see so much
Shakespeare commitied tosereen, theredoes
comeapoint when one is bound to ery “Hold!
Enough!”

Se where dees Branagh go from here?
Well, Imyselfthink he s ready totacklelear.
He certainly needs a heath forun about on (0
dissipate all that energy, and there were times
during his Hamiet when 1 thought perhaps
the lunatic kiug bad been mistakeniy con-
veyed to Llsinore.

History (Cantinued fram page 7}

foralthougls there is no direct docummentary
cvidence to verify it, there is a good deal of
ancedotal and circumstantial evidence.

In talking about the contradictions in-
herent in Jefferson’s life, Burns was guoled
as saying: “This guy could sit there and
distill the essenceofthe Enlightenmentinto
ong remarkable sentence, and yet sumeund-
ing him: are move than 200 human beings he
never saw it to free.. Jefferson is a conve-
nient cipher because ke is the author of our
national creed. ln many ways, he’s the
author of who we are”

1t’s a familiar phenomenon {or students
of the authorship questicn: the more of an
icon semeong becornes in his or her national
culiure, the greater scems 1o be the colles-
five urge to tom that ieon on a personal,
human level intoa cipher. 1ts happened to
Shakspere-as-Shakespeare, and now there

are those who wish to subsit Oxford-as-
Shakespeare to the same process.

Burns” concluding corminent in the ar-
ticle was: “l make stories zbont our femily
drans; theseareall our family members, and
wedon't getrid of our family members. But
it’s just as important to tell the truth.”

While a docwmnentary about an 18th-
century American might seem out of place
in our story about a 16th-century English-
man, it is clear that they are bound by a
corunion thread. History is as mauch inter-
pretation and story-lelling as it isa launsdry
tist of docurnented lacts, and iE s too earty
in the authorship debate for anyone to
insist on a single interpretation of the facts
in order to bauish certain theories from
fimther consideration.

1t his book. The Shakespeare Contro-
versy, Warren Hope points out that when
the true story of the authorship is known a

curious inversion will take place: erankswill
become respected authorities and respected
authorities will become mere cranks. He
could have goue further and said that history
willbecome fiction, and fiction will become
history.

As Mark Anderson suggested m his
Phaeton posts, we all have to be willing to
confrent this complex problem of fact and
fiction, evidence and Interpretation; other-
wise, itmight be inorderto keep repeating the
following mantra, rather like Dorothy before
she reiurned fo Kansas {or like some
Oxfordians with onc foot still planted in
Stratford town):

“4t°s just a meaningless play, i°s just a
meaningless play, #7s just a meamngloss

play..”

The Editors
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Oxfordian News:

West Coast Plays Host: First Annual “Edward de Vere Studies

Conference” 1 Oregon; First “Oxford Week” mn San Francisco

California

In San Francisco the Horatio Society
will be sponsoring Oxford Week, a cclebra-
tion of Edward de Vere’s birthday, during
the week of April 20th. Seociety President
Chatles Burford willdeliver several talks and
particpate in interviews over 7 days, along
withJoseph Sobran, UC/Berkeley Prof. Alan
Neison and local media persoualities.

Among the many daily activities during
the week will be an introduetion of Oxford
Week from the floor of the California State
Legislature on Aprii 215t The festivities will
conciude on April 26th with Shakespeare
Appreciation Day, whichwili feature a sym-
posium on Shakespeare’s contribution to
the English language, and include several
Siratfordians among those making presen-
tations.

Forfurther information, contact Randall
Sherman at: (415)46%-8100, or email:
newvenigbest.com

Horatio Soeiety member Katherine
Chiljan wrote to us about a recent inquiry
she made to curator Catharine Macl.cod at
the National Portrait Gallery regarding the
Welbeck Abbey portrait of the Earl of Ox-
ford, which is on loan to the NPG.

Katherine was inquiring whether de
Vere’shand is shows in the full portzait (itas,
and has a glove on it). However, she also
explained that she was an Oxfordian and
sugeosted that, as the movementis growing
so rapidly, it might be a good idea to rehang
the portzait in London, where thousands
more vistfors could view it. (ftiscwrently on
display at Montacute House in Somerset.)

MacLeod’s reply left open the possibil-
ity that such a move mightbe considered by
the NPG, and so Katherine lias asked us to
pass this thought along to our members. A
letter- writing carnpaign from Society mem-
bers to the National Portrait Gallery could
help effect the desired change.

Theaddressis: NMational Portrait Gallery,
St. Marfin’s Place, London, WC2H OHE,
UK.

At the Jamuvary 25th mecting of the
Shakespearc Authorship RoundableinLos

Angeles, Dizna Pricepresented alecture on
the “other” writers ofthe 1580« in London,
with an eye toward establishing the paucity
of biographical evidence for Shakespearcas
compared with his literary colleagues. She
drew heavily on material from her recently
completed book, Shakespeare: An Unau-
thorized Biography.

The last 6 months have been quite busy
for Price, who, inaddition tothis leeture, has
also made her presence felt through her
*Prinee Tudor” article in the AutumnEliza-
bethan Review, and who was published in
the Summer 1906 8hakespeqre Newsletter,
taking on the gurn of the Funeral Elegy,
Prof. Donald Foster, and his Shaxicon com-
PRer program.

Florida

Elizabethan Review cditor Gary
Goldstein is now living in Beea Raton,
Florida, which was the return address onthe
mailing of the Review seat to all Soviety
members last December.

Whetlierthere are any plansand/or fands
to mail fature issues of the Review to all
Seciety membersisunknown, However, the
President has notified Gary that the Board
desires a formal request for permission to
use the Society membership kst for any
fateremailings.

Then the rest would be up to Gary and
any benelactors who may wish © see the
Review go @ the whiole membership of the
Society onarcgularbasis. Themore voices
that are heard, the better for all of us,

Hlinois

Constance Charles, of Oak Park, re-
cently tool in a viewing of Hamlef the cld-
faghioned way -a live performance at the
Shakespeare Repertory Theatre in Chicago
rather than Branagh’s new film. She later
wroteto our friend John Louther that some-
thing she had never noticed hefore amazed
her this time: & very direct name clue that
cecurs in Act |, Seene i, 160-5.

