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Speaking of Shakespeare: A
Note on the Special Issue

Welcome to this Special Issue—approximately a year in the making—that address-
es an intriguing historical controversy known as the Shakespeare Authorship Question.
We thank Professor Don Rubin for taking the lead as Guest Editor, a role that involved
enticing top authorities in this domain to contribute their latest arguments and ideas,
coordinating various administrative tasks, and facilitating the peer review process.

The authors represented here are primarily literary scholars who insisted on pre-
senting their material in a way that they deemed the most readable and impactful.
Therefore, the Journal allowed the authors’ to use their most familiar referencing style
versus strictly adopting our standard APA format. We emphasize that their alternative
styles have substantially different requirements for citation and references compared
to APA, but we consider this lenience as an experiment in bridging two academic cul-
tures with different approaches to writing papers.

Note that all the works here were peer-reviewed for accuracy and suitability of
the content, as well as copyedited per standard JSE normal procedures with the help
of Ramsés D’Ledn. However, finalization of the articles (including the extent to which
authors heeded the Managing Editor’s suggestions for APA-related edits) was deemed
optional, and ultimately the decision of the Guest Editor in consultation with the liter-
ary authors.

The JSE editorial team agreed to these key accommodations because this Special
Issue constitutes an important “time capsule.” Indeed, this is perhaps the last time that
these Shakespeare experts will come together in this manner to offer frontier scientists
and general academics alike a primer on the question of who wrote the monumental
works traditionally attributed to “William Shakspeare” of Stratford-Upon-Avon. How-
ever, it is important to note that the Journal neither claims that this historical figure
definitely was not the author, nor officially endorses any of the perspectives presented
here. Our goal in publishing this collection of papers is simply to increase awareness
of this literary mystery, as well as buttress its legitimacy as a topic of study and future
research within mainstream academia.

150 "7  JOURNAL OF SCIENTIFIC EXPLORATION * VOL. 37, NO 2 - SUMMER 2023 journalofscientificexploration.org

[



Journal of

Scientific
Exploration

GUEST
EDITORIAL

Don Rubin
drubin@yorku.ca

https://doi.org/10.31275/20233029

PLATINUM OPEN ACCESS

Creative Commons License 4.0.
CC-BY-NC. Attribution required.

journalofscientificexploration.org

Anomalistics
and

Frontier
Science

Introduction to the Special Issue:
The Shakespeare Authorship
Question-Alternative Mappings

To be or not to be truthful. To be or not to be on the right side of history. To read and
take seriously the research of others (even those you distrust) or to close your eyes to
new discoveries and attack blindly those who might have an alternative view. To prefer
an inspirational tale to historical fact or to do some of your own forensic examinations
of tales you've been told.

These are the questions the scholarly world has always had to deal with. Think of
Galileo and the Church. In Brecht’s play about Galileo, this man of science was simply
shown the instruments of torture and he himself quickly backed down from what he
knew was scientific fact. And even with Galileo, it took the Church 500 years to ac-
knowledge that he was right and they were wrong, to apologize to him. That is, a belief
rooted in a preferred story was able to keep Truth at bay. Five hundred years is a long
time to wait for an apology.

This special issue of the Journal for Scientific Exploration suggests that a similar evi-
dentiary problem has existed for some four centuries in the field of literature given that
the gatekeepers of that field - mostly literature scholars of high repute - have generally
refused to look at the evidence. Such refusal would certainly suggest that respected
scholars in other fields need to become involved if Truth is not to be victimized again.

The issue: because a high-ranking English aristocrat used a pseudonym for his lit-
erary work during his lifetime to protect himself and his family from social disapproval
and political danger (a pseudonym that wound up enriching another man with a simi-
lar-sounding name) scholars today continue to refuse to examine 16t century reality
and give the rightful author his due. If this were a relatively obscure author, we would
no doubt say who cares and let it all slip into the historical waste bin. But because it
concerns the greatest writer who ever lived - one William Shakespeare - it might seem
incumbent upon the academy to lead the way here in correcting the story and demand
that Truth be called by its name once again.

The argument here has been compromised and complicated by the fact that the
town in England where the wrongly-credited man grew up -- Stratford-upon-Avon --
has now become one of the UK’s largest and most lucrative tourist centers bringing
millions of pounds into the town’s coffers annually and allowing the charity that runs it
all - the Shakespeare Birthplace Trust - to fund scholars who, wittingly or unwittingly,
maintain the attractive rags to riches story they tell. They also argue that questioning
the authorship in any way is heresy and a conspiracy theory, something aberrant and
evil that could only be argued by people who are anti-Shakespeareans.

That is to say, rather than challenging the research, it is the researchers themselves
who they attack. If one doubts this, check with your own favorite university and see
whether what is called the Shakespeare Authorship Question (the SAQ) is even dis-
cussed in any detail in literature-based courses that include the works of Shakespeare.
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And woe to any young scholar publicly interested in the
SAQ who seeks tenure at his or her institution. Even con-
tributing to a book on the subject will unleash those de-
vout believers who often without even reading the evi-
dence call for the heretics to be excommunicated from
the academy (denied tenure) and shunned by the commu-
nity.

That just ain’t nice. And it ain’t a healthy situation
for any intellectual community. Is there another area of
knowledge so disallowed in academe?

A few facts: the author who writing under the pseud-
onymous name William Shakespeare was clearly extraor-
dinarily well-educated. This is an author who knew law as
intimately as a lawyer, knew theatre as if he had grown
up with it, medical theory as a physician, music as a mu-
sician, the military as an officer, heraldry as a titled aris-
tocrat, hawking as a man of means, Italy as one who lived
there for an extended period of time and France as a royal
visitor. He also spoke a wide range of languages includ-
ing many not taught in 16% century provincial grammar
schools.

On the other side of the coin, we know that the man
still credited with the work came from an illiterate family,
may not have been able to sign his own name on docu-
ments, never taught his own daughters to read or write,
had at most a grade school education, and, as far as any-
one knows, never studied any of the aforementioned
subjects, never spoke a foreign language and never left
England. Does this sound like he should even be a can-
didate for Greatest Writer in the World? Even a genius
needs some real world experience.

But why does it even matter more than four centuries
later? We have the works. Surely that’s enough. But Truth
does matter. And if we continue to get Shakespeare’s
truth wrong we run the risk of getting an important slice
of history wrong; if we get Shakespeare wrong, we get
the literary rock of the world totally wrong. Whatever our
field, whatever our background, we all want to see Truth
win out in the end.

Hence this special issue of JSE which dares to look
at this centuries-old question that simply won’t go away.
The answer proposed here by this alternative mapping
takes us from the land of What We Think We Know to the
less-known land of What We Should Probably Know, from
the stultifying life of Stratford’s Will Shakspere (as he and
his family pronounced and spelled the name) to the riv-
eting life of England’s ranking aristocrat, the 17t Earl of
Oxford, Edward de Vere.

Is this all a new idea? Traditional Stratfordian schol-
ars argue that the authorship question only emerged in
the 19th century when the Romantics created a new in-
terest in the biographies of artists. But authorship doubt-
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ers like American Professors Roger Stritmatter and Brian
Wildenthal and the brilliant British independent scholar
Alexander Waugh have traced such allusions back to the
same period in which the Shakespeare works were actu-
ally created. Indeed, most of these allusions were them-
selves carefully rooted in coded language, double entendre
and even anagrams (all popular pastimes in the period),
each offering credible deniability to the writers.

