T

Tﬁe Sfaf

“i‘:w

s ﬁﬁff

o e g (s
"»@s Fal b il

Newsletter

Vol33no?2

"Let me study so, o know the thing Fam forbid to now”

Spring 1997

Shakespeare’s
Jisgrace

Is this the key to identifying
and understanding the poet?

by Joseph Sohran

Da Shakespeare’s Sonnets refer to real
peaple, evenls, experiences, and emotions?
Or are they mere “literary exercises” about
fctional characters, inwhich eventhenara-
tor is not o be Hterally identified with the
auwthor? Orare such questions, asthe scholar
Sarnuel Schoenbaum held, “unanswerable.”

Those three questions amount 10 a brief
history of seholarly inferpretation of the
Sormets. 1t used to be assumed that the
poems were more or less hiteral accounts of
the poef’srelations with the mysterious pair,
the Fair Youth and the Dark Mistress, and
that it was at least possible that these murky
fipures might be identified as real denizens
of Elizabethan England. Let us call this the
Realist view.

On their face, the Sonnels bespeak real
and often painful emotions the Youth and
the Mistress cause the poet. But the Souners
proved very hard to fit into the accepted life
of Shakespeare of Stratford.

(Continued on poge §)

From the Concordia University campus in Oregon, fo
the Oxford Week festivities in California, plus new books,
new spokesmen and move, the debate heats up

Ry Mark Anderson

For all the heated
aceusations he faced,
you’d think he was a
glagh-and-born cor-
porate raider on the
rampage or a revolu-
tionary scneming the
overthrow of some
third-world despot. Tn
reality, all he did was
plan an academic
conference.

This past Janu-
ary, Prof. Daniel
Wright got the green
hight to organize the
First Edwardde Vere
Studies Conference
al Concordia Univer-
ity in Portiand, Ore.,
where he’s chair of
the English depart-
ment, Wright sent an
announcement to the
moderator of the
Internet’s worldwide
Shakespeare discus-
sion group and was
told to take his Call
for Bapers elsewhere.
Thatwasthe firstsign
Dr. Johmnie Dreissner, Provost at Concordig University, wel-  of trouble,
comes one and all o the first Amal Edward de Vere Studies “1 fail fo see the
Conference on the University campus ay Dr. Daniel Wright () value of such a ser-
wotches, The evenf marks the first tine the authorship debate has  viep i topics as cen-
Been aceorded such an honored position af any campus (page 9.

Charles Burfordveceives um honoiary resofution on the floorof the
California State Legislature. Pictured Ieft to right ore Joseph
Sobran, Charles Burford, Assemblymean Richard Flovd (D-Long
Beach), and Katherine Chiljan fpage §)

{Cont 'd ont page H
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Two Tales of Our Times

Actor Sir Derel Jacobi comes out for Oxford in the
Washington Times, while the New York Times covers
Shakespeare (again) and misses the story (again)

The last week of & busy month of April
saw several perspectives on how the author-
ship story is covered in the media.

In The Washingron Times, British acior
SirDerek Jucobi wasquoted inan April 25th
interview as “being very beguiled by the Easl
of Oxlord theory.”

The Washington Timeys article included
a photo whose caption read “Although he
will be honored by the Shakespears Guild
and Library, Sir Derek Jacobi doubts that
Shakespeare wrote the works oredited o
him. He thinks Farl Edward de Vere [sic]
was the plays’ author,”

The relevant section of the story reads:

Patrons of the Folger Library and the Shake-
spaare Guild may find it interesting 10 quiz Mr
Tacobi abowt his skepticism on the subject of the
Bardol Avon. Whileacknowledging that disputes
about the factual identity of William Shakespeare
‘areabmost certain to remain debatable and unan-
swerable, he admits to being *very beguiled by the
Earl of Oxford theory,”

f agreed to put my name to 8 school of
shought {the Shakespeare Oxford Society peti-
tion] thatmaintains thatthe carl, Bdward de Vere,

was the author of the plays,’ be says.

Mr. Jacobi cxplains his heoresy by asking
thetorically, “Where did this Shakespeare come
fromT Where did allthatknowledge and eloguence
and truth come flom?’

In his estimation, de Vere seems the plausible
candidate. *Tam highly suspicions of that gontle-
maan from Stratfordon Avon,” he says, ‘P prefy
eonvineed our playwright wasn't that fellow.
This opinion is very unpopular with the good
burghess of Stratford, Lrealize, but they also make
their living on the legend of Shakespeare's local
origins. | don’t think # was him.

Meanwhile, just three days earlier{ April
22ndy, The New York Times ran a Shake-
speare Feature story {“Afier Four Centuries,
Still Gaining Devotees Y inwhich The Times
managed, once again, to miss the story.

Their story focused onShakespeare stud-
ies in colleges and universitics, and noted
that, despite a recent report about a decline
in Shakespeare course requirement Tor En-
ghish maioss, Shakespeare classes af many
schools were actualfy overflowing: “Shake-
speareisthriving,” observed Barbara Mowat,
the outgoing SAA president.

“Shakespeareisabigtent,” Prof David
Bevimgton (U. Chicage) is guoted as say-
mg. “Ishakespeare study] responds fo
every kindofpost~modemquestion. doall
the theorisis.” Stephen Greenblatt {editor
of the new Norion Shakespeare Y remarks:
“Shakespeare is around notbecause of the
conspiracies of professors, bur beeause
he is mcontestably wonderful.”

Theorists? Conspiracies? So, then,
what did the article have to say about the
burgeoning authorship debate of the last
13-15 years? Theanswer is: nothing. We
can only guess that means it “isn’t news,”
or as we said last summer about another
New York Times Shakespearc feature
{Summer 1996 Newsletter), maybe it just
isn’t news that “fits.”

Socicty member Alice Lundskow wrote
The Times alctter on April 24th in which
she chided the paper for “its haughty and
unswerving avoidance of the vital and
valid Shakespeare identity issue,” noting
that the “rousing interost in the proposal
that “Shake-speare” was a pseudonym
flourishes internationally insectors ofaca-
deme, the media, [and] on the Internet,
urged on by sewly-prospering inferest
groups [such as] the Shakespeare Oxiord
Society,”

True words indeed. Just ask SirDerek
Jacobi, or readers of the “other” Tines.

Seattle Conference
Planning in Place

Plans for the 21st Annual Conference in
Seattle (Oct, 9-12) arenearly all setas we go
topress. The itial mailing to Society mem-
bersisscheduled formid-June, and all mem-
bers should havereceived it by the time they
receive the Spring 1997 Newsletter.

The scheduled speakers are Joseph
Sobran, Michael York and Charles Burford.
There will be a Thursday night debate, a
panei on promoting the authorship issue,
and a reprise of Tast year's highly suceessful
Teacher’s Workshop.

A full preview of the Conference will
appear in the Swimner Newsletfer (fobemailed
September 1st}, Contaot Chairperson Frances
Howard-Snyder with any Conference ques-
sons: (3601350141 By or (36016504865 {0},
Contact Stephanie Hughes about papers:
(503)246-3934,

Fundraising

Fundraising for 1997 has already seen
nearly $15,000 raised for the general operat-
ing budget. However, still more is needed to
maintain the momentam built up in the past
fwo years with the revised newsletter and
Internet Home Page, plus our effortsto launch
a new publication, The Oxfordian, and to
establish the library as aresource available to
allmembers. Therefore a key new initiative
Las taken place this year.

A new foundation, the Shakespeare De
Vere Foundation, has been created in Los
Angeles through the efforts of new Board
member Grant Gifford, working with Randali
Sherman, Charles Burford and Sally Mosher,
The five Foundstion Board members are
Charles Burford, Randall Sherman, Sally
Mosher, Grant Gifford and Dennis Slattery,

This new foundation, as is set forth in ts
bylaws, willbeexclusively dedicated to fund-

ing mdividual research grants, scholar-
ships, and special Shakespeare Oxford
Society projects.  The Shakespeare De
Vere Foundation is a 501{c)(3) non-profit
cotporation whose funds will bemanaged
by a professional investment consulting
firmin LA, A more completeand detailed
explanation of the Foundation’s mission
and structure wilt be provided to the mem-
bership by President Randall Sherman by
the time of the Seattle Conference.

Among the first projects for which
dedicated funding will be sought later this
year is the Home Page on the Internet,
The Oxjordian, the Library, and a special
fund to help Charles Boyle and his family
with all the uninsured expenses related to
his illness and his recovery {(e.g. a com-
puter that can convert the spoken word
into written fext}
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Charles Burford resigns as Society President;
Randall Sherman elected to complete his term

CAMBRIDGE, MASS. Attheregularly scheduled spring meeting
of the Board of Trastees (held in conjunction with the Oxford Day
Bangueton April 18th)several majorchanges inthe operations of
the Society for the remainder of 1997 took place.

First, Charles Burford announced that he was resigning as
President to return to London fo aceept a position with the College
of Arms. Randall Shenman was elected ag President for thebalance
of Charles’ term. Aaron Tatum was efected first vice-president,

and Charles Boyle remains ag second vice-president.
I addition, four new members were elected fo the Board of
Trustees to complete the ferms of the four Trustees who resigned

from the Board at Minneapolis last fall.

These four new Trustees are: Cirant Gifford (Los Angeles
Calify, Walter Hurst (Sacramento, Califl), Miidred Sexton {5t
Louis, Missouri), and EHiott Stone (Boston, Mass.).

Owigoing Society President Charles Burford contranulates hi:

successar Randall Sherman during Oxford Weekin San Francisco.

President’s Letter

By Randall Sherman

First letme scknowledge the unique coniri-
bution Charles Burford has made to the Society
and the Owfordian cavse in general over the last
six years. Whatever the political disputes that
may have arisen during this time, hisremarkable
aratory skills and powers of perception cannot
be matched. Moreover, his cormmitment and
passion have advanced the awthorship cause
incalculably by elevating the imcliectual level of
the debate, and establishing bedly needed cred-
ibility, Ho has championed the subject with a
style and class that have never before existed.

So ¥ will miss Charles 28 a colleapue and
friend. 1 hope that his new hotme in London will
not prove o be too far fromous, and 1 ousthe will
continue to participate in Sociely business-—
even on a rermote basis,

Additionally, T am gratefu] fo the Board of
Trustees who chose to elect mic as the new 53OS
Presidentandentrosied me with their leadership.
As such, I intend for this o be a very melive,
working Board—with committees, responsibili-
fies and lasks.

Inwriting this President’s letter o the mein-
bership, [ want foemphastze the ideasthat Thave
nurtured for many years on this subject, because
itis my beliefthat the new SOS stintegy must be
a marketing sirategy, and that we must “report
his cause aright 10 the unsatisficd.” The unsat-
isfied” are the milions of people who know, or
need to know, of this egregious error in history.
The truth of Bdward de Vere is too vital and

relevant to He hidden from the world any longer,

However, [ should first provide a e back-
pround about myself. Loriginate from Texas, bt
later grew up in Boukler, Colorade where 1
atended high school and the university. Lspent
two years Hyving in Bath, England and traveling
shroughou! Burope, which made an indelible
inpression on me. When retamed tothe US, 1
completed a BS i astrophysics and an MS in
clectrical copinecering. Falso matriculated with an
MBA from Edinburgh, Scotland.

Thiseducation brought meioSilicon Valley's
high technology industries, where I now work
ard have been nvolved in several start-up com-
panies. | menton this becanse launching new
companies and products, as well as developing
corporate marketing strategies, is analogons
the kind of missionary work needed by the
Oxford movement today, Specific skitls suchas
raising capital, motivating key talont, targeting
select customer market segments, and overcom-
ingcompetitive pressures arecritical inmakmga
successful enferprise. Today, T carn a living by
providing these professional services to firms
waorkbwide, and believe T can apply these skills
constractively to the SO8, (For those interested,
please ser my web page st www.best.eom/
~FEWVEL}

Chatles Burford once made the alanming
statement that “enough circurnstantisl evidence
exists today fo prove the Oxford cage.” Hehas
remarked that what is lncking in the authorship

{Comtinued on page 13}
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Sobran (Contfnued from page 1)

In the mid-nineteenth century some
commentators, uneasy with the Realist view,
countered with what might be called the
Fictional view of the Sonuets, The Sonnels
became, for this school of thought, mere
“poetical exercises,” in which Shakespeare
wrote under an “assumed character” that
was not his own.

But the Fictional view was hard to sus-
tain too. After all, the Sonnets are unsatis-
fiying as a story; they lack adequate exposi-
fion, to say the least; and they show none of
Shakespeare’s genius for vivid character-
ization. This gave rise, in the mid-twentieth
century, to a compromise, which might be
called the Agnostic view: we don’t know
and will never know whether, or to what
extent, the Sonnets wererooted inthepoet's
resl experience, sowemay aswell ignore all
that and read them purely as poetry. This
has become the prevalent view among the
mainstream Shakespeare scholars, many of
whoniare downright seornful ofattempis to
glean biographical information from the
Sonnefs. W.H. Anden, for one, has cen-
sured such attempts as “idle curiogity.”

Recently, however, a fourth view has
been asserted: the Homosexual view. lts
most powerful advocate is Joseph
Pequigney, whose 1985 book Swch iy My
Love has already exerted considerable in-
fluence. Pequigney arpues thaf the poet’s
love for the Youth is ummnistakably homo-
erotic, and that only prudery has prevented
mainstream scholars from acknowledging
what shouid be obvious,

Jugtas the Agnostic view was a variant
of the Fictional view, the Homogexual view
can be seen as 4 refum to the Realist view,
Since no Elizabethan poet would be likely to
feign homosexual love —sodomy was con-
sidered an abomination and a capital crimue
------ we canpresumethat ifPequigneyisright,
the poet is hinting at biographical informa-
tion of startling implieation.

Pequigney’s book has a certain air of
advocacy and speeial pleading, but his ar-
gument is essentially sound and, | would
say, undeniable. It should be compelling
even fo people who den’t welcome his con-
clusion. After all, the poet makes it clear
enough that he has committed adaltery, and
we accept this not because we approve of
adubtery but because the evidence iz simply

indisputable, In the realm oFhistorical fact,
the ceniral question 15 always, What hap-
pened? The historfan who is indifferent to
morality isa badman. Butthe historian whe
lets his morai views decide guestions of fact
is a had historian.

The redoubtable Charlton Oghum now
ohiects to the Homosexua!l view as “slan-
der”; but, in his book The Mysterious Wil-
fiamy Shakespeare, he acknowledged that
the guestion of the poet’s homosexuality
“has always been the main issue” ghout the
Sonnets. Though he proposed an alterna-
tivetheory-—that the poet was actually writ-
ing o his son—he admitted frankly: “The
readerwill be justified in deeming my answer
oo ingenious by half.”

“The muainstream scholars’ long
and inconclusive debate about the
Sonunets’ factuality pavaliels the
authorship debate they regard as
benighted.”