When Hamiet first encounters Horatio,
the exchanpe between the two is a5 follows:

Horatio: Hail fo your Jordship!

Hamiet: Tam glad to see you well. Homtio, or |
do forget myself.

Horatior  The same, my lord, and your pooy
servant ever.

Hamilet: Sir. my good friend, "l change thatname
with you...

When Newsleltor editor Bilt Boyie
viewedthe fifm in Boston, e had this line or:
his mind, and noticed sornething rather in-
teresting in Branagh’s delivery: a clear, un-
mistakable cmphasis on the word “that™
Thus Branaghsreading was: “Sir, my good
friend, "1l change thatf name with vou,”

Massachusetis

At the Febraary meeting of the North-
east Chapter Peter Kubaska made an ater-
esting presentation on astronomical linksin
Venus and Adonis. He pointed out certain
lines and words appearing at regular inter-
vals in patierns which correspond to the
eycles of the planet Venus, and which may
helpin determining when and why the poem
wag writfen.

Peter believes Venus and Adonis was
originally written inthelate 1580 s and pre-
sented to Queen Elizabeth as patt of the
Armadavictory celebrations. He is still work-
ing on this thesis, whicl: for the moment he
considers “not certain, but cerfainly inter-
csiing.”

This talk was foreshadowed by an ar-
ticle in the Boston Globe two weeks earlier
entitled “Hamiet in the Stars”™. The article
was about Prof, Peter Usher of Penn State,
whose thesisthatShakespeare’sastronomi-
cal understanding forms a key part of the
theme and structure of Hemil etwas recently
published in Meorcury magazine.

Oregen

Pr. Daniel Wright, Chairman ofthe De-
partmentof English.at Concordia University
in Portlang, has announced that he will be
hosting the first annual Edward de Vere
Studies Conference on his campus April 4th
to 6th.

Dr. Wright recently reported on the
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Phiacton discussion list that to date such
familiar figures as Roger Stritmatfer, Mark
Anderson, Stephanic Hughes, Pidge Sex-
ten, Carol Sue Lipman and Betty Sears are
scheduled to present papers, in addition fo
Vigtoria Kramer, Col. Jack Shuttleworth,
Charlotte Fvans and Dr. Wright himself.

The three-day event will also have fwo
panel discussions on the papers presented,
and two workshops {one for actors and
directors, the other for high school feach-
ers.}

Dr. Wrightmadeitclear thatthereaction
from his Fnglish Departimentcolleagueshas
been favorable, while most of the expected
flak has been coming from professors in
other departments, such as History and
Political Science.

This event is something of a landmark,
as it is the first tiree such an avthorship
conference has ever been convencd on
campus by the Head of an English Depart-
meni.

Auvstralia

Graeme MacNeil, in Aitkenvale,
Queensland, recently asked for permission
touse someofthe materiailromthe Society’s
Flome Page on a local network being setup
in the school where he teaches, the Ryan
Catholic Community School. Weofeourse
readily agreed.

Mr. MacNeil aiso relayed to us that his
recent purchase of Looney’s Shakespeare
Identified from the Blue Boar wag already
paying dividends. A number of his friends
have read it, he wrote. Many of them were
guite “blown away™ by the evidence pre-
sented and have become enthusiastic con-
verts.

England

Society President Charles Burford witd
beamnonggix panelistsin“The Shakespeare
Debate”, to be held at the Theatre Royal
Bath in Somerset on May 23rd. He willbe
joined by Marlovian Mrs. A . Wright and
Bagonian Peter Dawkins.

The Stratfordian side will inelude Prof.
Stanley Wells, Michael Bogdanov, founder
of the Engligh Shakespeare Company, and
Jonathan Bate, Head of English Literature at

Liverpool University and the author of

Shakespeare and Ovid, abook rmach tatked
about at last year’s conference.

John Louther Reporits:

Italy, Shakespeare’s knowledge of:

i overtook, coring from lealy,

{n Germany, a great and famous Farl

of England; the most goodly fsshiond man

{ ever saw: from head to foot in form

Rare and most absolute; he had a face

Like one of the most ancient honor'd
Rolnans )

Framwheneehisnoblest fanily wasderiv’d;

Fe was besides of splrit passing great,

Valiant and lean’d, and liberal as the sun,

Spoke and writ sweetly, or of learned
subijecls,

Or of the discipline of public weals;

And ‘twas the Earl of Oxford.

{George Chapinan {1 5397-1634), Revenge
of Bussy d'Ambois, 11}

in the above passage spoken by
Clermontintheplay Bussy D Ambois, George
Chapman madvertently confimns the recosd
of Oxford’s vigits fo the Continent, in par-
ficular, Haly. Note should be taken once
again ol the recurrence of a familiar pattern
in what we know of Chapman and the mys-
{erious “Shakespeare™: the total absence of
personal communication and mutual attri-
bution in the common record of the two
famous Elizabcthans, Although Chapman
addressed a number of his writings fo a
variety of playwrights and poets, he wrote
noue to Shakespeare,

On the topic of Chapman, Oscar James
Campbeli, a Stratfordian, has put on record
atiny hintofwillingsess to ponderthe logic
behind the theory of Oxford’s pseudony-
mous role as the great playwright, “fOf
coutse, if Shakespeare was really Lord Ox-
ford,” Campbell writes “then Shakespeare
and Chapman represenied the opposing
Protestant and Catholic points of view, and
botly Bussy and Feste were Oxford.”