Indeed, there were real reasons for them to use
pseudonyms. The court of Elizabeth | was deeply rooted
in secrecy and spying because of religious issues and the
royal succession. Anyone who dared to write about it ran
the real risk of winding up in prison, being tortured, hav-
ing one’s hands literally cut off or, in some cases, even los-
ing their lives. That court-- celebrated for its support of
the arts -- has also been compared to the contemporary
court of North Korea’s Kim Jung-Un. It was not a court to
mess with.

As one example of saying two things at the same
time, there is the First Folio, that expensive volume
which brought together 36 of the Bard’s plays (18 for the
first time). We all know what the Bard allegedly looked
like from the full-page portrait found in that volume. But
examined closely and combined with a close reading of
Ben Jonson’s poem of praise (an encomium) to Shake-
speare, we find some credibility gaps. No laurels for the
supposed poet, no identifying family crest, no birth and
death dates. The portrait itself is also not flattering. A
man with a bulbous head, wearing a jacket with two left
sleeves and a curious thin line around the subject’s neck
looking suspiciously like the outline of a mask. Who is be-
hind the mask? Then there are Jonson’s words suggesting
that this portrait -- though ‘cut’ for Shakespeare -- is not
an image of the author. He goes on to say that we should
look away from this strange portrait if we really wish to
know who the author was. Jonson says we will only find
him in his words. Is this then a put-down by Ben Jonson of
the young artist who created the image? Or is it suggest-
ing something larger, something more curious? Is there
another author behind the peculiar public face?

Such an alternative reading of the encomium is, for
many, nonsensical. But this is only one of very many such
examples and oddities. Alexander Waugh notes many
more in his powerful essay on the encomium included in
this volume.

But again, who really cares? Does the true identity
of someone long gone really matter? In the end, we will
probably find just another dead white male. Or does it?
Does it really matter who George Washington or Abra-
ham Lincoln actually were? We know what they did. Does
knowing about their lives really throw light on their his-
torical actions? If we were to learn that a black man wrote

journalofscientificexploration.org
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the plays of Arthur Miller, would it change the works, in-
terpretations of those works?

Certainly this question of authorial identity mat-
tered to other writers -- Walt Whitman, Henry James and
Mark Twain, to name just three who all questioned the
attribution. It mattered as well to Sigmund Freud, Charlie
Chaplin and even Helen Keller. It mattered to artists such
as Tyrone Guthrie (founding Artistic Director of Canada’s
Stratford Festival) and to Orson Welles. It matters still to
actors such as Derek Jacobi and Mark Rylance (the first
Artistic Director of the rebuilt Globe Theatre in London).
And it seems to matter to some 5000 others who have
signed an online document well-worth reading called The
Declaration of Reasonable Doubt About the Identity of
William Shakespeare (doubtaboutwill.org) which asks for
scholars to admit their doubt publicly and encourage aca-
demia to take up the question.

This special volume also asks anyone who thinks seri-
ously - indeed, anyone who merely thinks - to take a dip
into literary authorship doubt and ultimately make their
own judgement into the validity of the question. Does the
fact mean anything that Will of Stratford himself never
once in his life claimed to be the author? Indeed, no onein
his field or his family ever acknowledged him as an author
either during his lifetime or after. Nor did he even make
such a claim in his will. If he didn’t say he was the author,
why do we?

As former Washington Post journalist Bob Meyers
notes in his opening essay for this volume, tradition and
authority stood in the way of not only Galileo but in our
own time scientists such as Alfred Wegener, Ignaz Sem-
melweis and J. Harlan Bretz in their attempts to speak
truth about, respectively, tectonic plates, the impact of
germs on childbirth, and land erosion, found themselves
attacked and ridiculed. The fact that the 20th century
scholar who first identified the real Shakespeare hap-
pened to have the last name Looney is surely good for
a laugh but the fact is J. Thomas Looney’s pioneering re-
search has led the way in this contested field for more
than a century.

For just the biographical facts and whether there
are enough of them to link the Stratford man to the ti-
tle, you are directed to Kevin Gilvary’s provocative essay
on what has come to be called biografiction. This is fol-
lowed by Ramon Jimenez’ forensic examination of people
who should have known the Stratford man as an author
both in Stratford (where Will returned a wealthy man in
his 40s and apparently never again wrote a word) and in
London. Unfortunately, no one during his lifetime seemed
at all aware of him as a writer. And when he died, no one
in either London or Stratford took any notice. This is odd
indeed. Famous writers were almost always eulogized.

journalofscientificexploration.org
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In another revealing essay, this one by independent
scholar Bonner Miller Cutting, no connection can be found
between the Stratford man and the 19-year-old aristocrat
Henry Wriothseley who will become the 3 Earl of South-
ampton when he turns 21. In 1593-'94, it turns out, Wil-
liam Shakespeare dedicated two sexually-soaked epic po-
ems to him - Venus and Adonis and a year later The Rape of
Lucrece. Yet the two apparently never met. Interestingly,
the Earl of Oxford met the Earl of Southampton on many
occasions even discussing the possibility of Southampton
marrying Oxford’s daughter. So who is more likely to have
written the dedications?

Elisabeth Waugaman'’s essay, “Shakespeare and the
French Lens,” continues the expansion of this authorial
mapping; in this case, the author’s extraordinary famil-
iarity with the French court and political events going on
across the Channel. Yet we know the man from Stratford
neither studied French nor ever visited France. So how
could plays such as Love’s Labour’s Lost be so au courant
with events there and why are so many characters in the
play that are recognizable portraits of real French aristo-
crats and royalty.

Greek philosophy and the influence of Greek drama
on Shakespeare’s plays is also discussed in this issue. The
Earl of Oxford, we find out, knew the ancient plays and
classic poetry -- his uncle was Henry Howard, the Earl of
Surrey (1516/17-1547) who along with Sir Thomas Wyatt
introduced the Petrarchan sonnet into English, establish-
ing the form Shakespeare’s sonnets are written in. His
Latin master was Arthur Golding, the man credited with
the first English translation of Ovid, a long-recognized
source for much in the Shakespearean canon. Oxford’s
classical education included studies in languages such as
Latin, Greek, Hebrew, French and Italian. Earl Showerman
looks at why the author’s Greek drama references have
been generally ignored by Strafordian scholars.

In another classically linked essay, the Canadian writ-
er and scholar Sky Gilbert takes the question of Shake-
speare’s sources even further suggesting that the Bard’s
own epistemology was deeply influenced by the Greek
philosopher Gorgias who put forth that art creates its
own reality. Was Shakespeare ultimately following in
that arcane philosophical tradition? Would the man from
Stratford have even heard of Gorgias?

Another point. We know that the author William
Shakespeare wrote at least 37 plays, two long poems of
over a thousand lines each in iambic pentameter, 154 son-
nets and a variety of other poems. This amount of work
represents another credibility problem for those who
wish to fit this vast quantity of creative work into the
Stratford man’s 17 years of supposed residence in London
(1593-1610). As any playwright will admit, it is a virtual
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impossibility to create that amount of work in such a lim-
ited amount of time. This is, of course, why Stratfordian
scholars are forced once again to fall back on the notion
of genius.