The Sonnefs contain history, To that
extentthe Realistview isright. I believe that
the Homosexual view is also right, though
not in the way Pequigney assimes. He
argues that the Youth, though a real person,
could not have been the Earl of
Southampton, the favoritecandidate among
the Realist commentators, on grounds that
Shakespeare covld not have addressed a
nobleman in such amorous terms. He hasa
PO,

But if the Youth was the Earl of
Southampton, it follows that the poet couid
not have been the mainstream scholars’
“Shakespeare of Stratford.” it could well
have been Edwardde Vere, Earfof Oxford.

The mainstream scholars’ long and in-
conclusive debate about the Senners’ factn-
ality paraliels the aumthorship debate they
regard asbenighted. Theparallel is no coin-
cidence. The debaie is generated preciscly
by the assumption—shared by the Realist,
Fictional, Agnostic, and Homosexual
schoois—that the poet can only have been
“Shakespeare of Stratford.” If we remove
that assumiption, mostofthe vexing data fall
into place with surprising simplicity.

The first 17 Youth Sennets urge a hand-
S0mME Young man 1o mairy. not se much to
preserve his lne {though this is flectingly

mentioned) a8 to propagate his own per-
senal beanty, The Realisi scholars have
usualy faken this fo mean that Shakespeare
had somehow been engaped to help per-
suade the youmg Southampton fo marry at
atime when Lord Burghley waspressmg him
{o accept & match with his granddaughter,
Elizaheth Vere. The young earl, still in his
teens, wasreluctant. The poetsweetty chides
him, arguing that he has a duty to beget 4
som, in much the same tenmns that Venus
lectures Adonis in the long poem dedicated
o Southampton.

Oxford, of eourse, wag Burghley’s son-
in-law and Elizabeth Vere’s father. He was
nperfecty situated to join the campaign to
dragthe youngmanto the altay Ifhe wasthe
author of the Soimrets, we can reasonably
infer from his ivrical response to the young
man’s beaoty that he had faflen inlove with
Southampton himself, Thisis thekeyiothe
otherwise inexplicable line in Sonmnet 10
“Make thee another self, for love ofme. " in
begetting a son by Elizabeth Vere,
Southampton would create a blood-link
hetween Oxford andhimself, Coming froma
comunon poet, the line would be absurd.
Noblemen didn’t beget sons for fove olthe
poets they pattonized.

Even after the subject of procreation is
dropped, the poet remaing in love with the
Youth, promising to immortahize him inhis
verse: “Your monument shall be my gentle
verse” (810 The chief arguments of the
Somnets are strikingly adumbrated in
Oxford’s 1573 letterto Thomas Bedingfisld,
printed as a prefaee (0 Bedingfield's trans-
tation of Cardamus Comfors. Just as the
Sonnets argue that the Youth has no rightto
withhold his beanty from the world, Oxford
argues that Bedingficld has no right to with-
hold his book from his countyymen; just as
the Somnels promise that they will be the
Youth’s eternal “monument,” Oxford as-
sures Bedingfield that his book will be #
“monument” allter Bedingfield himself is
“dead and gone.” Oxford even anficipates
the language and imagery of the Somnefs,
Compare “'FThou art the grave where buried
love cloth Hve™ (31) with Oxford’s gentle
charge that Bedingfiekd secems determined
to “bury and insevil your work in the grave
of oblivion.” {Further parallels are cited in
my book Affias Shakespeare.)

H is further proof ofthe Realist view, by
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the way, that the poet never names the
Youth, even after promising to make his
name immortal, Thiswouldsurelybeashange
way 1o froat an imaginary charactert

Apparently along, sometimes turbulent
affair ensued between the poet and
Southampion, The poet & clearly in love
with the Youth in aa erotic sense. He 15
fascinated by his physical beauty. He is
obsessed with him, He idealizes hinm. He is
jealous ol him. He suffers during his ab-
sence. He speaks of “pleasure,” “desire,”
and “appetite,” likens the Youth to “food,”
and even praises the odor of his hreath,
There are anxietics of infidelity on both
sides, And of course the poet is inspired by
the Youth towrite some of the most cloguent
love poetry in the language. This is some-
thing more than ordinary male camaraderie.
At every point the poet seems o resemble
Oxford rather than the Shakespeare of the
mainstream scholars. The poetis decidedly
older than the Youth: he constantly con-
trasts their ages. The Youth is, of course,
voung, a “boy.” The poetis “old,” “beated
and chopped with tanred antiguity,” bear-
ing “lines and wrinkles,” in “age’s stecpy
night.” He fooks at the past with rogret and
to the future with the sense that his death is
not far off. Time is runping out for him. He
likens himself to “a decrepit father” whe
“takes delight” inthe Youthas inhis “child”
{37y, implying a gap of a generation. Again
this fits Oxford (who was iwenty-three years
older than Southampion) bui not the schol-
ars” Shakespeare {who was only nine years
older).

The poet’s forwardness with the Youth
is good evidence that he was of the same
rank. He woos him boldly; be calls him
“thou”; he addresses him as “my love,”
never “my lord”; e even jokes about his
genitals (20). These wouldbe amazing liber
ties fromacomraonertos lord, but not from
one ford to another. The poet feels free to
scold the Youth, Hesays, ina tense mioment,
that “wenmustnotbefoes” (463, which would
also be shightly grotesque coming from a
commonertog lord who would have little to
fear from a poet’s enmity, Even when the
poetis abject, heisnot deferential inasocial
sense. He speaks of “possessing” {and
losing) the Youth (87) and likens himselfto
a“deceived husband"—more evidence that
there was po gap of rank between them.

When the poet says, 1 may not evermore
acknowledge thee,” it isa strain to huagine
acommonet speaking toa lord the preroga-
tive would be entirely on the other side,
The mainsgean scholars have never
given due aftention to one of the most
important motifs of the Sonnets: the poet’s
disgrace, The reason for this neglect is
probably that il puzzles them. Nothing inthe
stanidard life of Shakespeare suggests noto-
riety ai any time. But the poet himself refers
toitinadozenof the Sonnets, from 2510 121,
in such emphatic terms as “disgrace,” “out-
cast,” “hewailed puilt,” “shame,” “blots,”
“yulgar scandal,” and “vile esteemed.” He
implies that he is well known, as Oxiord
indeed was. He hopes only for the relief of

“At every point the poet seems 1o
resentble Oxford rather than the
Shakespeare of the mainstream
scholars.”

an obscure grave;

My name be buried where my body s,
And live no more to shame nor me nor
you. {72}

Oxford, of course, had {rved a scandal-
ous life. in 1584 a social inferior, Thomas
Vavaser, eould taunt hint about “thy de-
cayed reputation.” { The most stinging word
was “thy. "}

Sonnet 121 hints that the poet’s scandal
wassexual, Hespeaks angrily but guardedly
about others’ gossip abouwt his “fratities”
and “sportive blood.” Whateves this wag, if
was maore seandalous than adultery, abowt
whteh the Mistress Sonnets are exphicit and
jaunty. The poet 18 0o prude, but he shies
away from mentioning the specific charge
againsthim. Was it homosexuality, or even
pedophilia? In 1580 three of Oxford’s en-
emies discussed whether fo accuse him of
“mederastism.” One said he couldn’t attest
it, buf another acensed him of “buggering”
servant boys, whom he named. This may
have been puresiander; many ofthecharges
the three made were preposterous lies, and
nothing seems io have come ofthisone. Yet
even a calumny may point 10 a perceived
vulnerability. And Sonnet 121 sounds asif

the poet was fighting off some such rumoy
about himself,

The poet fears that his umnamed dis-
grace will also rub of fon the Youth, Sonnet
36 is devoted to this apprehension — “Lest
my bewailed guilt should do thee shame.”
What kind of disgrace is so confagious? A
reputation forsodomy certainly wouldhave
been. The poet also repeats his anxiety
about shaming the Youth along with him-
self. Thisputsthe famous Sonnet 71 inanew
light: the poet cautions the Youth against
mowrning for him after his death,

Lest the wise world should lock into
YOUT OB,

And mack vou with me after | have
gone.

He canhardly meanthat the “wise world”
mocks people merely for grieving at the
death of fitends, More likely he means that
if the Youth is observed mourning for him,
sophisticaied society will draw certain con-
clusions about their relationship-—and that
those conclusions may be warranted,

Such wierances are baffling if we imag-
ine fliem coming fomthe Shakespeare ofthe
mainstream scholars, who reduce them to
bland “universal” or “poetic” truths, rather
than specific intimations about real indi-
viduals. But i Tam right, they tell us a great
deal about Oxford and Southampton. Much
mere may be gleaned from later Sonnets,
where the poet first frets about losing the
Youth, then confesses and mies 10 grouse
hisown infidelity, (Agaim, a fuller treatment
will be found in my book.)

For now we may note a couple of other
details. Intwo of the Sornets, 37 and 8%, the
poetrefersto hirmself s *lame.” Mainstream
scholars are at a loss to explain this; mostof
them surmise that itis “figurative.” Butina
letter to Burghley dated March 25, 1595,
Oxford wryly refers to himseH as “a lame
man,” and other letters use the word “lame”
simitarly. Whatever heand the poetmean by
i, they both use the same word. Surely few
poets have described therselves as “lame,”
figuratively or ofherwise.

Finally, many Oxfordians have noted
the odd first line of Sonnet 125 Were’t
aught to me | borethe canopy ...~ Yetonce
niore, the mainstream scholarship has ne
good explanation, But the line could well

Continued on page 6)
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Commentary

Reinventing the Professoriate:

Sobran s Alias Shakespeare, Multiculturalism, and the Anxiety of Amatewr Influence

In 1924, four vears after the publication
of John Thomas Looney's “Shakespeare’
Identified, the late EK. Chambers deliv-
ered the annual Shakespeare Lecturc to the
assembled dignitaries of the British Acad-
emy. His ttle was “The disintegration of
Shakespeare,” and his target—though he
disdained to actually name, let alone do
battle againgt them—were those “smal
annds” who, because they “failed to com-
prehend” the “greatness and variability” of
Shakespeare, were led o endorse the her-
esy of “‘an aliernative author, preferably an
aristocrat.”

Joc Sobran {Aliay Shakespeare, Free
Press, 1997) 15 not the first writer to defect
from cartying the burden of the English
Upper class by coming out of the closet as
one of those much-despised “small minds”
------ John Thomas Looney, Charlton Ogbuim,
Sigmund Fread, Disraclior Walt Whitman,
o name ondy a {ow-—with the audacity to
declare skepticism, or even open apostasy,
regarding modemity’s sacred foundation
myth of the bourgeois Shakespeare. Judg-
ing by the spleneticredbaiting of reviewers
ke Paul Cantor i the Weekly Srandard
{forwhom Sobran hasde fected tothe™camp

by Roger Stritmatter

of today’s nulticulturalists” and “Marx-
ists” who believe that “authors are captives
of the class i which they were born™, or
the fulsome question-begping of Jonathan
Bate in the Wall Street Journal {for whom
“the frustrating thing about William
Shakespeare is that his life was s0 mun-
dane™}, Sobran’s book is destined 1o leave
a serious mark on the history of the contro-
versy toward which Chambers nodded in
imperious disdain in 1924,

This label of Oxfordians as mulfi-
culturalists, disguised as dead white men
butsecretly inconspiratorial feague with the
forces of inteHectual anarchy and social
disorderis surely among the most infriguing
of recent fums in the authorship contro-
versy, particularly when considered in light
of the traditional political affiliaiions ofa
heretic such as Sobran, wha once wrote for
William F, Buckley's Nafional Review and
is still a noted neo-conservative columnist.
The persistency of such efforts to staunch
the fow of blood from the Stratfordian body-
politic with ihe band-aid of cmotionally
charged labels which beg the questions
they affoet to answer is a chug to the deeper
cultural dynamics of the authorship contro-

versy; Sobran has made the key ‘move’ of
slepping outside of the Company Town of
Stratford-on-Avon and flaumting his com-
mon sense “Marxist” belief that all writers,
cousciously or otherwise, say something
abouttheirowninevitablv specific, smbod-
ted Hves when they puai pen 0 paper, no
matter how exélted or universal theiraspira-
tions may be.

Did Professor Canlor evenread Sobran’s
book? Apparently, no more closely or judi-
ciously than he has read Shakespeare's
Sonnets. How else could it be that he
attacks Sobran for reprising Shakespeare's
oft-zlleged medieval mentality while
blithely ignoring the inescapable conun-
drum which Sobran has deposited at the
doorstep of lifelong inhebitanisof 43 Henley
Street, Stratford-on-Avon?

“Whoever Shakespeare was,” weiles
Sobran, “he sectns to havetaken Higle inter-
gst in the sort of sl made man his champi-
ons suppose him {o have been.” Sobran
naght be guilty of the sin of Hioles here, but
if so that’s just what makes Cantor’s fallwre
to acknowledge the poinl at issue all the
more inteHeclually scandalous. Winston
Churchill at least had the integrity to re-

Sabran (Confinued from page 5}

refer to a courtier’s function on solemmn state occasions of
helping camnry the roval canopy over the monarch. As Lord
Greai Chambertain and a leading courtier, Oxford was promi-

nem at such occasions.

11 seim, Oxford closely fits the profite ofthe poet. He ds of

“Provocatively separating William Shakespeare of
Stratford from William Shakespeare the playwright,
Sobran demonstrates that neither one

could have been the other”
wPrblishers Weekly (slarred review)

therightage; heisof equalrank with the noble Youth. He knew
both Burghiey and Southampton; and his own daughter was
the center of their tussle overmarriage. He was firsta brilliant
courtier and, later m life, a notorious figure, apparentiy allbut
ostracized at cowrt; tus scandals included rumors of sexual
deviancy. He was in some sense lame. By the 15905 he had
good reason to feel what the poct of the Somnets so deeply
feels: that time is running out, and that his name has been
rreparably ruined,

Not one of these things can be said with warrantabouot the
Shakespeare the mainsiream scholars have constructed from
a few olddocuments and the claims ofthe First Folio. The prima
facie case for his authorship collapses against the sell~
revelations of the Somiets.

Bre st irresisiibie case yet
made for Edward de Vere,
Compelling new evidaner
includes a groundbreaking
reading of the sornets as well
1 a5 a detaited analysis of

de Vere's letters and poetry,

“The best boak ever
)

wrilien om the

snbject”

~Fhe American Spectator

THE FREE FRESS
Eabrbrriing 56 Weasr of ks fheught
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spond to the artistic chuztpalh of his unrelt-
abde propagandist Leslic Howard, who de-
fected from the E.K. Chambers cult in his
clagsic anti-Nazi film Pimpernel Smitl, by
admitting that he didn’t like his national
myvths fampered with, Ifthe culture-at-large
gxpects professors of ‘Shakesperotics® {1o
use Gary Taylorsdelightful term) like Paul
Cantor to make sigaificant istelleciual dis-
tinctions, or openly admit the limitations
and paradoxes, not to say contradictions, of
their own historicatly, administratively, and
psychologically overdetermined positions,
they will be sorely disappointed.