Anotherschaolar - Professor Karl Elze -
investigating the history of Shakespeare’s
knowledge ofthe Continentin hisEseays on
Shakespeare conchides that Shakespeare
could not have attained his famitarity of
lealy, its mores and language via books or
hearsay. A portion of the cvidence he sob-
mits deals with Shakespeare’s personal vis-
its to ltaly and is founded on the inherent
frafh of the coguitive disparities hetween
“gemug’” and “ereativity”. No matter how
Hvely and creative the poetic imagination or
how highty developed the power of infu-

ition, according to Elze thege things cannot
hestow upon the indivicluat a knowledge of
the facts. Forsuch a knowledge can onlybe
scquired by experience or else must be im-
parted by ofhers.

Amongtheexemplarsoffered by Profes-
sor Blzeisone centering on a wordin the play
Merchant of Venice: “1i appears with cer-
tainty that Shakespeare possessed an ex-
tremely aceurate memory of the Venetian
locality, as witness his use of the term
“tranext” (as printed in the folios and quar-
tos, later emended to “traject”} in Portia’s
order 10 her servant:

Briug thesn, I pray thee, with imagin’d speed
Unto the 1raject, to the commoen feity
Which trades to Venice

(1 iv,56-8)

“Wlat visitors to Venice,” Professor
Flze asks, “donotheredirectly recognize the
Venetian traghetto (tragetto)?” Elze pro-
ceeds to inform us that i is not an English
word, “otlierwise {he poct would not have
added theapposition ‘to the copmon ferry,”™
thus making the meaning clear fo English
audiences.

Adducing Shakespeare’s unstrained use
of ltalian words and nuances {“laguna
monda,” “the Rialto,”*sola de Rialte™ and
“Ponto di Rialto™), the professor farther
provides a vivid reminder of the poet’s
firsthand awareness of the Gobbe di Rialto,
a stone {igure supporting the pillar-podivm
used for proclamations of the Republic’s
laws. Plze is not alone in secing the litho-
Gobbo as a likely source for the surname of
Shylock’s servant and clown, Launcelot
Gobbo.

The professor nullifies the effort of’ a
fellow academic —London University Pro-
fessord. Isaseson BRC, Novernber 14,1966
o acouse Shakespears of “an unpardonable
mistake” inThe Winter s Falewhenhe char-
acterizes the rare Halian master Julio Romano
as a sculpior,

Professor Isaacs decreed that Shake-
speare did not know that the 16th-century
artist was a painter ot a scuiptor - either
ignoring ornot knowing of Professor Elze’s
source, a Latia epitaph on Julio Romano’s
tormmbstone in Mantuz that docwnented
seuipturing as his “chief exceilence.”
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A New Portrait Comes to Light

By Katherine Chiljan

lrismy great fortune and honor
to have discovered what T believe
isanewportraitof Eéwardde Vere,
17th Earl of Oxford. its official de-
scription is “Portrait of a Gentle-
maxn, English School, circa 1580,
but the sitter is no ordinary geaile-
man, Similarity in facial features,
goloring, dating and dress fo
Oxford’s bona fide porteaits, and
finally, the provenance, strongly
sugpest that he is the subject
Those bona fide poriraits are the
Welbeck Abbey factually a later
copy of the 1575 lost original) and
the one painted by Marcus
Gheeracdis (cirea 1 586).

Circa 1588, Oxford was 30, an
age the new sitter could certainly
pass for. Oxford’s portraifs depict
amanwithcurly subura hair, ahigh
forchead, long narfow nose, scant
mustache/beard, long fingers, and
arosy complexion, ait features of
this sitter. The ears aiso match;
only the sitter’s eve color {blue-
gray with hints of yellow) differs
from the Welbeck and Giheoraedts,
which have been described as ba-
zel, The eyebrows in the Welbeck
had been plucked thin, but were
naturally thick as the Gheeraedts,

|

Some of the key feaiures from the portrair ave the small di
lock of hair pulled down to the forehead and a rose tucked in the feft
ear. The fingers are chavacteristicatly long. The index finger ring
fos ot it g bird, the ketter "L end a small roised dot after the “L7.

siznetive

dursinot stick arose, lestmenshould
say, ‘Look where three farthings
goes!™ (In This Star of England, the
Ogbums conjectured that the Bas-
tard represented Oxford, and dated
the piay circa 1581.) According to
The Yale Shakespeare, this was an
altusion to the three-farthing coin,
issucd in 1561, which portrayed the
Queen in profile with a rose behind
the ear.

This sitter also shares Oxford’s
unigue style of wearing a ring half
way up the finger, as he did in the
Ciheeraedts; Henry Valse worerings
this way. The signet ring clearly de-
picts aleng-necked bird, very possi-
Bly a swan. Did the sitter identify
himseif as a poet? Another interpre-
tation could relate to Oxford stitleof
LordScales. According to Fairbairm s
Book of Crests of the Families of
Great Britain, Scales is represented
by “a swen's head between two
wings.”

Finally, the provenance of the
portrait: it was last owned by Lord
Thurso ofthe Sinclair lamily, where i
resided for several pencratioss,
though the identy of the sitter was
never known.  {L was not, however,
oncof their famity portraits, Cornbing

e

and the snew porirait, shows,

Wany believe that Oxford was also the
subject ofNicholas Hilliard sminiature, “Man
ClaspingaHand from a Cloud” (1 388), which
net only resembles the new sitter, but has a
similar nose, ear, cutly reddish hair and
fancy feathered hat

Painted soon after the Welbeck, thenew
portraithas strikingly similar apparel: adou-
biet with horizontal lines, a biack cloaicdraped
over one shoulder, and g black Lat with
feathers and fancy butions. Although the
Welbeck and Gheeraedis portray Oxford in
small rufis, GabrietHarvey wrote in 1580 that
Oxcford was wearing the wider French ruffs
{in the poem, “"Speculem Tuscanismi,” or
“The Mirror of Tuscanism”, from Three
Praoper and Witty Familiar Letters Lately
Passed Between Two University Men): ™ not
a look D Tuscanish always .. French

Camarick mffs, deep with a whiteness,
starched o the pupose.”