Scholar Katherine Chiljan, however, has been digging
deeper and she suggests that the traditional dating of the
plays is really not to be trusted. Supported by important
work of Ramon Jimenez and Kevin Gilvary, Chiljan pres-
ents evidence that some of the plays date back to the
1560s when they were first produced in Elizabeth’s court,
sometimes under different names and in alternative ver-
sions. That is to say, if these researchers turn out to be
correct, we will finally have documentation about Shake-
speare’s long missing juvenilia and even some early drafts
to examine.

That said, it must also be noted that Will of Stratford
was only born in 1564 and even geniuses probably need to
get out of grade school before writing about history, love,
marriage, and battles between the sexes. That is, Chiljan
posits that Will of Stratford was simply too young to have
written those earlier versions played before the Queen
herself.

A final essay in this special collection is about what
the works themselves reveal about the pseudonymous
author William Shakespeare. Hank Whittemore - author
of a volume called 100 Reasons Why Edward de Vere Was
Shakespeare as well as author of an extraordinary study
of Shakespeare’s Sonnets called The Monument - argues
here that works of genuine art almost always stem from
life experience and acquired knowledge. Yes, whoever

7
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wrote the works was clearly a genius. But the author was
also a flesh and blood person and for Whittemore, the al-
ternative map points clearly to Edward de Vere as that
person.

My hope is that this volume can be just a beginning
of your own rethinking on the Shakespeare Authorship
Question. But wherever you ultimately come down on the
issue, it is in the end less important than that such alter-
native ideas are at least considered and that the research
of fellow scholars is at least explored when an issue of
importance is being so seriously contested.
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Prophets Without Honor:
From Galileo to Looney

HIGHLIGHTS

History shows that new ideas in Shakespeare studies-as with broader academia and
science-often upset or threaten those whose careers depend on maintaining the status

quo.
ABSTRACT

There are many ideas in the annals of science that were once ridiculed because they
deviated from established “truth,” only to be rehabilitated with the passage of time.
Among them: Galileo (1564-1642), punished by the Pope with house arrest for challen-
ging the Ptolemaic theory -- a theory taught by Aristotle -- that the sun revolves around
the earth; Alfred Wegener (1880-1930), who developed the theory of the movement of
continental drift (later known as tectonic plates), to explain why matching prehistoric
fossils could be found in places such as Europe and South America, with no known land
bridges connecting them; J. Harlan Bretz (1882-1981) who showed that only cataclysmic
floods could explain erosion and land formation in the Pacific Northwest, rather than
the then-current theory of gradualism and “uniformitarianism.” Senior scientists from
the U.S. Geological Survey in 1927 humiliated him in public; Ignaz Semelweiss (1818-
1865) observed that the incidence of “childbed fever” could be significantly reduced by
the use of hand disinfectant in obstetrical clinics, c. 1847. He could not provide a med-
ical explanation beyond his observation that maternal mortality was reduced to only
1% when hand washing with disinfectant was used. He was ridiculed for going against
received medical practice and committed to an asylum by colleagues after supposedly
suffering a nervous breakdown. There he was beaten by guards and died from an un-
treated gangrenous wound. It was not until Louis Pasteur confirmed the germ theory
of disease and Joseph Lister showed the benefits of surgery using hygienic methods
that his life-saving observations were credited. One can add to this list the name of J.
Thomas Looney (1870-1944) who began researching the question of whether the name
“Shakespeare” could be a pseudonym and, if so, who the author really was. Basing his
work on attributes in the plays that might match little-known poets of the Elizabethan
era with the real author, he identified Edward de Vere, the 17" Earl of Oxford, as the
man responsible in his book Shakespeare Identified published in 1920. Criticized almost
immediately, his research has nevertheless stood the test of time, with more and more
people worldwide now arguing for Oxford in a debate that continues unabated. This
paper looks at these personal histories as well as the psychology of why “authorities”
feel a need to immediately reject challenges to established positions.

KEYWORDS

Shakespeare, Shakespeare Authorship Question, Shakespeare Identified Edward de
Vere, |.T. Looney, Authority.
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INTRODUCTION

Why are some scientific ideas mocked when they are
presented, only to be accepted after the passage of time?
Why are other ideas accepted at face value? Why are some
ideas, based on evidence, never accepted? What role does
the personality and academic training of the original pre-
senter play in ultimate acceptance or rejection?

Among those whose life’s work fit this description
are the Italian astronomer-mathematician Galileo Galil-
ei, the Hungarian medical doctor Ignaz Semmelweis, the
German climatologist-geophysicist-meteorologist and
polar researcher Alfred Wegener, the American geologist
J. Harlan Bretz and the British literary scholar J. Thomas
Looney.

All were skeptical observers, practitioners of rigorous
inquiry whose ideas were initially ridiculed by so-called
experts in the field yet later, for the most part, accepted.

Why?

Perhaps there is an answer to be found in even a brief
examination of the lives of these innovative thinkers:

Galileo Galilei (1564-1642) lived in an age when the
principles of science - provable and verifiable observa-
tions that could be replicated - had not yet been estab-
lished. In 1580, at the age of 16, he enrolled for a medical
degree at the University of Pisa, which he did not com-
plete, because he had discovered mathematics, a subject
that was to consume his life. He worked as a tutor and as
a professor, teaching both mathematics and engineering.
In 1609 he heard about an invention called a spyglass, ob-
tained one, and improved on it to make his own celestial
discoveries. These involved motion, trajectories, comets,
and views of the mountains on the moon.

A prolific author, he famously wrote in 1623 in The As-
sayer that the book of nature was written in the language
of mathematics. A lovely image but not a wise decision
in Italy, where the teaching of the Church - all is God’s
creation -- remained absolute. The Church'’s position was
that the planets, including the sun, revolved around the
stationary earth, an immutable truth articulated by Ptol-
emy. Galileo’s book was referred to the Inquisition, which
declined to prosecute.

However, in that same year, a friend, Maffeo Barberi-
ni, was elected as Pope Urban VIII, which may have given
Galileo a shield against prosecution. Galileo’s next work
was Dialogue Concerning the Two Chief World Systems,
which were Ptolemaic and Copernican (with the sun at
the center of the universe). Galileo’s text seemed to favor
the Copernican system.

This heresy proved too much for the judges of the In-
quisition to ignore. This time, he had to fall to his knees
and recant. He did so and was sentenced to one day in
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prison and then home arrest for the remaining eight years
of his life. (It is thought that his friend, the Pope, played a
role in securing the sentence.)

Galileo continued his research, however, seeking ver-
ifiable information: for work on gravity, he used pulleys
and sloping boards; for work on the movement of celes-
tial bodies, he developed a refined and powerful tele-
scope. He sought out the evidence for his theories.

Galileo’s problem was not his scientific accuracy but
what the powerful Church thought of his scientific conclu-
sions. The Church had to reject his findings because they
challenged their worldview. He had to state, on his knees,
that he was “suspect of heresy.” Not of heresy itself but of
the suspicion of heresy. A nice Jesuitical distinction when
your friend is the Pope who will let you work at home.

The Church banned the study of his work for more
than 200 years until 1835. But the story wasn’t over: In
1979, the Church opened an investigation into that orig-
inal inquiry and declared, in 1992, that Galileo had been
right all along. It was some 500 years late, but better late
than never.

Ignaz Semmelweis (1818-1865) was born in what is
today Hungary. Having recently graduated from a medical
school in Vienna, in 1847, he was given an appointment
as an assistant in obstetrics in a large hospital. It quickly
became clear to him that women who were delivered by
male physicians and male medical students had a 13-18%
rate of post-delivery mortality, much higher than that of
women delivered by female midwives or midwife train-
ees. The affected women were said to have contracted
puerperal, or childbed, fever. The cause was unknown.