By definition, a great arlist is someone
capable of endowing the particulass of a
lived human experience with ‘universal’
valueand sipnificance. Toaccusedos Sobran
of practicing Marxism because he grasps
this fundamental human fact is no argu-
ment; its a pie-in-your-face for & man with
the chutzpah to feave g dull party which
should have ended four hours ago. H just
wor'f cut the mustard with the intellectual
elitc of the nation. That Cantor should feel
compelled to revive such a red herring tes-
tifies to the complicated, intrinsically peliti-
cal character of the authorship landscape:
now that Oxfordians have dowsed the most
flamingexamplesof whatfonnerFolger Edu-
cations Director Richmond Crinkley calied
the “bizarre mutant racism’” of Shakespeare
orthodoxy, they mustendure a new round of
only shghtly more dignified labels {take
your pick) “Marxists” (the conservative
kind) “Romantics” (the deadbeat Dad kind)
“Multiculturalists” {the Anglo-Saxonkind)
or “Freudians” (of the Leslie Howard vari-
eyl

Suchlabels, of course, primarily express
the confused mental state of their authors;
by the same token, they should not be
entirely ignored as clues to the larger yet
harcly perceived philosophical implications
of the avthorship conroversy. Sobrandocs
amasterfal job of defending the virtues of
amateurs and cranks who understand that
“a priceless gem may be foumd i a pile of
intellectual rubbish.” He wins points hore
precisely bocause the proverb has aspecific
range of applcations to the “Stratfordian”
gradition which hismore pedantic reviewers
have not yet grasped.

On the other hand, Cantor scores back
when he quotes Sobran’s slipthat “Elizabe-

thans weren’t curious about suthors” and
then drives home the rheforical rejoinder
“why [then]..is it strangc that Shake-
spearc’s death in Stratford failed to provoke
any reaction in London?” Behind this con-
frontation furks the haunting presenceofan
assernblape of inescapabie but all-too-of-
ten invistble questions concerning the rela-
tionship between generic principle and lo-
cal fact,

One may grant Sobran that in the 16th
century the genre of literary biography,
which we modeins now take for granted,
was stitl in embryonic form; Plutarch in-
cludes no authors; Vasal's Lives of the
Artists had only appeared in 1850, short
character sketches of Chaucer and other
classic writers were just starting 1o be ap-
pended to English issues of their Collected
Works in the 1590"s.

On the other hand, Edmund Spenser’s
1599 funcral was attended by the spectacle
ofhis titerary colleagues moumfully casting
theirpens into his grave; when Shakespeare
Folio editor Jonson kicked the bucket in
1637, thirty of his distinguished friends
commemorated their Joss in a published
festschrift.

I contrast to such signs of early-mod-
crn anxicty about authorship, the total ab-
sence of any public recogmition of
Shakspere’s 1616 death, particularly when
weighed in Hght of &ll the other pieces
“missing” from the orthodox figsaw puzzle
{or “rigged”, tike the 1623 Folio and the
Soratford monument ), does mdeed seema
relevant picce of anti-Stratfordian gossip.
Perkaps Cantor responds so vigorously on
this point beeause he knows, in his heart of
hearts, that there is something more than a
tittle strange aboutthe deadly silence which
ensued in 1616 at the death of hterature’s
greatest....um, gull

Atthe sk of distracting a popular audi-
ence, Sobran would have been on safer
territory fo tell, and sist upor, a more
complicated story about Elizabethan au-
thors. Contrary 0 Sobran’s very
“Srratfordion” assertion, Elizabethans were
indeed deeply fascinaiod with the problem
of authorship, H for no other reason than
that knowingan author’s identity (ifnothis
name, rank and servial mumber) helped a

- reader to frameand decode a lictional wark,

Unfortunately, Sobran gets offon thewrong

foot on this subject and never recovers his
balance, Indeed, his further proviso that
“drama,..was public and sclf-cxplanatory”
and “nobody sought hidden depths in 1,
displays a truly astonishing and danger-
ously superficial awareness of the vast sci-
ence of Renalssance mterpretation,

Contrary to the impression Sobran af-
fects, Elizabethans, ovenreadersand writers
of plays, wercdeeply immersed in thetheory
andpractice of the transferof meaning, This
subject is brilliantly treated in Marion
Trousdale's Shakespeare and the Rhetori-
clerts but remains, unfortunately, a ferra
incognita for most Oxfordians,

Orthodox reviewers like Jonathan Bate
understand the principle, but don’t have a
clue about how o apply it to the complex
articulations of the Shakespearcan aesthetic.
They lack the appropriate locsl frame of
authorship; Sobran, by contrast, has the
tocal frame butis missing the larger caltural
picture, freated by Trousdale and others,
within which it’sembedded. Hencedsto hit
thebooks again on this subjectifhe cxpects
to hold hiz own in future debates,

These points aside, however, # must be
satd that there are, on balance, congiderable
strengths in Sobran’s work.

Alias Shakespeare does a superlative
job of campressing many of the most com-
pelling arguments for Oxford’s authorship
into the span of a few pages. For the first
time, the compelling stylometric links be-
tween Oxford’s poems and correspondence,
first exposed by other scholars {promnently
William P. Fowler), ae made known for a

wide audience. Sobranprintsancw, revised

and expandedselectionof Oxford s juvenile
lyrics, updated since I.T. Looney’s own
edition of the poerns (. 1920).

Sobran’s erifique of the conventional
chronology nhis chapter, 1604 The Criti-
cal Year,” seems to have lefi a serious dent
in the Stratfordian annor. In his jaundiced
review of Alfas Shakespeare for New York
Press Books and Publishers, William
Monihan goes so far as to claim that “the
chief disfigurement of reason in Elizabethan
scholarship comes from dating “systems”
based on the Stationer’s Register., .conwmon
in all sorts of Shakespeare studies, ... it be-
speaks a total lack of vndersianding of the
way Herature circalated (i.e. in manuscript
for years or months before publication} in

(Coniinwed on page 24}
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Oxford Week spreads the word

Hundreds participate in San Francisco, Sacramento evenis
by Katherine Chiljan and Walter Hurst

Adfler months of tireless effort and enthusias-
fiesupport, the Horatio Society successfully pulied
off “Oxford Week” in San Francisco.

Strategically planned for the traditional
Shakespeare birth week, its object was, of cotrse,
to pet out the Oxfordian message throagh radio,
TV and lectares featuring Charles Burtord and
Joseph Soban.

Fvents kicked offon Sunday, April 20thwith
a reception for Burford and an official unveiling
of the newly discovered porirait of the Harl of
Oxford by Katherine Chilfan, Bay Area Oxfordinns
and others from Los Angeles and Sacramento
attended the wine and hors doeuvres SOS ben-
efft, After the unveiling, Katherine spoke aboat
the portrall’s provenance, and Burford gave bis
reasons whyhe believed the portraitwas indeed of
Edward de Vere.

The first day began with an easly moming
reception/continental breakfast at a local restmu-
sarrt across fromthe State Capitol Building, bosted
by Assembly Member Richard Floyd, Many leg-
islators and lobbvists were on hand for this infor-
mial event, and Burford was presented with the
first of two legiskative resohutions in s honor.
After the reception, the entire party {with the
exceptionofnewly-clected Sosiety Tragtee Wally
Hurst, who is not atlowed o the floor of sither
house because he is 2 Iobbyist) was esconted toa
fromt-row seat on the floor of the Califomia Sen-
ate. Senator Ray Havnes Introduced Joseph Sobran
and Senator Quentin Koppmade a stirring speech
itroducing Burford and presenting him with a
Senateresolution honoring hisvisittoCalifomia’s
Capitol. The party was then wisked across the
beanlifully restored Rotwmda to the Califora
State Assembly, where assembly Member Floyd
introduced Burford and Assembly Member Tom
MeClintock infroduced Sobran, Burfordthen taped
a 3-mimie interview with a local television
station,

Later that aftemnoon, loe Sobran went to a
hook-signing at a local bookstore, signing all the
books they had for him and necessitating a fien-
zied search for more. Burford, meanwhile, was
it to tape a debate with aprofessor from Califor-
ks State University, Sacramento for the local
National Public Radio affiliste station. Wehaveit
oty pood awthority that the professor began the
debate pledging her undyving acceptance of the
Stratford man as the suthor, and by the end of the
debate was heard fo be saying things such as
¥, dhe authar, whoever he was™ and asking ques-
ions of Burford regarding the authorship issuel
At a local professional theater co-owned by the

Buasfickd brothers, Tin and Buck {you may recall
Tim Busfield frorm several movies and the hit
series Thirfusomethingy we were atlowed the use
of their entive theater for a presenfationby Sebran
and Burford on the authorship issue. Thanks in
large part to advaace publicity and a large anticle
i the anly major metropolitan daily’s Sonday
enterlainment section, the theater wag almost full
by the time Joe Sobran was ntroduced. He spoke
eloquently an the authorship issue, concentrating
o the Sennets, and received several guestions
and warm applanse when he was finished, Aftera
short break, Chardes Burltod took the stage and
gave an excelient preseniation.

After he completed his lecture, the guestions
were Tired fast and furiows at ki, but he handled
them all with grace and dignity- and continued
to educate those present with a display of the
depth and breadih of his knowledge of the plays
and sonnets by the world’s greatest author. After
the guestions, he stayed behind for all who wished
to shake his band or greet him, Our day done, all
of ug (inchuding several audience members!) re-
tired tothe largest English pub in Sacramento, the
Fox and Goose, for much-needed refteshments,
toasting the success of the day, There was ant-
maled discussion, camaraderie, and fellowship in
abundance for all present.

On Tuesday, the day started earty once again
For the group. Burford and Scbran made two co-
presentations st Rio Amesicano High School be-
ginming af eight o’clock that morning, reaching
over 10 appreciative students with thetr efforts
and being rewarded with several cogent questions
by their audiences at this prestigious Sacramento
arga high school. In the aftemoos, Sobran had to
get a column finished, so Burford spoke by him-
self at Sacramento City Collepe, whose theater
mrogram 18 responsible for producing the highly
successfiuf “Shakespeare in the Park” serles every
sumsner. Dozens of sfudents fom the English,
dramn and debale sections leaned heavily on
every word he said, H was 2 fantastic lecture, and
the students {and thelr instmactors} were very
impressed. After a substantial question and an-
swer poried, the professor in charge sadly an-
novmced that the elass period(s) allotted were
over. Sobran later appeared on a Bay Area radio
program {from Sacramento by phone), and we all
joined up &l Blanore Wootton's home, which she
and her husband Bill graciously offered to us for
a reception and a delicious dinner.

Following the Sacramento events, the sched-
ale vetumed to San Francisco on Wednesday,
Aprik 23rd], the traditional Shakespeare birthday.

Burford talked authorship to bis fellow country-
men and Anglophiles af the English Speaking
Ulnion: the luncheon-lectare was heldat the Olym-
pic Clubin San Francisco. Hours later, he was the
feaured speaker af the prestigious Common-
wealth Chib, where typical speslers are world
leaders. Joe Sobran opened for Charles with
smonth voloe and wit, relferating poinis from his
newly published book, Afias Shakespeare.

Later that day Burford was interviewed at the
San Francisco Chionicle by Jerry Camoll for an
article which made the front page of the paper’s

_entertainment section: a large color photo of

Charles was Juxtaposed with the dust-jacker pic-
wre of Oxford from Sobwan’s new book. Also
interviewed for the article was Prof, Alan Nelson
ofU.C. Betkeley, whowasquoted asbeing loaded
for bear” for the authorship debate with Charles,
which took place the next day.

Over 80students gathered at the Cal Berkeley
cempus for the debute, moderated by Randall
Sherman. Burford spoke first, and was his wual
entdite self, emphasizing et Oxiord was satiriz-
ing Queen Elizabeth’s court. Nelson denled that
was frue, except possibly in Midsuuner s Night
Dreany, whichhad Burford laughing: “The (ucen
falls i love with an 287 he asked.

Nelson’s strategy wasto hstfacisproving that
Shaxper was # real person fwhe denies that 7y and
give anather Histof facts showing that Oxford fand
his fathertoo) was a nasty person (which disguali-
fres him for the authovship?). Boasting his expert
status in paleography, Nelson also stated that
Shaxper’s “shaky” signatwres indicated a Herary
haved, and that Oxford’s poetry and spelling were
atrocious. Burford responded that Spencer wrote
that Oxford was “dearto the Muses, sowho s the
betterantherity, Rdeumd Spenceror AlanNelson?
Forthose who arenotalready sware, Prof. Nelson
has made detailed transcriptions of allof Oxford’s
surviving letters and makes them: available on the
{nternet, He is also working on a new biography
of Oxford, the fivst since B.M, Ward's excellent
1928 work. Nelson teports he's gotlen as far as
1578 —we wonder which year he will finally
utter, “Is™t real that I see?”

Daring the week, Burford gave a live inter
view on radio station KZON in Napa, as did Joe
Sobran on the Michael Savage Show (KSFOY in
San Francisco. Sobran alse made a book-signing
appearanceat Borders Bookstore onbnion Square.,
(O ford Week conchuded on Fruday evening with
a speech by Burford at the $t. Francis’ Episcopal
Chureh in San Francisco, Afterwards Heratio
Socicty members let lovseat aclosing cclebration
party at Randall Sherman's home. Al kudos to
Charles, Joe and Randall for gracefutly enduring
an exhausiing but productive week.

Beyond getting the word out lo housands of
people, both in person and twough the media,

{Contitned on pagel 3}
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First Ever

Concordia University opens the Academic Door to Oxford
by Stephanie Hughes

The firstweekend in April sawan impor-
tant event in Oxfordian studies as the First
Annual Edward de Vere Studies Conference
was held at Concordia University in Port-
land, Oregon. This is the firsttime an acered-
ited institution ofhigher learning has opened
its doors to a full-scale annual conference.
Theorganizer ofthe symposium, Dr. Daniel
Wright, head of Concordia’s English De-
partment, feels it is of utmost importance to
bring the issue of Oxford’s candidacy for
author of the Shakespeare canon before the
academic community, which untilnow has
remained firmlyentrenched againstany who
would dare to question the Stratford myth.

Itisaltogether appropriate thatitshould
be at Concordia, a Lutheran university, that
this intensely controversial topic has been
brought forward for discussion, since it was
in the atmosphere of the so-called New
Learning which was stimulated by Martin
Luther’s great religious reformation, that
Edward de Verereceived theeducation that,
we believe, gave him the tools to create the
works of Shakespeare.