Oxford’s “look™ (fe. clothing} was
Tuscan/Halian. No doubt his wardrobe was
well stocked with European garb after his
extensive tour of the continent (1575-78).
The Englislunan in the new portrait favored
the Furopean look too.

The rich zpparet and exotic features of
this sitfer are characteristic of a courtier.
Sieeves of orange satin are worn with his
green doublet, and the feather i his cap
would have cost as much as one pound.
The hilt of the dazzling sword is encrusied
with over a hundred jewels. | have not yet
found another examplie of the fanciful fock
ofhair brought down on the forehead orthe
rose in the ear. The Bastard Fanlconbridge
in King John (1,1,142) says, “in ming eat, 1

through their genealogy in Surke’s
Peerage, | found one connection fo
Oxford; his granddaughter, Anae Staniey
(childof Elizabeth Vere and William Stanley,
6th EarlofDerby). Shedied in 1656, whenber
son, Charles, Earl of Ancram, died in 1690
without male issue, his estate (and presum-
ablysmother’s) passedtohis hatf-neplhew,
who had no de Vere blood at all, 1 this
porirait was included in the estale, it could
explain how its identity got lost,

Whoever this Englishsnan may be, he
was rich, flamboyant, unconventional, and
most likely acourtier, No documeniation yet
proves the porirait is of Oxford, bui at this
point, one de Vere connection figures inthe
provenance, as opposed 1o sone at all, and
in light of the correct dating, physical fea-
tures and flair so strongly similar to our
Edward, he i3 a very strong candidate.
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Who Wrote Shakespeare? by John Micheli
{London: Thames & Hudson, 1996}

By Roger Strifmatier

The dustjacket bharb on John Michell’s
Who Wrote Shakespeare? promises abook
which “reads like a series of detective ste-
ries.” Actuaily, a better metaphor for the
hook mright be that of a sumphicus tour
guide for visilors to the strange but wonder-
ful country of authorship studies. Like a
good tour guide, Michell’s book is clearty
written, elegantly illusirated, and surveys
the relevantlandscape withaperceptiveeye
for significant detail. Above all, however,
Michell is fairminded and balanced —a virte
rarely found in the often sordid history of
orthodoxy’s contermpt foranyone who ques-
tions the self-evident tautclogy that
“Shakespeare wrote Shakespeare.”

Uniike Tan Wilson's 1993 endorsement
of orthodox pretensions, Shakespeare: The
Evidence, or Irvin Matus® Shakespeare, In
Faer(1994), Michell’s survey of the author-
ship controversy is intelligent, fairminded,
and substantially aecurate. For authorship
heginners, its 8 greal place fo begin; for
advanced studenis in search of a syvoptic
review which placespresenteventsinsome
historical perspective, the book contains a
dazzling abundance of relevantbut perhaps
unexpected data compressed between the
pages of a short book. Combined with one
ormore of the bestOxfordiantexts {Ogburn’s
Mysterious William Shakespeare (1984},
Looney’s Shakespeare Identified (1920,
Hope and Holston’s The Shakespeare Con-
troversy {1993), or Richard Whalen’s
Shakespearve: Who Was He?(1993)),
Michelf’s book can beheartily recommended
for beginner or advaneed reader.

And yet, as a work of literary deteetion,
Michell’s book suffers from one paradoxi-
cal yet glaring fault. As a self-confessed
“agnostic” in the authorship confroversy,
whose aim is to present the reader with an
aceyrate survey of a complex and turbulent
subject, Michell’s narrative strategy is shorl
on agsessing motives and character as he
gathers the evidence. He rarely probes the
guestion of whether the facts are suscep-
tible to a reconfiguration which witl recon-

Book Reviews:

cile apparent contradictions, and be rarely
considers the basic question of motive,
either in relation to literary texts (how au-
thorial motive hecomes literary motif) orto
the big politieal problem of the coneeal-
ment of Shakespeare’s identity, a problem
with which any anti-Stratfordian theory
must, sooner or later, come to gips.

ingtead, he leads his readers on & lei-
surely tour over (he hitisand dales of Essex,
Hertfordshire, and Warwickshire, exclaim-
ing at each new discovery but missing the
big picture. He bends over backwardsto be
fairin examining evidence foras many as six
major suspects in the case (Shakspere, Ba-
con, Oxford, Witliam Stanley, Roger Man-
ners, and Christopher Marlowe}, but one
never feels the pulse of the detective’s
enthusiasm for disentangling the superfi-
cial theories fromthose whichlead forward
o the ease’s solution. Correspondingly,
Michel’s method lays far too great an
emphasis on the theme of the “writer who
knew everything” and not encugh on how
Shakespeare made tse of what hedid know.
The man behind the works, then, remains
out of focus. The book’s dustjacket dis-
plays (he names of some 23 authorship
“candidates” inblurry type ~and that visual
emblem tastifies to the thematic vagueness
with which the testimony of the plays and
poems is linked to the life of any of the
hypothietica] authors.

This failure is most evident in the chapter
on Bacon, inwhich a variety of “Bacoenian”
facts are assembled but the Baconian theory
itscif is never subjected to critical review;
nor are these facts considercd in light of
otherpossibletheorics, even whenthe same
terTitory has been covered previously by
Oxfordian scholars like Dorothy and
Charlton Ogburnt.  In consequence, while
Michel!’s cliapter is superficially the most
persuasive, itisalso the moest disappointing
—orperhaps “agpravating” isa better word—
to a reader who actually knows something
about the history of the authorship contro-
versy.