One of the things that Semmelweis noticed was
that the male physicians routinely handled corpses,
then moved on to delivering babies. (Refrigerated units
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Figure 1 Postage stamp of Ignaz Philipp Semmelweis,
1818-1865.
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for corpses did not exist, nor did closed rooms or other
sanitary environments.) By contrast, midwives were not
permitted to perform any medical functions except those
limited to midwifery.

Semmelweis theorized that diseases, or what to-
day we would call “germs,” could be resident in or on the
corpses and could be transferred to the male physician’s
hands and then to the women giving birth. Handwashing
was not practiced, and gloves were not used. Midwives
did not handle corpses.

Semmelweis put into place what, in effect, was a
controlled experiment, with some physicians conducting
themselves as usual and others washing their hands and
instruments before approaching their patients. Instances
of childbed fever dropped in all patients seen by doctors
who washed their hands or who did not handle corpses.

Semmelweis could not provide a medical explanation
beyond his observation that maternal mortality was re-
duced to only 1% when hand washing with disinfectant
was used. Nevertheless, his medical appointment was not
renewed. He went home to Hungary and, in other medical
posts, insisted on handwashing, often haranguing his su-
periors. He was ridiculed for going against received med-
ical practice and committed to an asylum by colleagues
after supposedly suffering a nervous breakdown. There he
may have been beaten by guards and died from an un-
treated gangrenous wound.

It was not until Louis Pasteur confirmed the germ
theory of disease in 1861 and Joseph Lister showed the
benefits of surgery using hygienic methods that Semmel-
weis’ life-saving observations were finally credited.

Alfred Wegener (1880-1930) switched fields as Gal-
ileo had, leaving astronomy to work as a meteorologist.
He believed deeply in first-hand observations. To study
the flow of air masses, he and his brother used weather
balloons and later rode in hot air balloons; in 1906, he set
a record time aloft of more than 52 hours.

In 1906 Wegener made the first of four trips to Green-
land, always seeking accurate measurements through
weather balloons and other means. He began wonder-
ing why the edges of various continents (as depicted on
printed maps -- for example, South America and Africa)
seemed to fit into each other. He also saw that similar
fossils and rocks could be found on both continents, al-
though there were no known land bridges between them.

Wegener theorized that at one time, there had been
a supercontinent made up of a land mass that split apart.
He coined the term “Pangaea” to describe this continent.
He hypothesized that there was a geological force which
pushed the continents away from the poles and towards
the equator. In 1912 he presented his first theory of what
he called “continental drift” in a lecture at the Sencken-
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berg Museum in Frankfurt am Main. His theories were
largely ignored or mocked. He was not a trained geolo-
gist, and a large majority of geologists were vigorously
opposed to his ideas coming from someone outside their
discipline. Geologists said his theory of the cause of conti-
nental drift was unlikely and discounted evidence of simi-
lar fossil remains found thousands of miles apart. He died
in 1930 on his fourth Greenland expedition while trying
to resupply a remote camp, where temperatures often
dropped to -60 degrees Celsius (-76 degrees Fahrenheit).

It was not for another 30 years, into the 1960s, with
the development of powerful lasers and other measur-
ing tools, that his theory could be accepted. Now called
“plate tectonics,” it holds that the continents float on a
fluid mantle bed. Wegener, ignored for so long, is now the
acknowledged father of that theory.

J. Harlan Bretz (1882 - 1981), trained as a geolo-
gist and with a doctorate from the University of Chica-
go, speculated that only cataclysmic floods could explain
erosion and unusual land formations in the Pacific North-
west. Bretz had hiked in the region for years and seen
with his own eyes its deep gorges and sinuous cuts in
the terrain. He felt that the then-current theory of grad-
ualism and “uniformitarianism” (in which changes occur
through incremental, steady, and uninterrupted forces)
could not explain what he saw. The geological establish-
ment thought otherwise.

Bretz published papers beginning as early as 1923,
arguing that massive flooding provided the energy need-
ed to cut through rock and schist. In 1925 he dubbed the
area the Spokane Floods; few were interested.

In 1927 senior scientists from the U.S. Geological Sur-
vey humiliated him at the annual meeting of the Geolog-
ical Society of Washington. Opponents of Bretz claimed

Figure 2. Spokane Floods
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with all the certainty of the ignorant that formations on
Earth had gradually evolved and were not the result of
cataclysmic events. As it happened, a government scien-
tist at that meeting, Joseph T. Pardee, had been thinking
along the same lines but had kept quiet because of his
government position. They began to collaborate.

The fact was, however, that there was no conclu-
sive proof for the theory - until 1996, when an ice dam
in Iceland burst, causing considerable devastation in the
valley below. The devastation was captured on film. The
mechanism for creating the unusual features in the Pacif-
ic Northwest landscape was identical to Bretz and Pard-
ee’s hypothesis- a thick ice dam blocking waters in a lake
finally gives way. Bretz was alive to see his theory proven
and accepted.

J. Thomas Looney (1870-1944) had been teaching
Shakespeare for many years to pre-college students in
England when he decided he could no longer teach the
traditional biography of William Shakespeare - a glover’s
son, poorly educated, who hobnobs with royalty, works
as an actor, leaves London at the height of his powers and
then retires to Stratford to sell grain. Looney didn’t be-
lieve the standard biography and suggested that his stu-
dents not believe it either.

Looney knew that London in 1600 was comprised of
a hierarchical society of no more than 200,000 people.
Royalty was on top, followed by nobles, then the mer-
chant and business classes, peasants, farmers, etc. Ed-
ucation was spotty, and upward mobility was nearly im-
possible. And the Queen could be ruthless to critics. (The
right-handed author of a pamphlet she didn’t like had his
right hand cut off.) How could this commoner from pro-
vincial Stratford-upon-Avon have surmounted all these
obstacles to write the great canon?

In 1915 Looney began a five-year research effort to
learn what he could about the author, freed from the
moss and tangled ivy of history. Based on the evidence
of information displayed in the plays and poems, he com-
piled a list of characteristics the author must have pos-
sessed: knowledge of literature, art and the law; ability
to read and speak multiple common and arcane languag-
es; wide travel experience; and knowledge of chivalry
and for-royals-only sports such as falconry and jousting,
among many others.

He looked at the output of all the minor poets at the
time and sought to match them to his own list of required
proficiencies. The only viable candidate who emerged
from Looney’s analysis was Edward de Vere, the 17* Earl
of Oxford, whose noble lineage dated back to 1066, and
the Norman Conquest. Then Looney researched de Vere
in the Dictionary of National Biography, where he found
support for his authorship theory in de Vere’s life. The
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evidence included a documented and exceptional educa-
tion in not only the classics but also in languages, art, and
law; training in gentlemanly and chivalric pursuits; and
extended travels in France and Italy. Looney felt he had
his man.

The result of Looney’s inquiry was the 1920 publica-
tion by Cecil Palmer in London of ‘Shakespeare’ Identified
in Edward de Vere, the 17" Earl of Oxford.! This was the first
mention of de Vere in connection with the works so long
attributed to the Stratford man. Criticized almost imme-
diately, and ever since, Looney’s work has, however, stood
the test of time. More than one hundred years of indepen-
dent research have confirmed the multiple points of con-
vergence between de Vere’s life and prominent, particular
elements in the works attributed to Shakespeare.