Concordia’s provost, Dr. Johnnie
Driessner, welcomed the conference-goers

Dr. Daniel Wright, Chairman of the Depart-
ment of Englishat Concordia University, has
dared to tread where no English Department
head has tread before.

on Friday morning, saying: “Concordia
counts it as an honor to provide the aca-
demic context for this conference. We feel
that it lives out the fundamental goal of the
University, and that is to nurture an environ-
ment in which the pursuit of truth is pro-

Vero Nihil Verius

Second Annual Edward de Vere Studies Conference
Concordia University
April 2nd to 5th, 1998

Dedicatedto the scholarly advancement of studiesin the literary
works of Edward de Vere, Viscount Bolebec, Lord Great
Chamberlain of England, and the seventeenth Earl of Oxford
— better known by his nom de plume:

William Shake-speare

For more information and registration forms, contact the English Department Chair and
Director of the Edward de Vere Studies Conference, Dr. Daniel Wright

Concordia University, 281 | NE Holman, Portland OR 97211
(503)288-9371

tected. In fact it is commitment to the quest
for truth that most fully articulates the es-
sence ofa learning community. Concordia
nests that quest for truth in a series of
values. They are the values of justice, of
humility, and of service, and I would encour-
agc those same values to you. We believe
that the quest for truth only achieves its
highest estate when it’s housed in those
values. I pray that you enjoy your quest...,
[and] wish blessings on the discourse of the
conference.”

Our “quest for truth”™ opened with en-
thusiastic letters from Charlton Ogburnand
Charles Burford, followed over the course of
the three days of the conference by two
films, two panel discussions, and papers by
Dr, Wright, Roger Stritmatter, Mildred Sex-
ton, Col. Jack Shuttleworth, Stephanie
Hughes, Dr. Frances Howard-Snyder,
Elisabeth Sears, and Mark Anderson. Excel-
lent papers were read as well by two
Concordia students, Charlotte Evensen, an
English major from Kenya, and Victoria
Kramer, a Secondary Ed-Language Arts
major, both now well-informed and highly
articulate promoters of the Oxfordian hy-
pothesis. A teachers” workshop run by
Mildred Sexton and a theater workshop put
on by a local director, Connor Kerns, and
two of his actors, were important additions
to the program.

The pleasant campus, the wonderful
weather, and the meal together in downtown
Portland promoted an atmosphere of in-
tense discussion and camaraderie. Please
mark your calendars for the first weekend in
April, 1998, when the Second Annual Ed-
ward de Vere symposium will take place. Dr.
Wright will have full information available
well in advance, with nearby hotel accom-
modations and car rental options in place.
(Concordia is only about five minutes from
the airport.) Portland is a delightful city,
known for its clean streets, its pleasant
residents, excellent coffee, and the world-
renowned Powell’s Bookstore. While most
ofthe northern U.S. isstill gray, brown, and
shivering, Portland inearly April is already
green and blooming. This annual confer-
ence promises to become an event of greal
importance to the cause of Oxfordianschol-
arship.
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Anderson (Continued from page 1)

tral to the discussion of Shakespeare as the
authorship of the works is forbidden by
executive fiat,” Wright replied to the discus-
sion group’s moderator. “What are you
afraid of learning or allowing others to learn?
Please unsubscribe me. [ have no place
among such closed minds as yours.”

By the time the conference began on
April 4th, English professors from around
the country were sending Wright vitriolic
messages that consisted of “spitefulness
mingled with astonishment,” as Wrightnow
recalls,

“It’slike the Catholic Churchrefusing to
look through Galileo’stelescope,” Said Prof,
Jack Shuttleworth, head of the English de-
partmentat the U.S. Air Force Academy in

Colorado Springs. “They believe what they

believe, and they don’t want to hear or see
anything that might shake their faith.”

This view has been confirmed yetagain
in 1997 as the pressure increases on a belea-
guered establishment, with new books and
new converts on the authorship popping up
regularly.

This pressure was never more visible
than in a busy month of April, which wit-
nessednot only the De Vere Studies Confer-
ence in Oregon, but also the first “Oxford
Week” in California, where hundreds if not
thousands were exposed to the authorship
debateall week through lectures, interviews,
radio and newspaper coverage featuring
Joe Sobran and Charles Burford; events
even included a proclamation on the floor of
the California State Legislature.

One of the reviews of Sobran’s new
book aptly represents how some are han-
dling the pressure: “Most of the trauma
about Shakespeare’s identity is the sover-
eign creation of unfortunates who do not
know how art or talent operates,” wrote the
anti-Oxfordian critic in The New York Press
in April. “It’s imaginative writers who un-
derstand imaginative writing best and are
most fit to write about it. Otherwise you’ve
got giftless cranks and hooligans betting
their hats that hawks are handsaws.”

Yet the sound and fury only appears to -

have attracted the attention of more curious
onlookers, wondering what the ruckus is
about. The mainstream media are certainly
catching on. Withnew Shakespeare author-
ship books on the stands and new high-

profile advocates for the Earl of Oxford
coming out of the closet seemingly every
month, one is led to marvel, atthe very least,
at the currency of the Oxford movement.
Noted Shakespeareanactor John Gielgud
has come out as “very sympathetic to the
Oxfordian cause,” according to the London
Daily Mail. Mark Rylance, artistic director
of the new Globe Theater in London, made
his Oxfordian leanings public in the past
year, Stage and screen actors Michael York
and Derek Jacobi have also begun advocat-
ing the case for Oxford. And in an interview
with Attitude magazine in 1995, film actor
Keanu Reeves said the project he’d most
wantto work onnowisalife-story of Edward
de Vere as Shakespeare. (Do we see a “Bill

“The strongest link in the
Oxfordian chain is that Edward
de Vere was the author of the
Sonnets.”

and Ed’s Excellent Adventure” in the off-
ing?).

Two of the most recent books (John
Michel’s Who Wiote Shakespeare? and
Joseph Sobran’s Alias Shakespeare) have
brought the central focus of the debate on
anarea thatdeservesclose attention—those
enigmatic poems of 12-14 lines each, the
Sonnets.

Not only have they been admired for
theirbeauty and eloquence but also for their
mystery. Notext in English literature seems
to have inspired as much sleuthing and
shoe-leather scholarship as have the 154
numbered poems that first appeared in 1609
under the title SHAKE-SPEARES SON-
NETS.

Bloodhounds, start your engines.

Sonnet Detectives at Work

As John Michell writes in his recent
book Who Wrote Shakespeare? (Thames &
Hudson), the Oxfordian solution to the “Mr.
W.H.” puzzle shows the powerof examining
Shakespearean enigmas with the Earl of
Oxford in mind. “The strongest link in the
Oxfordian chainis that Edward de Vere was
the author of the Sonners,” Michell writes.
“In contrast, their conventional attribution

to William Shakspere [i.e. Shakespeare of
Stratford] is weak, largely derived from the
title under which they were published.”

As Michell points out, just the words
“ever-living” in the dedication allude to an
author other than Shakespeare of Stratford.
Thatis, almostuniversally Elizabethan writ-
ers used “ever-living” to apply to the de-
ceased. (Oxford had died five years before
the publication of the Sonnets; Shakespeare
of Stratford lived for another seven years
afterwards.)

Michell goes on to finger his Mr. W.H.
—the manuscript buyer William Hall, who
was based in the London borough of Hack-
ney. And unlike other W.H. candidates,
William Hall as the “only begetter” fits the
profile given in the dedication. It explains
how the manuscript got to Thomas Thorpe.
It even explains why the Sonnets came out
in1609.

Hall certainly had the means, motive and
opportunity. Halllived and worked, often in
collaboration with Thorpe, in the region of
London where Oxford spent his final years.
At one point, Hall even acquired manu-
scripts from Oxford’s next-door neighbor
and sold the papers to the same printer who
eventually published the Sonnets. Soon af-
ter Hall was married in 1608, Oxford’s
widow sold the house where she and her late
husband had lived during the height of
“Shakespeare’s” productivity.

“They are not the sort of poems by
whicha widow would careto remember her
husband, so Hall was allowed to take them,”
Michell speculates. “Perhaps they were
thrown out, no one thinking that they might
fall into the hands of an opportunist pub-
lisher... In wishing him “all happiness and
that eternity promised by our ever-living
poet,” the publisher was congratulating the
begetter on his recent marriage and wishing
him the benefit of offspring.”

In fact, the publication history of the
entire Shakespeare canon jibes with the
above scenario. That is, new Shakespeare
works come out from the early 1590s until
1603—the year before Oxford died. After
that point, nothing new appears in print until
years after even Shakespeare of Stratford
had died. With one exception. There’s a
burst of new publications during the time
Oxford’s widow was in the process of relo-
cating (1608-09), when the Sormets and three
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plays appear for the first time.
So, then, are the Sonnets the ace in the

‘hole for Oxfordians? Or just more opporta-

ity for derision?

Enter Joseph Sobran, He's seen both
sides of the authorship battles over the past
Hyears.

In 1945, when he was a staffer for the
National Review, he was assigned Charlton
Qgbura’s definitive Oxfordian work The
Mysterious Willicm Sheakespeare: The Myth
and the Reality to veview. 1 thoughi I'd
tnke this book apart,” he now recalls,

Sobran grew up immersed in the plays
and poems of Shakespeare and had origi-
nalty planned to dedicate his life to
Shakespeare scholarship. “I went into col-
lege knowing more about the text of
Shakespeare than did some of my profes-
sors. They even got into the habitof calling
onme inclass to verify quotes and facts,” e
says, T was really gung-ho. But I never got
into authorship. | was told all along that that
was just the swff of nutty Bacon-lovers.”

Sobran’s plansto dismiss Ogbwrn'swork
offhand, however, were scuttled by a minor
difficulty. Ogburn made too convincing a
case to beignored. As Sobran read more, he
began torealize that, asheputs it, “Teouldn't

just dismiss it. | got into the second half of

the book, and by then]was sayingto myself,
My God, this is the guy Dve been reading
allmy life.”” Sobran’sreviewendedupbeing
nothing like he’d planned. “Now itall made
sense,” he says. “The works had a new
significance to them, I still wasn't 100 per-
cent convinced, but T wasn't resisting the
idea either. | had hingering doubts because
1 had to arrange so much mental furniture.”
After more than a decade of reading,
researching and writing on the authorship
controversy, Sobran has come out with his
own summary ofthe case for Edward de Vere
as Shakespeare. This Spring saw the publi-
cation of Sobran’s 4 fias Shakespeare. Sobv-
ing the Greatest Literary Mystery of All
Time (Free Press). The book provides the
best mhroductory overview to date of the
Onfordian case. Hereprints partofa chapter
from Mark Twain’s classic Shakespearean
authorship diatribe Js Shakespears Dead?
and goes on 10 give a brief sketeh of the life
ofthe Earl of Oxford. Hisbest stuff, though,
comes when he talks about the Somneifs.
Sobran beging with the argument that

the Somnets are the closest we have 1o
Shakespeare’s autobiography. By itself, that
argannent is nothing new. For generations,
leading Stratfordian eritics such as E.K
Chambers, John DoverWilson, C8. Lewis,
AL Rowse and Rabert Giroux have argued
for the inherently autobiographical nature
of Shakespeare’s Sonnefs. Sobran, how-
ever, goes otto assert that the Sonnezs don’t
fitanything we know about Shakespeare of
Stratford-—whose entire collectionof origi-
nal papers, manuscripts and letters consists
of six signatures on legal documents wiit-
tent by other peaple. But the Somnets do fit
Oxford’s tife with remarkable detail. The
first 126 poems weave a single narrative
addressed to a young man generally agreed

“Sobran’s plan to dismiss Oghurn’s
work..were scuttled by a minor
difficulty. Ogburn made too con-
vincing a case to be ignored.”

to be Henry Wriothsley, 3rd Earl of
Southampton. The remainder, as covered
by Ogburn, address a mysterions {what
else?) figure often referred to as the “dark
fady.”

“The two chief Stratfordian schools of
thought on the Sonnefs have had to argue
negatively,” Sobran says. “They e either
saying it’s fiction because it doesn’t work as
autobiography, or they're saying it’s auto-
biography because 1t doesn’t work as fic-
tion. They have fo argue out of the defects
of the other. The way out of the dilenma is
1o ask whose autobiography arethey?” (For
a cloger look at Sobran’s analysis, see his
article “Shakespeare’s Disgrace” on page
L)

In addition to the Sownnets, there is a
second piece of what Sobran considers 1o
bekey evidence—wriling inthe firstperson
that reveals the mental and stylistic unity of
Oxford and the author Shakespeare. Thisis
the 1573 prefuce to Thomas Bedingfield’s

" iransation of o collection of writings by the

italianphilosopher, mathematicim and poet
Girolamo Cardano—g collection, inciden-
tally, suspected by several prominemt
Stratfordian scholars o be the book de-
seribed to Polonius in Hamer, Act2, Scene
2. {*Words, words, words ... The satirical

slave says bere that old men have gray
heards, that their faces are wrinkled, their
eyes purging thick amber or plum-tree gum
B!

“Oxford’s] 1 573 prefatory letter to Tho-
mas Bedingfield s translation of Cardanus
Comfort, writtenwhenhe was twenty-three,
employs much the same style of argament,
imagery, and general vocabulary of the
Somwets, with a density that rales out any
likelihood of cotncidence,” Sobran writes
i Alias Shakespeare.

The self-porirait that emerges from the
Sonnets and the Beding field letter,” Sobran
said, “shifls the burden of proof to those
who would deny it.”

What Does It Matter?

Of counrse, it 1s often argued, no matter
who pul pen to paper, the only thing that
matiers is that we have the works them-
selves. And other than changing the name
on the title page, authorship doesn’{ matter
awhit.

“That's like saying you admire a child,
but i#t's no consequence who their parents
are,” Wright countered. “To say that au-
thorship is of no consequence is to svade
the responsibility that is solemmly embraced
with respect to every other canon..You
would never say that about Chartes Dickens.
The anguoish ofhis personal life isimportant
to exanyning the artistry of his works,”

“I'he meaning of the plays and poerns i
vastly enhanced when you know the {rue
author,” Wright added.

Related to this is the problem of motive
for assuming the pseudonym in the first
place. Oxfordians often pointout that writ-
ing plays and pocms was considered be-
neath the station of nobility, so the publica-
tion of courtier poets” works was almost
always posthumnons, if i was done & all.
And that’s fine, perhaps, for a decade or
twao. But that doesn 't buy 400 years.

Instead, two schools of thought have
emerged. One has it that Oxford—an on-
again-off-again favorite of Queen
Elizabeth’s—skewered the power brokers
of the Elzabethan state and revealed the
rue colors of “Good Queen Bess™ all too
boidly. The contemporary events, person-
alities and situations that he satirized were
tog scandalons and pokitically compromis-

{Continwed on page 12}




page 12

Shakespeare Oxlord Newsletter

Andersen (Comibivied fiom page 17}
ing fo be credited to an acknowledged in-
sider.

The vther holds the personal rather than
political was the reason for concealment.
Namely, it posits that the author was con-
cealing homosexual relations with another
member of the cowrt,

Sobran opts for the personal.