Such lapses, however, need notberaken
tooseriously asthe book has many redeem-
inng merits whicl go far to cerrect them and
to justify its place in any sericus library of’
authorship hooks. For example, Michell is

refreshingly sober on the entangled subject
of “secrel writing.” While dispensing with
mueh Baconian decipherment, he does vali-
date the importance ol'enscripled seerels as
a mode of Renaissance cormmunication.
“Elizabethan pocts,” writes Micheli, “were
often neeessarily eryptic. Like all good writ-
ers under censorship, they developed a
system of codes and allusions to cormmuni-
cate to knowing readers, and they enjoyed
stretohing their wies with literary puns and
puzzles™ {135). With this in mind, Michell
goes to bat for the Latin acrostic on the title
page of Minerve Britanna (1612} which,
unscramnbled, reads “libi nom. de Vere” (thy
namefis]de Vere).

ln a tkeery which was new to this re-
viewer, Michell also explores the possible
relevance of acrostics and anagrams to the
curious typography ard wording of Tho-
mas Thorpe’s dedication to fhe 1609 quarte
of Shake-Speares Sonnets. According to
Michell, thepliase “QUR EVER-LIVING.”
spells out the anagram variant of de Vere's
motto, “NIL.VERG VERIUS” -wilhonly one
fetter’s shift (“G” becomes “57). Whether
this theory is significant or not is perhaps
lessimportant than Michel? s drawingatien-
sion to the dedication itself, which certainly
invites acrostic deconstruction and
reconfiguration of the sort he attempts.

As Michell argues, the cipher-mania of
classical Baconians was based on a comrect
but misdirected intuition of the central role
of vodes, anagrams, puns and ciphers, not
just in Elizabethan statecraft, but alsc in
contenporary poelry and other arts of a
Hermetic characier. Renadssanice poets and
artists made ababit ofcommenting obliquely
onarcang imperia -tho secrels of state— 1o
which they were privy. To consider
Shakespeare’s involvement in e same
“imaginative conspiracy’ (0 communicate
obliquely to future readers is, then, hardly a
novel proposition —howeverdestabibizing it
might seem in the face of orthodoxy’s con-
troiling presumption of the “damb Bad”.

To conelude, T recominend this book
without reserve -1l because it identifics
the real author of Shakospeare’s works, but
because jt makes an entertaining and lay-
ishly iltustrated survey of therelevant terri-
tory of authorship studies at large.
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From the Editor:

Smoking Guns, Silver Bullets

It has become apparent to me over {he years
{'ve been involved in this debate that there me
owo principal methods of astack nsed by boih
sides (1o, Stratfordians and anti-Stratfordians),
and I've come to characterize these in my own
lexicon as the silver-hbullel and smoking-gun
methods, The first, which involves dealing a
knockout blow to your opponent’s theory, is
principally used by Statfordians, while the
sceond, which is about establishing your own
theory beyond all shadow of doubt, is necessar-
ily the preserve of anti-Stratfordians.

The two inethods, then, involve the presen-
wtionofevidenceinsuchaway asto either prove
or disprove a point of view beyond any reason-
able doubt. Both these approaches, it scems to
me, can result in foregone conclusions and thus,
uliimately, a skewing of the evidence. And
because His issue of owrs is so ermotional and so
mmportant, people seom more desporate than
they might otherwise be to argue in absolute
tenmy.

For Oxfordians, the most obvious manifes-
tation of this method is the “chranclopy™ arga-
ment madeby Stratfordians. This is their favorite
siiver-butlet avgument, whereby the heretics at
the pate are disposed of with a single shot by
proving that at least one Shakespeare work was
writterr after Oxford’s deatls in 1664, thereby
conchsively disproving hiselaim. TheFuneral
Elegy story, as most anti-Stratfordians would
probably agree, is a silver-builef story pure and
simple, ThenewRivarside Shakespenre has just
been published, and Funeral Elegy is included.
Hang! Bang! You'redead!

On the Internet these days another silver-
hutlet story iz being constructed by Prof. Alan
MNelson {of O/ Berkeley) as he continues his
work on Edward de Vere’s lotiers and publishes
his rosults on his personal Home Page. His
conchuston? He states thet he has disqualified
Oxford agaclaimant based onthe known spelling
in his letters, which, when compared fo
Shakespeare’s kuown speiling, complotely and

permanently disqualifies him. {The matter of
what is mieant by “Shakespeare’s known spell-
mg” is a story for another day.}

Inboththe abovecases cvervone involved in
the anti-Stratfordian or Oxfordian side of the
debate clearly sees thedangersin such arguments
ie. the urge to dispose of one’s opponent right
now, onee and forall, can lead to conclusions that
foree the evidence at hand 1o support foregone
conclusions.

This is why it was most inferesting, and
mdeed iromical, toread Diana Price’s mticle mihe
Awvtunin Efizabethan Review, in which she al-
templed to deliver the desth-blow o the so-
called Prince Tudor theory. Foras confroversial
as that theory is, it does have the merit of
explaiting the facts in a way that no ofher theory
can (a8 Charlton Ogbum aftested mbigletterread
atthe Conterence lastOctoberand reported inthe
Fall 1996 Newslettery.

So while Price’s article was certainly well
researched and offered new evidence which must
now remain on the table and beconsideredinany
futurediscussions, itisclearly ofa plece with the
Funeral Elegystory or Prol. Nelson’ s analysisof
Oxford’s spelling, Lo, it's a silver-bullet story,
written by someone who has a elear agenda in
mind &t the outset, and whose conclusions are
thereforcarrived atin spife of theovidence, Most,
if not all, of us would agrec that this is the true
story behind the Funeral Elegy and behind the
“Oxford s spelling disqualifies im” story.

Further, an article which singles outjust one
individual proponent of a theory (in this case
Retty Sears) for #s harshest commentary, and
which has clearly sidesteppedsomeofthe stron-
gestevidenee infavorof the Prince Tudor theory
{that Oxford stopped using the so-called Crown
signsture upoen Blizabeth's death, and thet
Southampton was imprisoned on the day of
Onford’s death), thereby tips its hand asbeinga
singled-minded attemptto dispose of one theory
and its leading proponents rather than an open-
minded attempt o understand it

The Society’s Membership List

The Board of Trustees would like toreaffm
for our members something that seems o have
been forgotten in the last year. The membership
histofthe Society fecopyrighted, 2 decisionmade
by the Board of Trastees in 1994, and cannat be
used by any member for the purposes of bulk or
commercial mailings without the prior written
consent of the Board.