For example: the orphaned de Vere at age 12 became
the ward of William Cecil, Lord Burghley, the Queen’s
principal secretary (read Polonius), whose daughter Anne
(read Ophelia) married de Vere (read Hamlet). De Vere
also lived for over a year in Venice (more than a dozen
Shakespeare plays were set in Italy), and street scenes
and artwork found there were incorporated into the plays
and poems. Only in the version of the Titian painting of
Venus and Adonis that hung in the Doge’s palace in Venice
does Adonis wear a cap. That cap, or “bonnet,” is actually
mentioned in Shakespeare’s long poem Venus and Adonis.
Only an author who had viewed that singular painting
could have described that singular and unusual detail.

Myriad additional lines supporting de Vere as the
author have now been drawn by scholars in a variety of
fields (most of them, interestingly, from fields outside of
literature). So was the name Shake-speare (as it was most
often spelled on the works themselves) a pseudonym?

Looney’s conclusions, however, were severely at-
tacked (his Manx name made him a particularly easy
target for ridicule). That is -- recalling the examples of
Galileo, Semmelweis, Wegener, and Bretz -- his work was
attacked not because it was inaccurate but because it
challenged received belief by so-called experts.

Traditionalists -- and especially many who were pro-
fessionally connected to Stratford-upon-Avon - asked
(and continue today to ask) who is this J.T. Looney, this
secondary school teacher, to be rejecting the long-ac-
cepted teachings of erudite literature professors?

In fact, Looney’s meticulous research launched a
worldwide movement of scholarly skeptics, people who
argue for a more factually-based approach to the life of
the man called Shakespeare. Looney’s refreshing ap-
proach to the works has given permission for others to
take a new look at what has been known for years.

Fact: Will Shakspere (as his name was spelled) of
Stratford -upon-Avon died in 1616. If this man were re-
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ally the “soul of the age,” as Ben Jonson said in 1623 in
the First Folio, why were there no eulogies, no national
mourning, no immediate monuments ordered to be built,
no rushing to the press of any of his works, no broad-
sheets published lamenting his passing? All this was done
for other much lesser writers. If the Stratford man was so
important, what happened here?

Fact: Many in the 16th century seem to have known
even then that the authorship attribution was a fake.
Scholar Bryan H. Wildenthal has compiled more than 30
separate writings dating before the Stratford man’s death
that “express or indicate authorship doubts.” (Wildenthal,
2019)

Fact: The Stratford man’s own son-in-law, a physician
who kept a diary of the prominent patients he treated,
does not even mention him. And scholar Diana Price has
shown that not a scrap of paper exists that connects him
to the writing of plays or poems.?

Fact: The first tribute bust in the Stratford church
shows the supposed writer with his hands on a bag of
sheep’s wool-- not something most writers use for sup-
port. The bust-- perhaps of the Stratford man’s glover fa-
ther -- was redone later to add a pen and make it appear
more like a writer.

Indeed, the evidence list goes on and on concerning
Stratford Will’s total invisibility as an author.

So how did the Stratford man get to become “Shake-
speare”? And why? These are the real questions.

It was not until 1769 - almost 150 years after the
Stratford man’s death - that the actor David Garrick de-
cided to organize a “Shakespeare Jubilee” in Stratford-up-
on-Avon. It was the first such event of its kind and had
the potential to make Garrick a lot of money. Carriages
were hired, accommodations were secured, scenes from
Shakespeare plays were presented before those attend-
ing (though no full plays were performed), and people
walked around in costumes. Unfortunately, it rained
heavily during the Jubilee, and mud was the principal
product. (Deelman, 1964)

But it was with this unusual event that the idea of
somehow sanctifying the glover’s son and, by association,
the town of Stratford was born, making it an emblem of
national identity, something that quickly took root in the
English consciousness. In an age where Commerce and
Industry were the real pillars of striving and success, Will
Shakspere of Stratford was adopted as a guy just like us
- a common man battling against the restrictive powers
that be, a man struggling to achieve note where he could,
a regular guy anyone could have a pint with. He was ev-
erything everyone wanted to be. Just don’t let his lack of
credentials get in the way.

There had certainly been other names suggested as
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the real author - by the 19* century, the favorites were
Francis Bacon and Christopher Marlowe; in 1918, the
French scholar Abel Lefranc persuasively argued for Wil-
liam Stanley, the sixth Earl of Derby in his volume Sous
le masque de Shakespeare. But it was ).T. Looney’s 1920
volume that shook the ground most effectively in arguing
the real Shakespeare was Edward de Vere, the 17 Earl of
Oxford, the highest-ranking nobleman in all of England.

A brilliantly-argued volume, his Shakespeare Discov-
ered not only put Oxford in the public eye for the first
time, but subsequent research has kept him there ever
since. If only traditional literary scholars would read it,
they too might well be convinced.

What questions does all this 20 and 215*-century
scholarship actually answer?

Why Would a Nobleman Like Edward De Vere
Keep His Name Off the Plays and Poems?

It was the custom of the time for artistic ‘work’ by
nobles to be done and published anonymously. To do oth-
erwise was seen as declassé. It was also often safer since
they were usually writing, sometimes critically, about
members of their own class.

Why Are There No Papers Showing De Vere as
Author of the Plays?

It is believed by many that his father-in-law, William
Cecil (Lord Burghley), the most powerful politician in
Elizabethan England, erased him from the public record
out of vengeance or spite. There are, however, business
letters de Vere wrote to Burghley, written in an exceed-
ingly fluid style echoing his extraordinary education and
travels.

Couldn’t William Shakespeare Have Traveled
to Italy on His Own to Research the Plays?

Travel outside England during this period required
the Queen’s permission. There is no record that Shake-
speare ever applied for permission to travel or was ever
granted permission. Travel was also expensive and dan-
gerous - one had to travel with bodyguards and enough
money to support a travel group. American attorney Rich-
ard Paul Roe (2011) spent more than a decade researching
references to people and places found in the plays set in
Italy. He traveled up highways that had once been canals;
he located churches mentioned in passing, and he found
buildings long thought lost. His book, The Shakespeare
Guide to Italy, is stunning. He does not identify any specif-
ic authorial candidate, but he does make it clear that the
author must have had on-site experience. De Vere lived in
Italy, principally Venice, for more than a year.
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Couldn’t Will of Stratford Have Just Been a
Genius?

Geniuses can create, but even geniuses need to have
knowledge. A genius could not read, write or speak classi-
cal Greek if he were not somehow exposed to it. Because
books were not widely available to the Stratford man,
even an auto-didact, a polymath with great intellectual
facility, would not have been able to produce the works
without real access to classics, history, art, music, lan-
guages, the law, and poetry. De Vere had wide access to
innumerable books (even rare and foreign ones) as well as
to private tutors. All of this is well documented. (See es-
pecially Anderson, 2005 and Ogburn, 1984.) Will of Strat-
ford had no such access.

Why Has All This Research Been Ignored?

Skeptics today not only have to deal with the reli-
gious nature of Bardolatry (“I believe that the Stratford
man wrote Shakespeare and belief is enough. End of dis-
cussion”), but they also have to confront what might be
called the Shakespeare Industrial Complex (SIC). The SIC
is comprised of more than 50,000 books published about
Shakespeare and Stratford, as well as more than 50 ma-
jor Shakespeare festivals taking place around the world,
staging hundreds of productions by the Bard annually.
Most people feel they know enough.