The original title of Sobran’s book was
“Outing Shakespeare” As the name im-
plies, Sobranargues Oxford was homosex ual
orbisexual. (Probablythelatter, ifanything,
since Oxford had six children by two mar-

witha raven-haired lady-in-waiting of Queen
Elizabeth, suspected ofbeing Oxford s “dark
fady.™y

The shame spoken of in the Sounets,
Sobran claims, is in part due 1o the stigima
attached to what ho argues was a love affanr
with the Earl of Southampion, “Several vears
ago, i ran across a copy of Joseph
Tequigney’s book Suel is My Love, which
argues that the Sonners are homosexun]
love poems,” Sobran recalled, “I had a hard
enough time sceing that Shakespeare was a
nobleman. Bat! read the book, and it was the
Oghurn thing all over again, Here’s why he
falks so much about disgrace. Here's why
Oxford, apart from being anobleman, would
fide his authorship.”

Whether personal, political oramixture
ofboth, the Shakespeare canon with Oxford
as author becomes history's greatest ex-
araple of“artimade tongue-tied by anthority
{66).” “Thencecomesit,” Sonnet |11 states,
“that my name receives a brand,”

Academy Fight Song

The authority Shakespeare writes about
may have been political, But the authority
controlling Shakespeare’s works today
emanates fromivy-covered halls, “William
Shakespeare of Suatford-on-Avon wrote
the plays, and that’s a matter of historical
record,” Prof Alan H, Nelson of the Univer-
sity of California, Berkeley said in arecent
interview. “The only way to dispute that
staternent is to dismiss the historicalrecord.”

Nelson hias been studying the author-
ship controversy and the Earl of Oxford
since 1993, uncovering new letters and facts
about Oxford’slife. Nelsonis“quitecertain”

that Ox ford was not the pen behind Shake-
spearc. “The evidence is that there is no
relation between his life and thepublication
history of the plays, his letters show a lack
ofa full command of Englishand his poerns
are mediocreto middling,” Nelson argued,

Indeed, a visit to Nelson's Home Page
on the Internet shows thay though Oxford
was not guilty of the crime of writing
Shakespeare, he was guilty of many lesser
shortcomings that Nelson has extensively
cataloned. “Oxford dedicatedhistenmonths
nltaly primarily fo sexual adventure,” “Ox-
ford abdicated responsibility at the time of
the Spanish Armada”™ and “Oxford was
considered by the wags of his time a “dead-
beatdad™” are a few ofthe proclamations to

“The authority Shakespeare writes
about may have been political ...
the authority controlling Shake-
speare’s works today emanates
Jrouwt ivy-covered halls.”

be found on Nelson’s page —reading like
it was ripped directly from fhe front pages
of an Elizabethan edition of the New York
Post,

“Oxford s clearpedophiliadoes miakea
better case for his authorship of the Sou-
nets,” Nelson conceded,

Perhaps Nelson’s mostprominent anti-
Oxfordianargument—he’scerlainly gained
notoriety in Oxfordiancircles forthisclaim—
is that Oxford’s spelling habits disqualily
himas a potential author of the Shakespeare
CAalk3L.

*“Someof Oxford sspelling variantsare
50 egregious that it puis him out of the
ballpark,” Nelson stated. “Here ars iwo
examples. He spells “ought” as ‘ofte,” and
he spells “Wivenhoo™ as “Winenghole’ ...
He just didn’t hear English phonemically
the way well-educated people ¢id.”

Failing the Spelling Bee and the Miss
Congeniality Contest, it seems, does resull
mexpulsion from someauthorship schools,
{Other schools have less stringent admis-
sion puicelines, requiring the applicant only
to sign his name a hall dozen thnes.)

Nelson's interest in Oxford sside, most
Statfordian scholars don't even bother
with the dissident movement, “The typical
response 1S 0 pay it o attention,” said

English professor David Richardson of
Cleveland State University, “They deem it
beneath observation.”

However, some members of the ortho-
doxy do fuel the anti-orthodox cause——
whether they know it ornot. British Shake-
speare professor Eric Sams, for instance,
maintaing the Stratford party line but alse
claims things Oxfordians have been saying
for decades. Inhis 1993 book The Real Shake-
speare: Retvigving the Early Years, 1564~
1394 {Yale Untiversity Press), Sams argucs
that the author evinces too much knowledge
of the law to not have had legal training.
(After receiving deprees at both Cambiidge
and Oxford, the Farl of Oxtord studied law at
Gray's Inn at age 17. On the other hand,
considering there’s no proof that he had any
formal education, Shakespeare of Swatford is
country niles away from law sciool))

Sams also points 10 a productive writing
carcer in the 1580s, with the author furaing
out early versions of Hanilet, Taming of the
Shrew and King John. The problem for
Sanss is there’s no evidence of Shakespeare
of Stratford’s presence in London-—-whete
these plays were published and performed-—-
anedl fhe early 15905, Yet, Oxfordians have
long been contending that the canon as a
wholeisdatedtoo fate. No source material for
the plays can be pinpointed (o anything after
1603, but many of the publications, events
and characters date someplays’ origins back
to the 15705 and 808, when Oxford was a
leading Hghtin Elizabethan court and cultural
life.

Other professors fake an agnostic ap-
proach o the authorship question. Faglish
Prof. David Richardson hasteughtaclasson
the authorship controversy at Cleveland
State University for the past seven semes-
ers.

“Like everyone else, 1 grew up
Stratfordian,” Richardson said. “And with-
outlooking st the data I was confideni ] could
say 1t was fust 4 lunatic fiinge movenment.”

However, afler a colleagoe lent him
Ogbum's book heread itand, as e putif, "
couldn’t put it down, Hlwas a great detective
story.” Richardson has inspired mostly ire
from hiscolleagues, but with lew exceplions
the students love the challenge. “We go from
a topic of no interest 1o most of them,” he
said, “to one of meaning and great passion.”

A few even Hy thelr Oxfordian colors

-l
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proudly. Col. Shuttleworth has taught the
Alr Force Academy’s Shakespeare class
for 22 years. Since reading Ogburn twelve
years sgo, he's been mtegrating Oxfordian
materials into the clags, “Hgually the reac-
tion I get is, “Why didn't somebody tell me
this before? This makes so much sense,””
Shuttleworth said. “It certainly tuminates
the plays more than the vacuous, nonexist-
ent author.”

Since so much of Shakespeare of

Stratford’s [ife--education, caperience,
knowledge, reading, even writing ability-—
has to be assumed, Shuttleworth Hikens the
Stratford story to the marting lover who asks
the bartender just to wave the vermouth
botile over his glass, “Thedry martini scheol
ofeducation permeates the Stratfordmyth,”
he said. “Shakespeare didn't bave to have
learning, instructon, exposure to French or
Frakian. Justwave the books athim. Miracu-
lously he absorbs it all.”

Unlike academics who may hoid doubts

but also face the tehure gauntlet,
Shuttleworth has the security to make pro-
noancements lke the above. “Pm old and
established encugh in my profession that
I'm not at risk for the Stratford mafia,” he
Joked.

When word got out about the de Vere
Studies Conference, Wright didn’t exactly
find a horse’shead inhis bed. Buthe sheard
enough derision to last 2 horse’s Hietime.

“The Swatfordians are clemly invitated,”
Wright observed. “They areata woefulloss
because they have no foundation for re-
spomse. Any rational examination of the
facts yields the judgmeni that the
Shakespeare canon could indeed have been
written by Oxford. €' snota matter ofideol-
ogy. It's simple common sense.”

(This ariicle was first published in ihe Valley
Advocate (western Massachuselts) on May 29,
1987, It has been edited for publication in the
Newsletter with fre auther’s pesmission, Ed.)

Exford Week (Continued fiom page &)
perhaps the best accomphishment of Oxford Week
was the bonding that occuned with Bay Arca
Oxfordians. A core gronp of Society members
(Ramos fimenez, Scott Fannig, Claire LePelle,
Sandy Hochberg, Dv. Ed Spencer, Wally and
Warie Hiast) worked closely together for months
W make these cvents happen. Five members
donated money to offset expenses, and David
Hicks generously hosted a parly a8 a special
thanks for all owr efforts, This group effort, plus
the sociatizing after cach event, made our mem-
bers more Fervent than  €Ver for achieving
Onfordian justice.

Jamnes Lin, though, had another reason. Liu, g
Stanford University lbwarian, had phoned a
Sumford professor during preparations for Ox-
ford Week 1o let him know that an Oxfordian
speaker was coming fo town. Cutting him off
within seconds, the professor cried, “Call the
ahnormal psych depsriment!”

The ondy way Oxfordians can conquer such
prejudice is by developing a sense of community
and direciing it toward organized activism-—
doing things Jike “Oxford Week.”

Sherman (Continued from page 3}
issue isthe necessary marketing, promotion and
publicity to the owiside world. So it secms
obvious {0 me that what the Socicty needs isa
well planmed, strategic marketing plan txconnnu-
nicare this information 1o the public at large, v
is my professional beliefthat the world willcome
to accept the Oxfordan point of view if this
information is presented in the nigh! way, Part
of our problem 14 that we have been marketing it
10 the wrong audience (university professors)
who have the least interest o change (1.e., they
are the most satisfied with thelr product and are
resistant to the so-called “swirching costs™). We
must now direct our atfenfion and communica-
tion efforts towards those who we can saotess-
fully influcnce, thus gradually enlarging “market
share” andoverall organizational success. With
each step, new capital and human resources
hecome avaitable, momentum and power is In-
creased, and the chances of sirecess multiphy.

A fully developed inarketing plan was con-
cetved for the Society and presented tothe Board
of Trustees last year. The plan describes the
steps, methads, strategies and eosts for market-
ing the Oxfordian message. These are the same
technigues used by many swccessful products
and companies foday, and my expertence has
shown that they can also be successTul for the
Oxfordian paradigm. As | sfated in an eavlier
articke, paradigm shifts can cither evolve grado-
ally overtime, or they can beaccelerated through
specHic marketing and mass commurmcations
technigues.

A primary ingredient 10 the success of the

strategic plan will be money. Therefore, one of
my highest priorities during the next yearwilibe
10 Focus on fundraising {sectherelated article on
page 2 shout findmising andthe new Shakespeare
De Vere Foundation), Fundmising will link
expendiures to specific programs thal are de-
signed to produce measurable results, In this
way, patrons can see a divect relationship be-
tween their contributions and progress of spe-
cific programs that they may want [ Sponsor. A
sumnary of the strategic plan will be presented
tomembersattheSeattle Conference. However,
the defails of specific propmams will only be
gxplained to serious contributors who wani o
sponsor the Society in its fundraising goals.

Subsequently, many SOS menbers can ¢x-
pect to hear from me directdy i the near fumre
1.¢., Fmancial,
professional, and moral.  Please feel free o
contact me 10 discuss how you might offer
assistance.

Membership growth will be anether impor-
tant aren of focus. | believe we can only realize
surlarger poals through Society growth andsize,
To this end, | plan o promeote growth irough
madividaal Society chaplers and a “grass rools”
approach throughout many US cittes. At the
Seattle conference, therewill be a Society "Chap-
ter Workshop” desianed to assist members i
meeting and promoting Ox fordian goals, educa-
tion and involventend in thelr cities, To ihisend,
a “startup kit” which will guide area leaders in
establishing various education and outreach pro-
grams {as well ag soetal activities) to spread the
word on fhe authorship question has been devel-

oped. Katherine Chiljan will lead owr promo-
tional efforts in this area.

A third ares of focus witl be involvesent, |
hebieve that everyone has some valuable experi-
ence, (atent o1 skill to offer to the Socisty, This
vastpotential has been laying dormant for fartoo
long and the time has come o mobilize these
snergies o specific programs. Towards this
end, T expect many new leaders 1o emerge from
our activities over the next year. Therefore, itis
critical that people look mato themselves and find
their unique gifi that will help advancethecause.
Feel free to contaet your lpeal aren leader or me
to diseuss any ideas for participation.

Twould iketocloseby saying that 1 havenot
accepted the position of President for social oy
political reasons, 1amapragmatic individual who
coutd easily apply these same energies (o & new
high-tech start-up venture. Yet, 1believe thatthe
Ox fordimmovernent is o worthy goal—vie that
will yield many benefits to those who are pre-
pared fo makethe effort. Lalso want to stress that
it s simply too much work to engage in a
leadership role for an effort that miphr fail. Tam
not interested in wasting people™s thine ormoney
ina frivolous manner,

Therefore, | am determined that my efforts
will snccead and | ask the same cormmitment of
every other Oxfordian. ¥ can only promise you
that the jowmney will be a rewarding as the final
goal,

Andlike the baseless fabric ofthis vision..we
are such stuff as dreams are made on.
Fhe Fempest
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The Oxford Street Players

At Lesley College in Cambridge (Mass.) students are learning a new Shakespeare

In Spring 1990,
asl finished my third
year teaching at
Lesley College, I be-
came increasingly in-
terested in the chal-
lenge of teaching
Shakespeare’s plays
and sonnets. Unlike
my efforts m English
Compogition  and
other Humanities “core courses” | found a
certain frustration in Shakespeare—it
wasn’t enough hust 1o read Shakespeare.
Shakespeare was drama, living language,
and needed a siage.

Therefore | offered to resurrect the
“Plays of Shakespeare” course, and at the
same fime also requested it be taught in
Welch Auditorium. We weren’{ perform-
ing, but we could use the stage. That same
semester the instractor for “Madern Ameri-
can Drama’” {Beverly Creasey, who is also
an Oxfordian) brought in Society trustee
Charles Boyle as a4 guest speaker. Boyle’s
subject wag the Shakespesre Authorship
controversy. He was very passionale and
compelling and I became very interested in
the possibility that Edward de Vere, the 1 Tth
Harl of Oxford was the auathor of
Shakespeare’s plays.

In Fail 199G | taught the Shakespeare
course dgain. | invited Charles Boyle to
come in and give the same lecture. One of
the students, Lisa “Riz” Risley, was mes-
merized by the Oxford siory and theory,

The fnllowing spring, with the support
of Dr. Stephen Trainor, Bovle was hired {0
civect Twelfih Night, and Lisa Risley was
cast ag Sir Toby Beich while doubling ag
Assistant Pirector.  Risley christened the
group the Oxford Street Players of Legley
College, as the College is bounded on iis
east side by Oxford Street, a fitting bit of
serendipity for the new company. Although
my involvement was minimal, { was very
proud of all the work that Charles, Lisaand
the actors did. It was a good show. Unfor-
tunately, the audiences were small.

For everyone involved, it was an expe-

Dr. Anne Pluto

by Dr. Anne Elezabeth Plute

rience to work on a Shakespeare production
from the Oxlordizn point of view. Boyle
emphasized character in his divection, and
made it clear how Feste was the key to the
play. Graduate stadent Kim Polman’s Fesie
was memorsghle, and her repdition of the
song al the end did establish that 11 was
Feste’s play. Several of the Lesley faculty
who took in the perfonmance remarked how
surprised they were that undergraduate
women could put on a show that made the
play so interesting. It was clear the cotlege
was ready fora theatre, and that they seemed
open to Oxfordion interpretation. Unfortu-
nately, dueto varied work commitments and
schedules, the theatre was dark the follow-
ing year.