Thelistisavailable to any memberwhio asks
forit, andimembers are cerlainly Invitedto use the
tist to contact other members it their region, or
anywhere i the world.

Birt, as with any other organization, its uses
arerestiicted, In particular, individuals who are
not members of the Society have no rights to s
uge, and current members should not be passing
on thelist to non-members For their own private
uses. Ne other organization we are aware of
would tolerate such bebavior,

We are condident that all our members w-
derstand and aceept such provisions in the uses
of a resource as valuble as the Shakespeare
Oxford Society membership Hst,




Shakespeare Oxford Newsletter

page 21

Letters:

The Bditor:

I was sorry to see the awful Telegraph
article reprinted in your last Newsletfer. The
journalist Catherine Milner never spoke a
word with me, and misquoted ray friend
Peter Dawkins mostshamefully, Whileiam
resigned to the Media’s need for drama, and
did not bother 1o redress the Telegraph's
fantasy, T have more respect for your read-
ers, and the Shakespeare Oxford Society,
and would like to be truthfully represented
in your Newsletter as having an open mind
about the authorship.

As an actor my training is to look for
the motivation necessary for any act. I find
that the unfortunately limited evidence of
the Stratfordian authorship theory seems to
reveal little mose than monetary motivation,
and guite an extracrdinarily mean one at
that, in his retirernont, H doesn’f satisfy me,

I find the work of the Shakespeare Ox-
ford Socicty revealsa character, in Edward
de Vere, motivated to uscthe mask of drama
to reveal the true identity and sature of his
time, as only someone inhis position would
have known, andas was the well established
habit so clearly demonstrated in Hamlet.

I find this same characteristic in the
Bacon brothers, Francis and Antheny, with
the added ditsension of Francis's declara-
tion asayoung man that he would undertake
such a project, and his love of philosophy
that was marricd and demonstrated with
nature often expressed through a classical

fablefsic]l.

f cannot seehow Oxford and Bacon were
not involved in the creation of the works
of Shakespeare, including the Globe The-
atre, given the evidence collectedso far, and
the nature ofthe work itself, bat it igstill such
a surprise fo me when I encounter the in-
tense resistance $o many people have 1o
any question of the Stratford man, Like the
works of Shakespeare, itis cbviously astory
with 2 deeper meaning.

So 3t was doubly saddening tome te be
represented in the Telegraph as an artistic
director of the Globe with a hidden agenda
ofshattering people’s truths. Idon’tbelieve
truth enforces iself, but stands ready for
those who care o take it, i freedom. As
Oxdord’s likeness once said, “The readiness
isall”

I applaud your ongoing research and
enquiry into the mystery ofthe Shakespeare
authorship, I have found it 1o be a most
inspiring and helpfut subject of study.

I hope your readers will feel most wel-
come to visit the Globe during it's renats-
sance this sumimer with no fear that [ intend
to convince them of anything but the need
for a heart of understanding.

yours most sincerely
from a many-sided round place,

Mark Rylance
Globe Theatre
London, England
31 Decernber 1996

To the Hditor:

On page 21 of the last Newsletter {Fall
1996} isamost thought-provoking fetter by
Stephanie Hughes. Every member woulddo
well to read it again, ] couldn’t agree more
that the purpose of our Society in positing
Oxford as Shakespeare must be to presenta
hypothesis, not a “belief”.

No matter how convinced we are indt
vidually of thebona fides of Edward de Veore,
on the group level we can make it casier for
the skeptics to consider addressing the
issie seriously if we preseid it as & iypoth-
esis.

Stephanie’s own words put it well:
“There are scholars of good will within the
aeademic community, and they will notbe
won by polemies or leaps of faith, but they
may very well be won by a request to con-
sider an interesting possibility.”

To this end, I would urge discussion
among the members and the Board of Trust-
aes to rethink the wording of our siatement
of purpose.

Grage Cali
Peterborough, NH
18 January 1997

To the Bditor:

Mark Andersen’s article on
Shakespeare’s Bible is terrifie. I suppose
Seratfordians will cling to the contention
that the margins were trimmed and the notes
inscribedbefore the Biblecame into Oxford’s
possesion, but, my stars, I should think
fhey’d squins -and worse—as the evidence
continues to mount.

1'was a littlc puzzled by the footnole to
Philipptans, twicereferred to(whence caime
it?), while greatly relishing the hoisting of
Prof. Shaheen by his heels: delicicus!

Andofcourse ] am greatly impressed by
the research and erndition that went into
this. My congratulations and gratitude to
Mr. Anderson and Mr, Stritmatter,

Charlion Ggburn, Ir,
Beaufort SC
30 January 1997
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De Vere Society {Contimed from page 9}
extent, Shakespeare himself'was the chroni-
cler of the ¥lizabethar age, for it is ficion
that serves the fruth in 2 totalitarian siate,
notthe offrcial record. In effect, we havea
stark choice: esther webeliove Shakespeare
orwebelieve BRill Cecil.

In fact, the play of Hamlet 1s about this
very conflict. Hamled, the artist, is a truth-
selier {“I know not “seems™"), whereas his
arch-antagonist Polonius is a propagandist
{“the father of good news™). The official
versionis that Hamlet senior died sfasnake-
bite {*Tis given out that, sleeping i my
orchard,/ A serpent stungme..”) and this no
doubt wag entered into the royal record at
flsinore. It is left up to art, in this case
Hamlot's production of The Mousetrap, to
give the true story, which is one of marder.