As well, research in favor of almost any idea support-
ing the Stratford man as the author that is put forward
by financially interested organizations like the Shake-
speare Birthplace Trust (located in Stratford-upon-Avon)
or even the Folger Shakespeare Library in Washington
D.C. has the possibility of being financially supported by
those same or similar organizations. Anyone looking into
the SIC from the outside would simply not know that any
question exists. That said, scholars in the field should be
reading a much wider range of materials, especially those
concerning the authorship. Generally, though, they do
not.

Putting it another way, ‘Shakespeare’ has become a
brand, and that brand has become part of not only the
cultural inheritance of humanity but also the business of
humanity. More than a decade ago, Gareth Howell, an
international attorney based in Washington, D.C., who
consulted for the World Bank and the United Nations,
sought to define the financial extent of that brand in En-
gland alone. He found that in 2013, 817,500 people visit-
ed Stratford-upon-Avon spending some $513 million (the
town’s largest source of revenue). He also found that the
Birthplace Trust’s income that year was itself some $15
million. He noted that the Trust also had its own ongoing
endowment, which was then at $34 million.3
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Clearly, encouraging the idea that the name ‘Shake-
speare’ was a pseudonym would challenge not only re-
ceived wisdom but would also threaten the professional
status and even the livelihoods of innumerable academ-
ics. It could also possibly interrupt the free flow of money
within and to these established financial enterprises.

Yet accumulating evidence is on the side of the
doubters, some emerging from the use of new comput-
er tools (the most recent Oxford University Press edition
of the Works, for example, included an entire volume on
the authorship though the Stratford man was still seen
as primary).

No doubt the carefully crafted Stratford myth will
take decades more before being swept away by facts,
facts brought to light by the pioneering work of a still
barely recognized scholar like J.T. Looney. Galileo waited
500 years. Looney has some years left to catch up. But
he will.
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ENDNOTES

'An American edition was published by the New York firm
of Duell, Sloan, and Pearce but not until 1949. In 2018,
a centenary edition was edited by James A. Warren and
published by Forever Press. Warren edited a new edition
of the Looney book in 2019, which was published by the
Cary, North Carolina company Veritas.

2Included in the volume is a chart of characteristics that
could reasonably be expected of a writer in the Elizabe-
than period (examples: # 4 - evidence of having been
paid to write; # 8 - having been personally referred to
as a writer; # 10 - notice of being a writer at death). She
then looked at 25 writers to see how they stacked up.
Ben Jonson had evidence in each of the categories; 24
of the 25 had evidence in at least three categories. The
only name that had no association with writing, with the
London writing scene, or any other category was William
Shakespeare. Price followed up her chart with a detailed
set of references for each of the conclusions.

3Howell’s presentation of his findings was made on May
19, 2016, at the Cosmos Club in Washington, DC. For
more on Howell, see https://www.aber.ac.uk/en/news/
archive/2017/07/title-204264-en.html.
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More on ). Harlan Bretz:
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cle/comment-gsw-celebrated-society-cele-
brates-its-1500th-meeting/
https://www.pbs.org/wgbh/nova/megaflood/about.html
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/]_Harlen_Bretz

More on Shakespeare Today:

https://www.goacta.org/news-item/study_top_universi-
ties_dropping_shakespeare_requirement/
https://onepagebooks.com/pages/shakespeare-festivals
https://www.google.com/search?q=shake-
speare+in+high+school%3F&oq=shakespeare+in+high+-
school%3F&aqgs=chrome..69i57j0i22i3019.6702j1j15&-
sourceid=chrome&ie=UTF-8

More on J. Thomas Looney:

John Thomas Looney was a teacher (or master) at
an elementary school in Low Fell, Gateshead, County
Durham. Assigned to teach The Merchant of Venice for sev-
eralyearsin arow in the 1910s, he recounts in the preface
to Shakespeare Identified that repeating the play “induced
a peculiar sense of intimacy with the mind and disposi-
tion of its author and his outlook on life.” None of what
he knew of the traditional author matched what he felt
the actual author must have had - experience in travel,
knowledge of business, finance, money, etc. Over time
he became convinced that the problem of the author-
ship “has been left primarily in the hands of literary men,
whereas the solution required the application of meth-
ods of research which are not, strictly speaking, literary
methods.” After the publication of Shakespeare Identified,
he co-founded in 1922 a group in England with Sir George
Greenwood, The Shakespeare Fellowship, to research the
subject. His work was also taken seriously in France, Ger-
many, and latterly in the U.S. and Canada. A biography of
Looney is being prepared by authorship historian and in-
dependent scholar James A.Warren.
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especially with the publication of the First Folio in 1623. However, the contemporary
records concerning Will Shakspere of Stratford-upon-Avon -- the man credited with
writing the works of William Shakespeare -- show that most of what is said or “known”
about the man from Stratford is simply undocumented. Will left no notes, no journals,
no letters, no manuscripts, no personal comments about anyone, and no literary or
educational bequests in his will. The question arises: did he ever write anything? This
essay surveys the records and finds that the sparsely documented records concerning
William of Stratford make it difficult to accept that he was the true author of the great

works.!
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In 1910, George Bernard Shaw famously remarked:
“Everything we know about Shakespeare can be putinto a
half-hour sketch.”2. Most biographers to some extent rec-
ognize this lack of documentation. Two eminent Oxford
academics devote a chapter to the myth that “We don’t
know much about Shakespeare’s life.” For them, however,
“it is not true to say that the records are scant” (Magu-
ire & Smith 2012, p. 106). After a brief review of what is
known, they state: “We lack comparable information for
many of Shakespeare’s Elizabethan and Jacobean con-
temporaries” (Maguire & Smith 2012, p. 107). This may be
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true, but biographers of Shakespeare are not attempting
a series of life studies about early modern dramatists, but
one study of one particular writer. There exist contempo-
rary records which are reviewed below, but they do not
confirm that William of Stratford ever wrote anything.
Moreover, the comparison with Ben Jonson is instruc-
tive. According to his acclaimed biographer, lan Donald-
son, Ben Jonson wrote and received many letters which
have survived; he had lengthy conversations on literary
matters with William Drummond of Hawthornden, who
kept detailed notes in his journal which survive; Jonson
published poems and prose which were personal about
himself, his family and his friends. He wrote introductions
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in his own person to his published works. We know exact
details about Jonson’s patrons, his travels, his hosts, his
library and his personal grief. Despite all this documenta-
tion, lan Donaldson states that biographical materials for
Jonson’s life can only be known “imperfectly and in part.”
He adds that “Jonson’s life is mainly a matter of gaps, in-
terspersed by fragments of knowledge” (Donaldson 2011,
8-9).

Such wide-ranging documentation exists for Jonson
but not for Shakespeare. American literary scholar David
Bevington (2010) sums up the comparison:

A central problem is that Shakespeare wrote es-
sentially nothing about himself. Unlike Ben Jon-
son (2010), his younger contemporary, who loud-
ly proclaimed in prologues, manifestos, essays,
and private conversations his opinions on the
arts and writers from antiquity down to the Re-
naissance, and who has left us vivid testimonials
of his feelings about the death of a son, about his
wife, “a shrew, but honest”, about his conversion
to Catholicism, and much more, Shakespeare has
left us his plays and poems (Bevington, 2010 p.
3).