However, inthe Fallof 1993 with Risley
back at Lesley, efforts were begun again to
resurrect and make permanent the Oxford
Streat Players, It was decided that 1 wouid
be the producer while alsoteaching theplay
production course, and Risley would divect
the play. (She had directed a successful
gender switched version of Taming of the
Shrew at EiMass the previous year.) We
chose to put on Merchant of Venice, setin
the 194875,

The hard work of oor college-wide cast
and crew paid off. Winle our run was only
one weekend tong, all four performances
were packed.  Shakespeare had made his
way back to Lestey College; we were deter-
mined he stay there,

That same sprmng | began a year long
sabbatical to porsue theatre traiming and was
accepted nyta the fune 1993 Intensive Work-
shop and Summer Training Institute at
Shakespeare & Company i Lenox, MA. A
major partof iy training was Linklater Voice
work {developed by Oxfordian Kristen
Linkiater). The other aspects of the raining
included: text, stage combat, hovement and
Medieval/Renaissance dance. 1t was diffi-
cult; | had left the theatre at the age of 16, 1
worked very hard on my final scene: Angelo
and lsebelia —the rape scene in Measure for
Meastre. Afterthe workshopended, Imoved
onto the next phase, the Summer Training
Institite, where 1 was played an Amazon/

Fairy mTina Packer's A Midsummer Night s
Eyream, and the young Barl of Rutland and
Henry VI m the Henry ¥7 Chronicles,

Returning to Boston in early Septem-
her, | wascastas Fabiana in Charles Boyle’s
Ever Theatre production of Twelfth Night,
and hepan studying voice with Kristen
Linklafer. Boyletold the casthowhisheing
an Oxfordian would hapact our Twelfth
Nighr. Forthemost part, the actors were not
interested and resented playing the charac-
ters as vepresentations of 16th cenfury
people.  Directors and actors have very
complicated relationships with inmicate re-
sponses o cach other. This was evident
with Boyle, the Oxfordian director (who
made it clear wheve he stood) and our cast,
some of whom were Shakespearean actors
working in the “mainstream.” Things got
interesting,

Pruring the rehesrsal process the actor
playing Feste could not get inte the mode
that Boyle was seeking, and in one or two
other cases tension arose between the di-
rectorand cast. Astheactor playingacross-
gendered Fabian{Fabiana), I witnessed these
dissensions, and noted myyself that if both
actors and directors are neither respectful
norapen to suggestions from eitherside the
director’s vision will not come through,

Wharmoved me themost inthisconflict
was that playing Shakespeare was indeed
abont speaking the trath and being in the
moment. Although thathad been part ofiny
siynmerexperience at Shakespeare & Com-
pany, my {ree months with the Ever The-
atre had a even greater impact on me. 1 was
anxious to explore this meeting of the truth
and the present, especially since the nuth
on the anthorship question remains veiled.
I so0n got my chance.

Inthe Spring 1994 1 retuimed to Lestey,
to direct my first Shakespeare play, e
Merry Wives of Windser, and set it in the
1650°s, Simce then I have directed three
other plays for the Oxford Street Players:
Twelfth Night (fever} — set in the 1970%s,
Romeo and Jufier — set in the 1930°s, and
Two Gentlemen of Verone — set in the
19663, The Osford Street Players arenow
an institution at Lesley College.
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While the first production by
Charles Boyle in 1991 was all fe-
male, [ have directed my produc-
tions with male and female casts,
but continue to experiment with
gender switches for someroles, the
most recent being Two Gentlemen
of Verona. Both Valentine and
Proteus were played by young
women, although they played them
asmen. Idid change Don Antonio
into Dona Antonia, Panthino into
Panthina, and Speed was played as

P 2N

should question everything.

I have also updated all of the
seftings, but this is as much, if not
more, for financial reasons (renais-
sance costuming is quite expensive)
than for “accessibility” or aesthetic
reasons. (I'm hoping that next
spring’s production will be a period
piece.) And with all the recent
Shakespeare movies in the past few
years, updating the time and place
has been more the norm than the
exception. Updating can bring stu-

awoman, Obviously these switches
changed the relationships between

In a scene from Twelfth Night (fever), Jodilyn Campbell
(Feste) fools with Joe Johnson (Sabastian).

dent actors closer to the text and has
helped them to see Shakespeare as

the characters. Proteus reacted dif-
ferently to a widowed mother than he would
have to a father, Making Panthina his sister
instead of a servant brought up how Dona
Antonia’s treatment of her daughter was
different from that of her son. It also gave
Panthina a strong reason to want Proteus
sent to Milan. A female Speed created a
sexual tension for Launce that made their
scenes together charged. By having young
women take on the roles of men a further
exploration of the human psyche occurs.
They ask more questions of the men in their
lives and gain a deeper understanding into
the motivations of the opposite sex.

Ihave designed a Drama Minor, and we
arc in the talking stages of expansion to a
Drama Major. I have a modest budget and
hire a Linklater Voice Teacher, Fight Chore-
ographer, Music Director, Costume De-
signer, and Lighting Designer. The stu-
dents may participate in the production for
credit; 90% of the cast and crew take the
“Play Production: Shakespeare” course. We
are a college-wide theatre; everyone and
anyone is welcome to audition or request to
wark on tech. LisaRisley hasbeeninvolved
in cach of the productions; she has acted,
designed costumes and scenery, and this
yearjoined me as Teaching Assistant forthe
Play Production course as well as Design
Arca Head, T could not have built this
company without her,

Ijoined the Shakespeare Oxford Society
several years ago and consider myself a
serious Oxfordian; the “Troublesome Ques-
tions” from the SOS brochure appear ineach
of our playbills along with my director’s
notes which explain anything Oxfordian.
However, I have found that the best vehicle

for approaching the authorship question
with my student actors and my audience is
through humor.

In mounting the plays themselves I
have usually tried to add some overt mes-
sage about the “true” author, usually
through an additional character or a visual
pun. For Merry Wives, | created a character
of Eddie de Vere, local piano player and also
directed the Latin Lesson between young
William Page and Parson Hugh as my
Oxfordian message. We created a mask
from the Martin Droeshout engraving with
which William covered his face each time he
heard, “William, hold up your head.” In
Twelfth Night (fever) 1 staged a beauty
pageant, with Olivia as the reigning Miss
Illyria. Our 14 beauty contestants each
recited a line from Sonnet 65 after she
reached the stage. Olivia appeared as soon
as they finished and became the embodi-
ment of the sonnet, the queen. In the
Romeo and Juliet program, my notes in-
cluded a reference to Richard Rowe’s lec-
ture on Oxford and Italy at the 1994 Carmel
Conference. His findings on Romeo and
Juliet inspired me to direct that very diffi-
cult play. Two Gentlemen of Veronahad a
comic Oxfordian twist. The Duke of Milan
metamorphosed into Eduardo Deverio,
(with de Vere’s crest hung as part of the
scenery) the hottest fashion designer in
1960°s Italy. The resultwas fabulous. Turn-
ing the duke into a fictional version of de
Vere gave me the latitude in which to dis-
cuss the Elizabethan world and the players
on its stage. My ultimate goal is not to
convert my students into Oxfordians, but
to make them aware that they can and

[ do—the universal poet who tells
all our stories.

Through the generosity of the Society I
have been able to start a good Oxfordian
collectionin the Ludke Library. I have used
Richard Whalen’s book, Shakespeare: Who
Was He?,in my Shakespeare course. Asa
director I give lectures on the authorship
question and who the characters may pos-
siblyrepresent among therealm of historical
people, but have never asked an actor to be
Edward de Vere, Queen Elizabeth, or William
Cecil. Thatinformation is only there tohelp
the actor find his character. My students
have responded with great openness.

My Humanities Division colleagues are
not all as generous, since the myth of the
middle class genius persists, but my own
persistence has paid off. One of my col-

' leagues,an ardent Stratfordian teachingthe

Junior Methodology course, began her most
recent class with the Authorship question.
The students were required to debate both
sides. She broughtme inas a guest speaker.
| did not hesitate to confess my Oxfordian
status, but encouraged the class to be open
in their research. Later one of my stage
managers, taking that course, informed me
that most of the class ended up fledgling
Oxfordians. Itis notonly Shakespeare who
has come to Lesley and is staying, but the
Earl of Oxford as well.

Next Spring we will present either Com-
edy of Errors or Measure for Measure. The
Oxford Street Playersaccept tax-deductible
donations of clothing and props, or books
forthe Eleanor Ludlke Library at Lesley Col-
lege. Please feel freeto callme at (617) 349-
8048,
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Oxfordian News

10th Annual Oxford Day Banquet Held in Cambridge, Mass.
New Chapter takes off in Sacramento following Oxford Week

California

In Sacramento the first meet-
ingofthe newly formed Sacramento
chapter drew 24 interested Shake-
speareans and Oxfordians. The chap-
ter was born out of all the activities
leading up to “Oxford Week” in
northern California, and was orga-
nized by Wally Hurst, a Trustee of
the Society.

Among those attending the first
meeting were three professors and
fourhigh school teachers, all of whom
now call themselves confirmed

Charles Burford, hiswife Louise and Charles Bovie enjoy a moment
at the farewell party for the Burfords, held two weeks afier the 10th
Annual Oxford Day Banguet in Cambridge.

authors.shakespeare, which came
about primarily through the efforts
of Society member Marty Hyatt. Au-
thorship is a regular topic on this
group.

However, as Dr. Daniel Wright
of Concordia University found out
earlier this year, the effect of the
SHAKSPER banishment has ex-
tended, several years later, to Cook’s
refusal even to carry a notice about
the first Edward de Vere Studies Con-
ference at Concordia.

Another event of interest to
Oxfordiansalso took place inWash-

Oxfordians.

For their next meeting in June a special
guest lecturer, Mr. Jack Lynn, has accepted
an invitation. Lynn was once a member of
the Royal Shakespeare Company and as an
instructor in drama has counted among his
students Anthony Hopkins, lan Oglivy,
Gene Hackman and Dustin Hoffman. Lynn
describes himself as “agnostic” on the au-
thorship, but is always willing to share his
insights on the plays and how to read them
with an interested audience.

Massachusetts

In Cambridge the 10th Annual Oxford
Day Banquet was held on April 18th at the
Harvard Faculty Club. Approximately 50
Oxfordians attended to see and hear Charles
Boyle make his first public appearance
since his stroke in Minneapolis last fall, and
to enjoy Charles Burford’s talk on King
Lear.

Since the spring Society Board meeting
was also being held in conjunction with the
banquet, the guest list included Randall
Sherman from California, Aaron Tatum from
Tennessee, and Lydia Bronte and Michael
Pisapia fromNew Y ork.

Charles Boyle spoke briefly, welcoming
everyoneto the event he started “way back”
i 1988, and then introducing Charles
Burford. Boyle had been making much
progress in his recovery from last fall’s
stroke, and it was a pleasurable sight for

everyone in attendance to see him back in
action on the issue that he has cared about
and worked hard on for nearly 20 years.

Washington D.C.

Past Society President Richard Whalen
and newly-elected Trustee Elliott Stone at-
tended the Annual SAA Conference held in
late March in Washington, D.C. Since no
Society members were presenting seminar
papers this year, the large Society presence
of the past few years was absent. We will,
however, be back next year.

One event of interest for Oxfordians
was a talk given by Hardy Cook, the editor/
moderator of SHAKSPER, the Global Elec-
tronic Shakespeare Conference. Inreview-
ing his tenure as editor he touched upon the
events of 1994, when the authorship debate
broke out and slowly escalated into an all-
out flame war by the end of the year. It was
then that Cook banned any turther author-
ship discussion on SHAKSPER.

He told his SA A audience that “I tried to
be patient ...but after a while [ deemed, as a
responsible Shakespearean firmly en-
sconced in academia, that [ could no longer
tolerate the misleading, conspiracy-laden
ramblings and banned further discussion
on the topic.”

Part of the fallout from these events in
1994 was the establishment laterin 1995 of
the Usenet newsgroup, humanities.lit.

ington recently. On April 24th Irv
Matus (author of Shakespeare IN FACT)
gave a talk at the Library of Congress
entitled “Why There Is a Shakespeare Au-
thorship Question.”

Among the arguments he presented in
claiming that there really is no authorship
question was a direct rebuttal to one of the
chief eriticisms of his book, mainly that he
failed to address the numerous connections
between Oxford’s life and the plays. In this
regard he singled out Roger Stritmatter’s
analysis of Hamlet for particular scrutiny.
After challenging some familiar points (i.e.
he claims that a majority of scholars today
reject seeing Polonius as a caricature of
Lord Burghley), he reached a conclusion
that seems to be a new part of the
Stratfordian defense strategy for the 907s.

In short, Matus argued that Oxfordians
diminish Hamlet by positing Oxford as the
author and “would have it that the heait of
the play is a trail of bread crumbs leading to
its author and his personal peeves with the
court of Elizabeth.” He furtheremphasized
this point by noting that Hamlet never uses
the first person “I” in “To be or not to be”,
which means (Matus said) that Hamlet is
not speaking of himself alone at all, but
rather is pondering the question of why
people (mankind?) endure “the heartache
and the thousand natural shocks that flesh is
heir to.”

Which, then, only leads us to wonder,
“Can anyone be the author of Hamlet?”
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Eagland

The authorship debate held at the The-
atre Royal in Bath, Somerset on May 23rd
was a rousing success. Nearly 300 were in
attendance for the all day event, sponsored
by an Oxfordian memberof the theatre, The
debate was not simply Oxfordian vs.
Stratford, but also included Baconians and
Marlovians. The show of hands vote at the
end of the day had Shaksper of Stratford
winuing a narrow victory, buf coming in at
under 30%ofthetotal vote. Edwardde Vere
was the clear winner among the varions
claimants.

Among the Shakespeare Oxford Society
members on hand were Charles Burford
debating the Oxzfordian case, and Allan
Heovey, Trudy Atkins, Jerry Bowns and
Wayne Shore. Verily Andersonand Chris-
topher Dams of the De Vere Sociely were
also on hand, along with & numsber of other
members of the De Vere Society.

A full report on the event will appear in
the Summer Newsletter.

We recently received a subscription
inquiry from England that was not just your
usual inquiry, [twas from the Parish Council
at Castle Hedingham.

Having had the loan of your publication, the
Shakespeare Oyford Newsletter, | amwriting on
behalfof my Parish Council, to enguire if there
ts Corporate Membership available toan organi-
zation such as ourselves.

Living and being the local authority for the
villagewe feel itis important that weshould Keep
ourselves informed of any developments that
arise, especially in refation to the increasing
popularity of the Ox fordian theory, which weare
convinced is the correct one.

However as you will doubtless appreciate,
for Castle Hedingham to become a sccond
Strutford upon Avon would be disastrous if it
happened ‘overnight’. Accordingly we hope
that by keeping in touch with your Sociefy we
will be able to plan ahead, and meet the obvious
development that will take place in an orderly
fasiion, whichwillbe to everyone’s advantage.