As the Ghost poisits out, whole nations
can be deceived by propaganda {and, of
course, succeeding generations}:

weierenn the whode ear of Denmark
I by a forged process of my death
Rankly abus’d... {Lv.36-8)

Burford said he found the dismissive
and sarcastic attitude of the anti-Prince-
Tudorites similar intone to the one adopted
by Suatfordians when denigrating the
Oxfordian theory, Buf it isn’t just their
attitude that’s similar, he clahmed, it°s also
their thinking. For if the purpose of the
Oxfordian movement is to substitute Bd-
ward de Vere for William Shakspere and
leave therest ofthe Stratfordian world-view
in place, then we're engaged in a2 meaning-
less exercise. If, on the other hand, the
question of Shakespeare’s identity is seen
in the farger context of understanding the
Flizahethan microcosm-its philosophy, gov-

rmment and art - then the authorshin guest
becomes meaningful and significant.

Ultimately, then, Burford exhoried his
audience to enjoy the full complexity ofthe
subject, and to be wary of accepting so-
called historical facts at face value,

He ended with a guote from the Jesuit
historian Francis Edwards, who was speak-
ing on the GTE VisNetbroadcast Uncover-
ing Shakespeare. Edwards said:

Puiting it baldly, an historian is a2 man
wio dogsn’t know what he's latking
about. He only knows something about
what other people once lalked about.

The Blue Boar

Books and Pubiications

The de Feres of Castle Hedingham, A compre-
hensive biography of alb 20 Earls of Oxford with
emphesis on the 7h By Verily Andeorson. Tem
122 335.00

The Elirabethan Review. A Scholatly Oxfordinn
Journat. Editor: Gary Goldstein. Two lssues per year,
Hem 125 $35.06 (individuals), 34500 {institutional,
US); 555 {overseas), Back issues are available di-
rzetly from the sublisher,

A Hawk from a Fandsow. A Student Guide 1o the
Awthorship Ouestion. By Rollin de Vere. fiem 120
RRLIRE

The 8an Who War Shakespeare. By Charlion
Oghamn, Jr. {(M4-pp swemary of The Mpsierions
Wilfiam Shakespeare}y Hem SP5 $5.95

The Mysterions William Shakespeare: The Myth
and the Reality. Revised Zngd Editien. By Charlon
Ogburn, Jr. frem 121 $37.50

The 100: A Ranking of the Most Influential
Persons fn History (2nd edition). By Michast H.
Hart. The entry for no31 (*William Shakespeare”
m the first edition) now reads “Hdward de Vere,
betier known as “Wiilinm Shakesposre’.” Ttom 128
18,05

Qxford s Revenge: Shakespeare s Dramatic De-
velapment from Agamemnon o Hamlet, By Siepbanie
Carpana and Elisabeth Sears, frem SP1 8750

Shakespeare and the Tudor Rose. By Tlisebelh
Sears. Fem SP3. $12.50

The Shakespeare Controversy, An Analysis af
the Cluimanis, their Champions & Dewvactors. 1o
chudes & Chronologicst Annotated Bibliogranhy, By
Warren Hope and Kim Holston, Fermn 124 $25.00

“Shakespeare” Idemtified in Edward de Vere,
Sevepteenthr Eqrl of Oxford. By I, Thomas Looney.
Paperback facsimile reprint of the 1920 edilion,
fem SP4 §20.00

Shakespeare: Who Was He? The Oxjord Chal-
ferge fo the Bard of Avon. By Rickard Whalen. Hem
E23 BE9.05

Spear-Shaler Reviewe, Set of the 5 issues pub-
Hshed in [9807s by Stephanic Caruana. Item SP2
$20.00

Gifts

Book Plates. Ouford shield, red and gold o
white. Sef of twee. Item SP6 5500

Lapel pin: The Blee Boar, I /2" bluc on
pold. ltems F38 $15.00

Lapet pin: The Oxferd Skield, 1527 red and
white on gold. Item 13] $10.00

Lapel pin: The Osford Shield. 1% red and
white o gold. Choose from “Shake-Spesre™ or
“Vearo Nihil Venos” beneath the shield, ltem 132
310,00

Leather book mark. “Castle Hedinghan™
gnd the “"Oxford shield” or “The Shake-Speare
aford Soviety / Vero Nihil Veries™ with “shield amd
Bulbeek erest”. Cold desipn en your choice of
maronn, blue, of blsck, Ttem 134 33.60

Window decal. Round, 3-color. “Shakespeare
Cxford Society” with the Onford escatcheos, Hem
135 53.60

Coffee mug. Oxford escuicheon and ances-
trab titles, 4-color. Hem 19} $12.00

Beer mug. H4 oz, ceramic mug, 4-color, with the
Oxtord escutcheon and ancestral tiffes. Ttem 102
$15.00

Toughlirts. Top quality all-white 100% cotion,
imprnted withG-colorOxfordescincheon and “Shake-
speare Ouford Society™ Mem 103 Sives Medium
and Larpe only. 316.00

Stationery

Christmas cards. Choose from “Wassaeil ot
Claglie Hedingham™ in gold on red, folded, inside
biank; or “Santa at the Globe™ in black on white.

Trem 115 Wassml desigm. 12 cards, 12 envelopes.
$25.00

{tem P16 Wassatl design, 24 cards, 24 envelopes.
$56.00

ftem 117 Santa design. 10 cands, 10 envelopes.
1000

Oxdordian Note Pads. The 3t Albans por-
trait of Oxford in upper left corner, and wnderneath
“Rarl of Oxford.” Buaff only. 50 sheeis per pad
Hem 120 32.00

ftem Price

Name:_ | .

Address e T

City: State: VARS e —

Check enclosed. Credit Card: MC Visa_ Subtotal:
14% member

Card number; e discount:

Exp. date: Subtotsal: .
P&H, books

Signature: (31.00 each): o
P&H (perordery: § 2.30

Mail to:
Shakespeare Oxford Society, Blue Rear, Grand Total
P{) Box 263, Somerville MA 02143
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Hughey (Contined from page 5)

closcas they could by the partial disguising
ofthe entirg comtmunity ina Masque, which
sought fo create a fanciful “disguising” of
all renking members of the Court as some
¢x0iic communily, such as a forest gather-
ing of couniry swains and shepherdesses,
a confiueuce of the forces of nalure,
meeting of the gods and goddesses on Mt
Olyinpus, or of a fairy court ritual, with the
monarch cast insome appropriately contral
and glamorous role.