Bevington and Donaldson are echoing the great
Shakespearean scholar Samuel Schoenbaum who con-
ducted a historical survey of Shakespearean biographies
and concluded on a pessimistic note:

Perhaps we should despair of ever bridging the
vertiginous expanse between the sublimity of
the subject and the mundane inconsequence
of the documentary record (Schoenbaum 1970,
767).

In an attempt to counteract this adverse judgment,
Schoenbaum published his own account as William Shake-
speare: A Documentary Life (1975). In this monumental vol-
ume, 218 documents are presented in facsimile, arranged
around a cradle-to-grave account of his life. However,
about a quarter, just 56 of the documents cited, are con-
temporary records alluding to Will Shakspere of Stratford
(Gilvary 2018, 121). These documents give a framework to
the life but do not indicate a literary career. The remaining
documents - ten pre-date Will’s birth in 1564, 60 are con-
temporary but do not reference Will, and 92 come from
after his death in 1616 - are contextual (Gilvary 2018,
120-128). Perhaps we are unable to discover any links
between the great works and the meagre record because
there were no links. We might frame this as a question:
what evidence can we adduce that William of Stratford
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was the author of the works attributed to the name of
Shakespeare?

DID WILLIAM OF STRATFORD WRITE ANY-
THING?

To answer this more fully, we must review the con-
temporary references to this man. Beginning with the en-
tries in the Register of the Holy Trinity Church at Stratford,
we find that the family name is usually spelt ‘Shakspere’
(on thirteen out of nineteen instances between 1562 and
1616 according to Chambers 1930, ii. 1-18). Furthermore,
it is essential to distinguish references to ‘Shakespeare’
as a man from Stratford with the first name William and
to ‘Shakespeare’ as a collection of great works of drama
and poetry.

Many individual documents are available on web-
sites, especially Shakespeare Documented www.shake-
spearedocumented.org. In general, this website provides
immediate access to a wide range of materials. Most en-
tries here offer an image and a transcription of the doc-
ument. However, each entry begins with a reviewer’s
personal explanation of the record. That is to say, the
reviewer is giving interpretation before showing evidence.
Moreover, many of the documents (for example those cit-
ed by Schoenbaum in William Shakespeare, a Documentary
Life (1975) turn out to be more context than document
-- detailing topics such as the Shakspere family in Strat-
ford or information about the theatres of the period in
London. Because websites can be ephemeral, | general-
ly refer to E. K. Chambers William Shakespeare: A Study of
Facts and Problems (1930, 2 volumes). For the records at
Stratford which mention William by name, about thirty in
total, | refer to Robert Bearman (Shakespeare in the Strat-
ford Records 1994) as SSR, and for the London records held
at The National Archives at Kew, | refer to David Thomas
(Shakespeare in the Public Records 1985) as PRO. 3

SHAKESPEARE IN THE STRATFORD RECORDS

The documents in Stratford are listed below in Table
1 with references to Bearman’s list which merely indicate
William Shakespeare’s growing prosperity in his purchase
of property (SSR 2, SSR 8, SSR 14) and his standing as an
affluent citizen of Stratford (SSR 29). There is no record of
William from his baptism in 1564 (SSR 1a) until the issue
of a marriage licence at the age of eighteen (Chambers
1930 ii. 41). Thus every reference to his childhood, youth
or education is entirely speculative.* William might even
have spent his childhood elsewhere, as argued by Honig-
mann (1985).

More important is the absence of any personal re-
cords, such as letters, journals or notes, that would give
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any indication of his thoughts or experiences of his life
in Stratford (Gilvary 2018, 21-22). There are only passing
references to him by his fellow townsmen concerning fi-
nance and property: a possible loan (SSR 3) the improve-
ment of the highway (SSR 23), and the possible enclosure
of land (SSR 29). There is no contemporary reference to
William Shakespeare as a man. Independent scholar
Ramén Jiménez (2013) describes in detail ten contempo-
raries who left journals and must have known Will or his
family. These ten contemporary eye-witnesses never con-
nect Will with the life of a writer or authoring the works
of Shakespeare.® The absence of any personal letters writ-
ten by him or on his behalf is astonishing when one con-
siders that the plays mention over 100 letters.®

The most significant gap in the Stratford records is
the lack of any reference to him as a writer. The epitaphs
in the Holy Trinity Church do not mention him as such
(WSiii. 181-85). William does not claim to be a writer in his
last will and testament (WS ii. 169-181). Nor does his will
mention anything literary: no manuscripts of eighteen
or so unpublished plays, no books owned, no books bor-
rowed and no reference to any other literary figure. He did
not remember the Stratford School in his will nor any of
the Stratford schoolmasters. There is only one reference
in the will to suggest involvement in the theatre: an in-
terlinear addition mentioning the bequests to Hemmings,
Burbage and Condell (WS ii. 172). This is also the only evi-
dence among the Stratford documents that Shakespeare
ever travelled outside Warwickshire and Worcestershire.

WILLIAM IN THE LONDON RECORDS

There are about 35 hand-written documents at The
National Archives in London. David Thomas (1985) has
presented transcriptions of public records in London
which mention Will (see Table 2, where documents are
cited as PRO). William is mentioned in the third of three
documents (1596-1602) concerning his father’s applica-
tion for a coat of arms. These records are important for
detailing John Shakspere’s career in Stratford and his
family background, but add no knowledge to William’s
career. The third document dated 1602 cites a complaint
against Sir William Dethick, the Garter King-of-Arms, and
his associate William Camden (Clarenceux King-of-Arms).
In this complaint, William is described as “y¢ player”, not
as a poet or playwright (WS ii. 18-31).

The account of Sir George Hume, Master of the Great
Wardrobe records the issue of red cloth to over a thou-
sand members of the royal household for the Coronation
of King James on 15 March 1604 (PRO 17). Among those
individuals listed were the nine “Players” of the king,
including William Shakespeare as well as ten of the
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Queen’s Company, and nine of Prince Henry’s Company
(Chambers 1930, ii. 73). This record does not indicate that
Shakspere was a writer, merely that he was one of twenty
eight players among three playing companies. The next
record of William in London does not occur for another
eight years. In 1612, William was mentioned as present
in London in the lawsuit Belott v Mountjoy (PRO 25).
Shakespeare was called as a witness to certain dowry ar-
rangements. His name occurs eighteen times (Chambers
1930, ii. 90-95). The relevant documents have been tran-
scribed and contextualised by Charles Nicholl (2007). He
made his deposition on 11 May 1612 in Westminster Hall
but was unable to recall any of the arrangements. David
Thomas states that the case of Bellott v. Mountjoy show
William involved in “pleasantly mundane domestic events
and squabbles” (Thomas 1985, 30) but they do not give
any indication that he was a poet or a playwright. In fact,
none of the public records in London indicate that he was
known as any kind of author (Gilvary 2018, 40-42).

ALLUSIONS IN PRINT

Another category of witness consists of literary allu-
sions by writers in print. These references indicate no per-
sonal knowledge of the author known as “Shakespeare”
but attest to his growing reputation as a printed poet.
The earliest allusion in London is taken to be in Robert
Greene’s Groats-worth of Wit (1592, STC 12245), in which
Shakespeare is assumed to be the object of Greene’s
abuse. However, the allusion is ambiguous: Shakespeare
is not actually named. The reference might be to an actor,
a writer, or a company member. The straightforward in-
terpretation of the phrase an “upstart crow beautified by
our feathers” (sig. F1v-F2r ) is a complaint against a writer
(Shakespeare) who has plagiarised the work of others.