Avwaiting yous reply with interest, T renrain,

Yours faithiutly,

J.B. Buckiey

Chairman

Castle Hedingbam Parish Council
13 April 1997

John Louther Reports:

Gad’s HiH, Gadshill, Gads Hill: “Readers of
Shakespeare,” writes Charlton Ogbumn (p. 328,
The Mysierious William Shakespeare) “koow
the episode from Act 11, Scene 2 of Henry the
Fourth, Part One, inwhich FalstafTand three of
Prince Hal’s other companiong of the Boar’s-
Head Tavern hold up and vob some travelers
bearing ‘moneyofthe King's .. onthe way tothe
King'sexchegquer’ alongthe highway near(ad’s
Hill." {Gadshill also is the name of one of Prince
Henry's tsio, the one who goads Falstaff info
offering his version ofthe event to the patrons of
the Boar's Head Tavern.}

Thathighway is the identical road stiretching
hetween Rochester and Gravesend along which
occurred 4o actual robhery staged ssaprank, bt
stitl very much ke the ane described in / Henrey
I¥. Fhe holdup outraged Willimm Lord Burghley,
untler whase wing the Gad’s Hillrobbers’ friend
BEdward de Vere was sssigned as ward,

In May of 1573 » jetter to Lord Burghley
{from two of de Vere's former employees) ac-
cused de Vere the 1 Tth Bart of Oxford and three
of his men of once ambushing the travelers. The
caper was somewhat frightensng in that ¥ was
pulled off with gunshots fired from “ecalivers
charped with bullets...” The letter idemtifies
Oxford “to he thought of [as] procurer of that
which is donc.” After the mock attack, the
perpetrators “meounted on horseback and fled
towards London”

The importance of recreating on stage a like
prank is thar Shakespesre—if he were the com-
moner from Warwickshire—took some heavy
chances. Afrer a)l, how smart was # to insert in
# play an actual event starring one of Queen
Flizaheth’s favorite bad boys, the Harl of (-
ford? Now if, a it fully appears, Oxford wrote
the plays attribited to Shakespeare one can see
the queen and right-hand man Burghley once
again finding some reason o7 FRasons W over
{ook it; but if the commoner from Stratford had
created the play and the seene..?

Well, there # would have heen, a prank
robbery instigated by oneof Elizabeth's nobility
presented ag public Heater for all to see and,
waorst of all, written by a plebeian. Maay in the
andignce—London, big as i was for the time,
had & population of enly a bitmore than acouple
hundred thousand—had to be aware of the nu-
maors of the real identities of characters mim-
icked rumors of in the play. When the quality of
the “friendliness” between Oxford and Queen
Elizabeth 1 considered # would be understate-
ment fo say Elizabeth would have been upset by
the Swatford man's effrontery.

The quesn was consistent in the matter of
demanding proper respect for rank, al one point
inthe 1360s decreeing that profetariat and others

wearing clothing bevend their actual should be
punishcd, Not o be forgotten in this respect is
that the queen could become downright nasty
with commoners who {ried to troad on important
ground, In the late 1570s did nof a stree! tract—
decrying the queen’s prospective marriage 10
Aleneon the Frenchman—arouse het o order the
royalaxman to chop effauthor John Stubbs’ right
hand?

So the possthility of the lad from Stratfod
playwriting about a serious prank cormmitted by
oneof Elizabeth’s favorite cowrtiors s slimifnot
nonexistent, However, that would nothave been
an impediment tothe Farfof Oxfordin hisrole ag
Shakespesre, espectally in Hghtofthe apnual bt
unexplatned thousand pounds paid for almost
two decades by the gueen's lreaserer (James |
continued the practice) to Oxford. H, as sur-
mised, the money wag paid the Earl for serviceto
the crown by way of writing, stage plays contain-
mgpropaganda for domestic consumption, Queen
Liz could have accepred the mockery asenly &
joke on Oxford himself and not the nobility he
represented,

Further complicating theincident as a report
issuing from the hand of the Stratford man is the
factthat it appeared inanother historical play not
created in the working time-frame ofhis ife, “The
episode,” writes Charlton Ogbum [TMIFS, p,
$297, “had previously appeared in the play’s
percussor, The Famous Victories of Hewry the
Fift, probably Oxford’s fist venture in histort-
ca} drama.” Eacher i his beok, Mr. Ogbum
slates:

As B, M, Ward maintained in 1928, e
anonymousplay Tle Famous Vicioriesof Hemy
the Fifi probably was Vere’s first atterpt to
dramatize the Hife of the monarch, who, in much
expanded and improved versions, would disport
with the high sphris of youlls as Prince Halinthe
two parts of King Hemry the Fourth and with
manly majesty wear the crown i King Henry
the Fifth. 1 hink there can be little doubt of this,

An historical footmote regarding Gad's Hill
is that Charles Digkens buill a house only a few
paces distant from where the altercation oc-
atred. Onehmdred yearsiater, Edward Vandiver,
Tr. (“Dhckens’ Knowledge of Shakepere [sicl,”
Shakespeare Associarion Bullerin, XXI, Lo
don 1946) wrote this about Gad’s Hill and
BDickens the Bardolaton:

Prring hisdisastrous festivip fo Amerieain
1842,... Dickens carvied a copy of Shakespeare
and calied it “an unspeakable sowrce of delight.”
He fived his last years at [the] bouse st Gads Hill
(the scene of Falstaff's “robbery™) and he wag
proud of its Shakespearean associations.
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Shakespeare, Oxford and Du Bartas: A Follow-up

Several readers of “Shakespeare, Ox-
ford, and Du Bartas” (Shakespeare Oxford
Newslerter, Winiter 1997} have asked me to
expand on what being the “Vaice” of Dy
Bartas actually means—which 1 shall be
pleased o undestake

But I should first like to correct an error
offactin thatarticle. The Bacon at Bordeaux
to whom Du Bartas wrote in 1584 was An-
thony, the brother of Francis, Susan Snyder
(D Barias” biographerywriles: “The letter..
was sorely writfen to Anthony Bacon and
not fo Francis, who was busy af the time
pursuing his pulftical careerin England.” Of
course, the significance of the consanguin-
ity between Oxford and his cousins Bacon
does not change.

Regarding the great Calliopesn respon-
sibility of being the “Voice of Du Bartas,” |
recur o Sidney Lee, who declares that “the
Iionors which Shakespesre™s generation paid
IDu Barias] excelled those which were be-

by James Fitzgerald

stowed on any other foreign contempo-
rary.” As for Sylvester's stewardship, we
have the scarcely veiled testimony of
Onford’s enlogy, and the insight of Andy
Hannas that “Oxford no doubt had cringed”
when he read Sylvester’s version of Du
Bartas— “hence his mordant praise.”

In the Shakespeare Oxford Newsletter
article | advanced the notion that the liter-
ary infiuences of Du Bartas and
“Shakespeare” were potentially mutual,
However, i foreed to choose, Fwould have
o suppose that the influence went Fom Du
Bartas to “the Voice of Dy Bartas”, Le.
Oxford-Shakespeare,

Onby D Bartas was publicly available
in an cra of primitive communication,
Retatedly, A H. Uplamreports that “there
is abundan evidence that, prior o the
appearance of Sylvester’s ransklion and
mdependent of his influence, the literary
mien ofEngland were entirely familiar with

this French master.”
Zealots may bristle that lwoudd havethe
lesser fead the greater. Mais non, fes

Jfamatigues! See it rather as the mined and

the miner. Du Bartas discoursed on every-
¢hing under the san, What Oxford did was o
mine this mother lode and smelt it into the
English treasures of his mind.

Bulletuslook attwo suchextractionsby
“Shakespeare” to {Husirate this peint. Tam
indebted in the {ollowing observations to
the [ascinating and immensely usefularticle
“Shakespeare’s French Fruits” by 1 W.
Lever, i Shakespeare Suwrvey, 1953,

First, inthe box below, isoneofthe more
striking examplesconsidered by Lever. Note
gspecially how the meter and poetty of the
original French becomes entirely lostinthe
transiation. Then compare this translation
by John Eliot to the transformation that
Shakespeare performs in his “sceptured isle”
specch from Kichard {1
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Another similar example involves im-
ages of the “lark” and Joshua Sylvester’s
1605 translation. First, consider these four
Partagsian lines of infinite, onomatopoeic
charm (followed by Sylvester’s translation):

La gentile Alouetie aver son tyre-lire

Tive 'yre a llire & tri-lyrant vire

Vers la voute du Ciel, puis son vol vers
celien

Yire, & desire dire, adieu Den, adien
Dicu.

{}st Week, Sth Day. 1, 615-18)

Theprettic Larke, climbing the Welkincieere,
Chaunts with a cheere, heere peerg-1 neere
mry Deers;
Then stooping thence (scermning her fall to
rew)
Adiew {shesaith) adiew, Deere, Deere adiew.
(11, 615-18, trans. by Joshua Syhwester)

“Beside this,” remarks Lever, "we set
three familiar Shakespearean allsions to
the lark™

IR say yon gray i not the moming’s
ave,

“Tis but the pale reflex of Cynikia’s
hrow;

MNor that is not the hark whose notes do
beat

The vanlty herven 56 high above our
heads.

{Romes and Julier, B, v, 19-22)

Haply [ think on thee, and then my stale,
Like ko dhe lark at break of day arising
From suilen earth, sings hymns at heaven’s
gate.

{Sonnet 20, 10-2)

The tark that trea-firea chamts,
{Winter's Tale, [V, 1, 9

[£1 snight put my own oar in the water at
this point, consider this line (853} from Ve-
nus and Adonis: “Lo, here the gentle lark,
(weary ofrest).” Looking back to“Lagentile
Alouette,” we see “La” echoed in “Lo,” and
duplicate six-sytlable blocks of sound.

1n all then, the similaritics, as Lever con-
sidered in 1933, are infriguing, and may well
represent an arca of Shakespeare studies
worthiy of much fiswre research and study.

And this is especially so if one posits
fhat Oxford, the self-declared “Voice of Pu
Bartas,” is indesd “Shakespeare.”

Love’s Labour®s Lost: Critical Essays.
Edited by Felicia Hardison Londre, (Gar-
{and Publishing, 1997} 476 pages.

By Richard ¥. Whalen

Siudents of Love’s Labowr’s Losi—a
fife-fong chatlenge—will find this volume of
more than fifty essays and performance
revicws indispensable. It’s the math in
Garland’s scries on cach of Shakespeare’s
plays. Theeditors are eminent Shakespearean
scholars; they include Stanley Wells
(Twelfih Night}, who was also editor of the
Oxford edition of the collected works.

Oxfordians will especially appreciate the
accomplishment ofthe editor, Feficialondre,
a former trustee of the Shakespeare Oxford
Society and a lecturer in academia on the
evidence for Ox ford as the true author ofthe
works of Shakespeare. She is Carators’ Pro-
fessor of Theater at the University of Mis-
souri-Kansas City and the author of many
books and articles.

The collection opens with a short poem
{1598)by Robext Tofteaboutaperformance
he saw with his girlfriend and a short note
(1604) by Walter Cope asking Lord
Cranbome if the play, recommended by
Burbage, should be performed for Queen
Anne at Southampton's place or
Cranborme's.

There arenotes and essays by Coleridge,
Hazlitt, Pater and Samuel Johngon, Oscar
Campbell, inhisarticle (1925}, reviews Abel
Lefranc’s proposal of the court of Navarre
asthesetting. Bobbyann Rosen, now known
as Anne Barton, contributes an early article
(1953), Later essays are by John Dover
Wilson, Alfred Harbage, Stanley Wells, and
Meredith Anne Skura. The final quarter of
the hook is devoted to the play in perfor-
mance, withreviews by G.B. Shaw (the ac-
tors didnt get thejokes), Peter Brook, Clive
Barnes and Londye,

{ondre supplied the lengthy ntroduc-
tion, in which she describes the principal
evidence in the play for Oxford’s author-
ship. The in-jokes, personal references and
depictions of manners make it 2 “virtual
certainty” that the author was an “intimate
of the court.” A reference to fireworks

ook Reviews

recalls the fireworks display that Oxford
arranged for the queen, “Ever’ seems o be
a punr on his family name.

The play reflects the Euphuisin fad of
fancy talk that was at its height in 1578—
when Will Shakspere of Stratford was four-
teen. While noting that many leading
Shakespeareans “still adhere to the tradi-
tional claim” for Will Shakepere, Londre
suggests “‘that sesponsible scholars now
acknowledge at least that there are grounds
for continuing investigation of the [auihor-
shipl issue from both the so-calied
Stratiprdian and Oxfordian points of view
and that keeping the issue open o objective
scholarly debate can illuminate many facets
of the Shakespeare canon.”

Irs an article on the Blizabethan view of
foreigners, Londre also quotes Lefranc on
Navarre, and she setties on 1578 as the
probable date of composition, with later
revisions. And it was “unquestionably”
written from a courtly perspective. The per-
plexing Don Armado gets special attention
since critics have seen him as standing for
various historfcal personages. Heis seen by
Oxfordiang, says Londre, “as one facet of
the probable author of the play, Edward de
Vere.”

The editor and publisher of the series
have evidently designed Lt primarily foraca-
demic libraries; this volwme is printed on
“geid-free, 250-year-life” paper andis priced
2t §83 a copy. Most libraries will undoubt-
edly add it to their Shakespeare shelves.
Oxfordianswhoreally love Love s Labowr's
Lost (as does Londre) may well find it
worth the money. Garland will take credit
card orders af {800)627-6273.
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From the FEditor:

Thanks Charles

As everyoneknowsby now, Charles Burford
hasresigned as President ofthe Society to accept
& position in London with the College of Atms.
Heremainson the Boardof Trastees, and thiough
the mivacle of the Internel and email, romaing in
close contact with us in putting together the
newsletter,

It was not an gasy decision for him to leave
this position with 2H that has occurred in the past
cighteen months, but witha family toconsider it
was certainly the correct one.

Thave oniy come to know Charles well agwe
worked togetherunder some incredible cirewm.-
sfances i our endeavor to accomplish what &
nwmber 0f Society members had been secking for
years——the professionalization of the Shake-
speare Oxford Society. Webelieve thatwehave
made great stridag tn this endeavor, though there
is stiff much o do.

The role that Charles Burford has played in
the growth of the Socicty in the 90°s and in the
increasing visibility and popularity of the an-
thorship question cannot be underestimated,
DParing the six years that Charles resided in thig
country, he has traveled (o every region, giving
hundreds of talles and lectures, participating in
many debates, and giving many interviews with
afl the media —pring, TV, and radio. His energy
throughout these years was remarkable, and as
anyone who has attended one of this talks and
seen him in action knows, he has a special
mastery of both the Shakespeare Canon and the
intnicacies of the authorship debate.

For me, the most memorable evend during
thisperiodcame in Aprit 1996 atthe joint Workd
Shakespeare Congress and Shakespeare Asso-
ciation of America Conference in Los Angeles,
The 508 Board was all there for s semiannual
meeting and aspecial reception was being spon-
sared by the Sociely, with the World Congress

and SAA attendees invited. Charles Burford was
one of the featured speakers. Some of us were
concerned about how many mainstream
Shakespeareans would fwrn ont for this event,
held as it were in the “belly of the beast.”