Altlsough there could never be a com-
pleterelease from identity, nor s total social
feveling, much of the pleasure ofthe Masque
wouldcome froma relative lessening ofthe
tension ereated by rank, and the disguising
of the community asa whole as something
much different and much more pleasant
than the nerve-wracking nightmare itimust
have been a great deal of the time. Thus the
psychologieal needs met by the Court ver-
sion of the revels differed in purpose from
the eountry version only In degree.

That Shakespearc’s comedies were writ-
teroriginally as Court entertaimmnents seems
obvious, sincc so many facets of the an-
cient revels eling to them, the wooded set-
tings, the sticking up of poens on trees, the
evocation ofanimal totems or folk gods and
thie spells used lo constrain or evoke themn

{Heme the Hunter, Bottom the ass, Sycorax
and Caliban, Oberonand Titania, Puck, and
Ariel}, dancing aydmusic. The tricks played
on Malvolio by the revelers inTweljth Night,
and by Oberon and Puek on Titania and the
lovers ind Midsimer Night's Dream, are
simply glorifiedmummets pranks; and with
both these plays the titles themselves make
it abundantly clear for which of llie scasonal
fostivals they were originally created.

Yel of all the devices of the revels used
by Shakespeare, noue does e use as much
ag disguising, chiefly women as boys, but
also Falstaffasthe Old Wotnan of Brainford
angd then as Heme the Hunter, Feste as Sir
Topas, and so on. Although the gender
reversal was used only inthe comedies, inall
his plays, again and again, for dramatic as
well as comic purposes, he shows lords
disguised as commoners. Possibly the old-
est version of this play is the one he tock
from Ariosto {ind Suppoesiti, where it was in
turn borrowed fromthe ancient Roman play-
wright Plautus) for the subplot of Teming of
the Shrew, 1n which an atigtocyatie student
cxchanges identities with s manservant in
order Lo get a job as a servant in fhe house
of his beloved’s father and thus be in a
position to make love with her whenever he
pleases, while the servantis required fo take
his place at school and to speak for him when

troubles arise with the neighbors (a plotuot
a whole lot different from one in which a
Court writer exchaniges identities with his
servaut so that he has the frecdon to enter-
tain his beloved audience, while the servant
enacls the role of playwright and share-
holder for legal purposes).

Thus we see that “murnining”’ and “dis-
guising” were at the heart not only of the
plays of Shakespeare, not only of adl Tudor
and Jacobean Court entertainment, but that
they werc the very heart and soul of the
aneient revels themselves. And finthey that
mumming, as a custom with the deepest of’
roots in the ancienl sources of culture, au-
thorized revenges on local miscreants by
means of various tricks and exposes, as &
holiday pastime permitted to allmembers of
the community thatwere able to maintainan
impeneirable disguise. Thus it appears that
the use of any standin, pseudonym or ploy
that served to mask his identity, would have
secmed perfectly within the bounds of an-
cient and honored cusiom (¢ a noblerman
who sought to delight some members of his
community and punish others al festival
{ime, which became, In thenodern wotld fo
which Shakespeare helped give birth, any-
time the (rumpet sounded for a play.

Join the Shakespeare Oxtford Society
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Elegy (Continued from page 3}
William Peter was notf accorded burial.
Fifth: therearereferences to the Catho-
lic religion of the departed, particularly
320: *...and be was fricndship’srock™, The
word “rock” refersto Maithew 16, and to the
“Thou art Peter” phrase which forms the
basis for claims for Papal authority, For
Campion, there is a specific connection:
upon his retarn to England, os June 29th,
1580, the Feast of Sts. Peter and Paul,
Campion preached on this text before a
large audience in Lord Nomey's house,
Continuing onthistheme, in321-2: “Arock
of friendship figures inhis name/ Foreshow-
ing what he was, and what shouid be”,
“Figures in his name” tells us to examine
Campion’sname for figurativecontent; Cam-
pion is the Champion, the Protector, the
Defender of the Faith.
Sixth:therearcreferences by the author
oftheElegytohisown “youth”. This hardly
appliestothe 47-year-old Witliam Shaksper
{of Stratford-upon-Avon} in 1612, On the
other hand, Oxford was a youth of 16 at the
timeof the Roval visit o Oxford University,
and only 31 vears old at Campion’s death.
With regards 1o Oxfordian authorship,
Oxford’s fall from favor (ndeed barishment

fromCowtyinthe time interval 1 581-3, which
includes the time of Campion’s death, 18 in
fullaccord withremarks{137-48,565- T2} of
the author of the Alegy about himseif, Itis
also congonant with certain Shakespearean
Sonnets(33-8,71-2,111-2, 121 in whichthe
poet refers to his own damaged reputation.

We of the Oxfordian persuasion need
not Tear the inclusion of the Elegy in the
Shakespeare canon. 1t is not evidence of
Stratfordian authorship, Far from it Ina
fetter to the Times Literary Supplement
(Feb. 9, 1996, pp. 25-6) Foster’s chief sup-
porter, Richard Abrams, wrote:

“TheFlegy isunguestionably a difficult
pocm. i may be guilty of .. sameness, to-
diousnecss ...elaborate obscurities, the
charge brought to bear not , .agamnst the
Elegy, but by Wordsworth against the Son-
nets, which heultimately came toreadasthe
key with which Shakespeare uniocked his
heart . .tedious and repetitious the Flegy
may also be .. butthe poem is notwithont its
secrets, and it will aot viekd these up to
carcless reading.”

With all respeot to Professor Abrams,
these words are particularly appropriate,
notonly in Abrams’ context of establishing
aftribution of the Elegy to the avthor of the
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Shakespeare canon, but aiso inestablishing
Edward de Vere astheactual identity of that
author,
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