But we neadn’! have worried, as the two
rooms setaside forus werepacked. Heamed later
that one distinguished Stratfordisnremarked how
e always liked 0 hewr Burford talk on Bhake-
speare. And Burford was, of course, excellent,
eloguent and controversial,

I may aot be clear to all cur members the
importantrole Burford played in revitalizing the
newsleter and assuring the quality of the firg
five issnes. Itwas his infdative insummer 1995
that resulted inan invilation to meto take on this
task, and I can assuve one and all that it has only
been possible for vs to do as mech as we have
becanse we had Charles Burford ag a co-editor, a
genuine perfectionist and anexecliont writer wiho
nol oply noticed {and cared about) the finer
points of punctuation and lavout, but whe in
proofreading an anticle could just as matter-of-
factly notice some fine point of Latin grammar
in a citation as well as be could spot the rap-of-
the-mill typo,

Charles will be participating in the Seattle
Conference this Fall, and expects to be coming
back to the States af feast twice a year, corre-
sponding with ourannual Conferenees in the Fall
andthe semianmal Board meetings in the Spring.

As he told me inonr last get-together before
heboarded the fightte Londonon May Bth, “T'H
hemvolved with Shakespeare and the authorship
issue the rest of my life. T know that”

Ftis o aH owr benefittha Charles Burford has
been with us in this struggle, and that he will
remain an active momber of our Board snd our
Soctety-—evena such a long distance—is good
news For adl of us.

Writing “Writing History”

*F don’t care what they say about me, jut
spell my nmmeright.” This old saw, thst spoken
by we're oot sure who, is just another way of
saying contioversy isn’l necessarily bad,

Sowe can only guess thal we've arrtved with
o Winter 1997 issue, beeause things were
certamnly being said, although all anyene had 1o
worry about spelling was “The Bditars.”

But now, inn just the past fow weeks, we have
learned from Roger Siritmatier that there is a
rumoreirculating that hewrote the entive article,
S0 Roger, who whole-heartedly concurred with
the article, did think 1 would be in order for us

o set the record straight. And we agree. Seversl
others have also recently asked g 1o clarify this.

So... “The Editors” are Charles Bovie, Wik
liam Boyle and Charles Burford, And since
Charles” stroke in Minneapohs, 1 was mostly

Just William Boyle and Charles Burford.

‘This generic bykine was only atiached to lead
slories where everyone contributed as we worked
together and fieely exchanged ideas and informa-
tion. Intheend nosinglebybnewouldhavebeen
in order, and we decided apainst any multiple
bylines.

Hence, “The Editors.”
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Letters:
To the Editors:

As early as 1903, an anonymous Cam-
bridge scholar and Baconite noted the Dy
Barlas connection with Shakespeare’s im-
age of the horse in Venus and Adonis, which
was borrowed word for word from the Du
Bartas French original. The anonymous
scholar notes that “Bacon could do this
ftranslate from the French] easily, as the
perfect French scholar; but whether the
Stratford man could is very doubtful.” Mr.
Fitzgerald himself points to the fact that
Baconand Du Bartagexchanged correspon-
denee in September of 1584 Hopefully, he
will be able to uncover tangible evidence
connecting Oxford to Du Bartas other than
the Joshua Sylvester commendation 1f he
hopes to use the Du Bartss connection as
evidence of Oxford’s authorship of the
Shakespeare plays,

For those interested the relevant refer-
ence comes from fs it Shakespeare? The
Great (uestion of Elizabethan Literature,
Answered in the Light of The New Revela-
tions and Impovtant Contemporary Evi-

dence Hitherto Unmoticed by a Graduate of

Cambridge {London: John Murray,
AlbemarleStecet, 1963 pages 77-8.

Dana E. Benjamin
Marlene Z. Benjumin
Aoroa OH

21 April 1997

{See page 18 for a follow-up story on “Shoke-
speure, Cxford and Dy Barras.” -E4)

o the Editor

Yourarticle on“Writing History” (Win-
ter 1997), signed by the cditors, seems o
have missed the point of Diana Price’s cai-
tique in The Elizabethan Review of the
Prince Tudor theory as presented by
Elisabeth Sears in Shakespeare and the
Tudar Rose (1951},

The editors take Price to task forholding
documentary evidence superior to frterpre-
five evidence. But Scars states i the first
rwo sentences ofher infroduction that “rmost
of the history prosented in this book s
based on docurnented facts....Most of the
circumstantial evidence is derived from the
Shakespeare works and particularly from
the sonnets.” And indeed her book uses
historical documents extensively {o argue
that Oxford and Queen Elzabeth were the
parents of the third carl of Southampton.

In The Elizabethan Review {(Autumn
19963 Disna Priceacknowledges the forceof
the literary interpretation of Shakespeare’s
sonnets and plays; she says the Tudor
Prince proponents quote them “to excellent
effect.” Herarticle, however, was divected at
Sears’s account and interpretation of the
history, that is, her “documented facts,”

Your readers may want to keep an open
mind on the Prince Tudor controversy. The
theory docs explain many otherwise plz-
zling passages in Shakespeare; buttheques-
tion at hand seems to be: Do the docu-
mented facts of history permit {1f not con-
firm) impregnation of the queen by Oxford,
pregnancy af the right time by the highly
visible gueen and the unpublicized birth of
asonwho then became Southampton? Scars

says ves; Price says no, not yet. 1t's 4
fascinating question, one that demands the
highest level of scholarly researchand mter-
pretation, historical as well as literary.

Richard ¥, Whalen
Trure MA
7 May 1997

To the Editor:

Pagsidesbelieving that Bdwardde Vereis
psrobably the person most tesponsible for
the works of Shakespeare, 1 am interestedin
his place in history. Since first learning
gbout i about ten years ago, 1 have sus-
pected that he was the son of Elizabeth Tand
that his great tragedy in his own mind was
that he would not be king, The “News from
Englang” { Winter 1997) article tells us that
a growing number of Oxfordians share the
beliefthatOxford was Elizabetivsson I you
are counting, count me among these, This,
alomg with my reading that the young man
i1 the Somnets is a lover, not a son, rather
rules the Prince Tudor theory out of my
personal beliefs, though Hdo try 10 keepan
open mind. That Elizabeth had & son and
{ater had a son fo this son, and the fwo sons
became lovers is rather too complex and
unconventional even for a Renalssance
court-——even forthe plotofa Shakespeare
play.

1 am determined 1o keep an open mind
and not fall into the Stratfordian trap of
dogma, ¥ agres with the letters of Stephanic
Hughes (Fall 1996) and Grace Cali (Winter
1997y, L oo, am uncomfortable with the
staternent of parpose, which seeins o have
made a sizable leap of aith from the stated
purpose of the group when founded.

My own feelings on the authovship gques-
tion can respect and accominodate diverse
and seemingly contradictory evidence and
theories. 1 see Oxford as responsible for
producing plays, which may have remained
fairly finid works inprogress for some time,
partly worked out on stage. He was the
ereative, moving, cohesive foree, and most
of the ideas and language were his. But
athers may have contributed, just as artists
willwork itythe studio of amajorartistunder
his name. Shakespeare could have been
both a convenient collective name for the

(Continued on page 22}
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groupand s logical pseudonym forits leader,
Even that infamous “Stratford Man™ may
have put 1 & word here and there, spoken,
I suppose, as his literacy has been called
into doubt, IfOx ford really died in 1604, his
son-in-law Derby probably collected, ed-
ited, and perhapsadded some material tothe
plays and would deserve much of the credit
formaking them a unified body of Titerature,
thoughIwould still call Oxford Shakespeare.
Needless to say, this is all based on
interpretive, not documentary, evidence,
not to say intntion, comimon sense, and an
open mind, In the meantime, thank you for
giving me such fascinating reading material
inthe newstetter, In myrelatively short time
as a member, I have not always been surc
with which warring faction | disagree most.
But, in truth, | have enjoyed the battle.

Patricia Shirley
Altoons PA
24 April 1997

Tothe Editor:

Mark Anderson and [ both appreciated
Charlton Oghburn’s kind compliments re-
gardingMark’supdate onourde Vere Bible
study.

Charlion’s letter raises the pertinent ques-
tion of the significance of the footnote from
I Philippians reprinted in Mark's arficle;
and therein, of course, lies an instructive
story with three short but sweet chapters in
it. When ! first found that Portia’s lines did
not refer to Matthew 3:16, as all previcus
students of the problem had supposed, I
had no idea that this finding was freighted
with further logical implications.

Only with some further mvestigation
did I discover that Portia’s “good deed” in
a“naughty world” foliows wording peculiar
tothe Genava transhationmarkedinde Vere's
Bible. This second finding now served to
prove that not only was Shakespeare re-
membering Piilippians 2:15 whenhecom-
posed Portia’s speech—he must also have
been remembering the Geneva, andonly the
Cieneva franglation, marked in the de Vere
Bible.

This second finding resulied from my
curiogity about the source of Nasheebh
Shaheen’s pubhcation of the cormrect solu-

(Contined on page 23}
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tion to this problem in his 1663 book,
Biblical Allusions in Shakespeare’s Com-
edies, since | had previously comrmuni-
cated my discovery to him but was not
acknowledged in the book,

Finally, our third finding related to this
matter of variant translations came many
months later during the preparations for
Mark’s articlereporting on our 1996 Confer-
encelecture, when I happenedto notice that
the Genevannote (1} attached to Philippians
2:16 calls the “sons of pod” mentioned m
2:15 “they which in the night set forthe 2
candle to give Hght to others” (Genevan
1578; italics added).

Sincetheonly cage for theearliertheory
that Portia’s pretext was Manthew was the
explicit mention of a “candle” and
“candlesticke” in Marthew 5.15 (Genevan
1570, this footnote under Philippians 2: 16
supplies an additional element confirming
the ingpirational primacy of Philippians
2015 in Shakespeare’s imagination.

Would T argue that, while compoaing
The Merchant of Venice, vur anther didn't
also have in mind the Matihew 5:15-16
moral abont “not hiding your candie under
abushel?” Of coursenot. A candle afterall,
is a candle. In hoth gospel verses, the

candle signifies the righteousness of per-
sons whose moral purpose sets them at odds
with things “as they are” in the transiory
world ofiHustons.

For Shakespeare, 2 candle is the Hght of
holy inspiration that cames from direct cop-
tact with the universe of God's mind. The
candle image thus belongs to what Profes-
sor Herbert Coursen has termed
Shakespeare’s “great theme-the discrep-
ancy between appearance and reality.”

Portia’s candle throws a light on the
details whichrestoreequity tojustice, jusias
Ox fordian attention to the details of the text
will restore equity and mercy to de Vere's
story,

Roger Siritmatter
Northampion MA
272 May 1997

To the Editor

Iz it possible to proffer an alternative
view of Branagh's Handei? (Shakespeare
Oxford Newsletter, Winter 1997) Having
iaken a group of fifty-seven 16-18 vear clds
1o see it, and found them 100% attentive and
ready to discuss it in an enlightening way
afterwards,  fee] there is much topraisein it

Firstly, to claim such atlention from
thelr age range over 242 minutes was 2
success, The filim buffs recognised the big
names (and were amused by BEmma
Thompson’s absence). The Film Studies
students discussed close ups, zoom shoots,
angle of shots and special effects—and yes,
they panned the indifferent music, particu-
larly at the beginning of the play. The
contact lens wearers speculated on the
Ghost’s eyes, the Phantom of the Opera
ones sighed over the chandelier, but they
had all been gripped by the play, And they
langhed a1 Csric/Robin Williams.

Secondly, while they did think Branagh
fancied himself in bed with Kate Winslett,
they liked the sugpestion. If Hamlet and
Ophelia were lovers, how much worse for
herwere Laertes” warning words, howmuch
more difficult forher, torn between her lover
and her father, how much sharper Hamlet's
condemnation and “Get thee to a nunnery”
fbrothel lines ave. Her anguish af her be-
srayed lover stabbing her demanding father
they found convincing; this is the stuff
madness ismade of. And exactly how “broth-
erly” was Laeries to Ophelia? There was
something rather suggestive there, they
thought.

Thirdly, (hey had already debated

(Condinued on page 24}
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Gertrude’s duplicity inher husband s mur-
der. Suddenly herewasaconfidemt Claudius
(they tiked his disconcerting resemblance
{0 his nephew/son} sharing a strong physi-
cal attraction with Gertrude af the begin-
ning. Butafter Hamlet sappeal tohis mother
Gertrade becomes physically distant. Re-
pulsed? We thought so. We liked that,

Fourthly, although oider aadiences re-
membering Glivier might feel Branagh out-
Oliviered Odtvier, the young audience fked
Branaglh's abrupt assumption of his antic
disposition. A reluctant avenger, one of
them gaid, but he wasn’t spineless,

Of course, the staff commented on a
host of different points. Too much
Fortinbras, but what an advertisement for
the Duke of Martborough and Blenheim
Falace! Those hills in Denmark? Never! An
American accent for ‘Somethingisra‘enin
the state of Denmark’—ouchl {Somy.)
Grave-digger—wonderfut! And so on,

As an Oxfordian [ thought the Hamlet/
Ophelia retationship particutarly poignant,
How ors Amnne Cecif must have been, it
indeed De Vere was Hamlet and Cecil
Polonius, What did the emphasis on
“drabbing’ in the Polonius and Reynakdo
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scene suggest about Cecil? And what about
the irony of Hamlew/De Vere skewering
ClaudiusDerek Jacobi, patron of the De
Vere society here in England? Delicioust

We felt this film was a spectacke, an
intelligent reading of the play. it gave space
foran impressive number of cameo roles, #
wag stimulafing, and it was worth sharing.
Shakespeareans, Oxfordians, Baeonians and
Marfovians must be pleased with thig
playwright’s high protile!

We all have our own Hamlets, butanold
play thus preduced, that can hold its own
against the myriad entertainments our teen-
agers have today, i a success.

.M. Jolly
Southampton, England
5May 1997
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the period.”

This 15 2 hackhanded compliment to
Sobran for having effectively besieged, 1
nof demolished, many of orthodoxy s chro-
nological presuomptions.  Of course,
Monihan ean’tadmitthis— twould beagin
against Stratford.  Instead he attacks as
nafvely empiricist the entire *“forengic” tra-
dition of slevthing ahont Shakespeasre inthe
Stationer’s Register, or elsewhere (a fradi-
tion to which Scbran’s book, in g certain
sense, helongs),

Of course, his critique misses Sobran’s
book by halfa continent at feast, 1f boomer-
angs against B.K. Chambers, Schoenhaum,
and other architects of the Stratfordian chro-
natogy on which themajority of Monthan’s
arthodox colleagues still depend toTend off
the anxiety provoked by Oxford’s ghost,

Alias Shakespeare s a heautifully de-
sigmed and ilostrated, competitively priced
book, pleasant 10 read and chock-full of
provoeative insight, 1tshould make a fabue-
lousstooking stuffer forvourfavorite “doubt-
ing” Steatfordian.
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