Perhaps the most important allusion to William
Shakespeare as author was made in print by Francis Meres
in his 333-page commonplace book, Palladis Tamia (1598,
STC 17834). In this guidebook, he compares about sev-
enty contemporary writers with classical and European
authors (Chambers 1930: ii. 193-5). Meres obviously could
not have been acquainted with all of them as he only lived
in London for about two years (Kathman, 2004). Meres
refers to “Shakespeare” nine times but without stating
a first name, suggesting that he was not personally ac-
quainted with him. In his book, Meres names 12 plays,
which indicate that these works were known although
one of them, Love’s Labour’s Won, has not been identified
with certainty. It is not clear whether he had seen these
plays acted or, as if he only knew of these plays from writ-
ten sources. Meres does tell us of the existence of Shake-
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speare’s “sugred Sonnets among his priuate friends, &c,’

journalofscientificexploration.org



Kevin Gilvary

(pages 281-2, signatures Ool verso and 002 recto; Cham-
bers 1930, vol. ii 193-195). Shake-speare’s Sonnets were
not published for another 11 years. That said, we hear
nothing about who those friends were or about any son-
nets from other sources. In short, Meres does not seem
to have had any direct acquaintance with the author, only
with his works.

Other printed allusions refer to Shakespeare as a
published poet from 1593 (e.g. Willobie his Avisa, 1594,
STC 25755) and then to plays that were only published
under his name from 1598 (See Table 4). In 1599, we find
the poet John Weever in his published Epigrams (1599,
STC 25224), paying homage to “Honie-tong'd Shake-
speare” (book iv no. 22) but again, this is only a reference
to the author, not the person. In this epigram Weever
shows no special interest in or knowledge of the person
Shakespeare and mentions him in one epigram of out of
160. (Honigmann, 1987)

Ben Jonson (1572-1637) was a younger contempo-
rary of William and makes more comments about Shake-
speare than any other writer (Chambers 1930: ii. 202-11)
but these amount to very little and are inconsequential.
Out of the 133 epigrams in the 1616 folio edition of his
Works (STC 14751), Jonson did not dedicate a single ep-
igram to Shakespeare, implying that the two poet-play-
wrights did not have any kind of close relationship. The
few opinions which Jonson expressed about Shakespeare
were contradictory. Jonson was publicly fulsome in writ-
ing the commendatory verses in the First Folio of 1623
(Chambers 1930 ii. 207-209), but this may well have been
feigned. Jonson began the practice of the literary puff,
according to Franklyn B. Williams Jr. (1966). And Jonson
became the most prolific writer of literary commendata-
tions in the Jacobean period, writing commendations for
thirty printed works (not counting his own). So Jonson’s
commendatory verses to the First Folio amounts to a lit-
erary puff for which he was likely to have been paid (Gil-
vary 2018, 188-194).

But Jonson was privately dismissive when conversing
with William Drummond on his visit to Scotland in 1619.7
According to Drummond:

- He said, Shakespear wanted Arte (Patterson
1923, 5).

- forin one of his Plays he brought in a Num-
ber of Men, saying they had suffered Ship-wrack
in Bohemia, where there is no Sea near by 100
Miles (Patterson 1923, 20).

The reproach “that Shakespear wanted Arte” is usu-
ally linked with Jonson’s more famous suggestion that
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Shakespeare had “small Latine and lesse Greeke” in the
commendatory poem to the First Folio (v. 31, Chambers
1930, ii. 208). These instances are only documented after
Will’s death in 1616. Perhaps the most surprising obser-
vation is how few comments Jonson makes about Shake-
speare.

Overall, Chambers (1930: ii. 186-237) quotes and
discusses 53 contemporary allusions to Shakespeare be-
tween 1590-1640 showing that an author called “Shake-
speare” was well-known but these allusions are not per-
sonal adding nothing to our knowledge of the author.
From the very limited testimony of contemporary wit-
nesses, we gain no insight at all into Will’s character or
personality. Nor do we gain any understanding of Will’s
literary career beyond the fact that some plays and po-
ems attributed to William Shakespeare were well-known
and celebrated.

LITERARY AND THEATRICAL RECORDS 1593-
1634

The literary and theatrical records which concern
Shakspere as an actor and sharer in the Lord Chamber-
lain’s / King’s Men and as the author the great works de-
rive mainly from the title pages of plays and poems, the
Stationers’ Register (SR) and the Revels Accounts.?

A document of great importance for the Elizabethan
theatre, misleadingly called Henslowe’s Diary, sheds no
light on Will's career.® This is actually an account book
maintained meticulously by the theatre owner, Philip
Henslowe during the late 1580s and 1590s (see Foakes,
2002, intro. pp. xvi-xvii). In this book, which comprises
242 folio sheets, Henslowe records payments to play-
wrights, actors, costume makers, carpenters, and the
Master of Revels. Henslowe also recorded his takings from
individual performances at the Rose Theatre. Henslowe
names 27 playwrights but never mentions Shakespeare
as one of them (Carson, 2010: pp. 54-66). Henslowe lists
seven plays with Shakespearean titles, but does not re-
cord any payments for them (Carson 2010, 67-79). This re-
veals much about the practices in the Elizabethan theatre
but tells us nothing about Shakespeare. By contrast, Ben
Jonson is frequently mentioned in the volume, e.g., for a
loan of £4 in July 1597, which Henslowe paid to Jonson as
a co-author of various plays (Carson 2010, p. 32).

The title pages of published poems (see Table 4) as-
cribe a name “William Shake-speare” (or a variant spell-
ing) on fifteen different plays, two narrative poems and
two collections of poems. The name “William Shake-
speare” is first associated as the author of a literary work
with the publication of the narrative poem Venus & Adonis
in 1593. The name does not appear on the title page but

JOURNAL OF SCIENTIFIC EXPLORATION « VOL. 37, NO 2- SUMMER 2023 Zz 165



DEMYTHOLOGIZING SHAKESPEARE

below a dedication to the Earl of Southampton. The same
arrangement is used on all subsequent editions (1594,
1595 (?), 1596, 1599, 1602, and 1617). This pattern is re-
peated the following year with the publication of Lucrece
and in subsequent editions (1598, 1600, 1607, and 1616).
In 1599, a collection of poems published under the title
The Passionate Pilgrim was ascribed to W. Shakespeare. In
1609, a collection of 154 sonnets was published entitled
Shake-speares Sonnets, but the author is not named in the
conventional manner.

ATTRIBUTION OF THE TITLE PAGES

The title pages of plays usually offer useful informa-
tion about plays in the following arrangement: title (some-
times with an outline of the plot); playing company (but
not always) and occasionally venues; author (increasingly
during the 1590s); sometimes for a later edition wheth-
er the text was corrected or augmented; place, date and
printer of the work. The name “William Shake-speare” (or
a variant spelling) appears on the title page of fourteen
different plays during his lifetime (see Table 4). At least
two of these plays were falsely attributed to William of
Stratford: The London Prodigal in 1605 (Sharpe 2013, 679-
704) and A Yorkshire Tragedy in 1608 (Sharpe 2013, 704-
10). The name was first used in 1598 for reprints of Richard
Il and Richard 11l and for the earliest version of Love’s La-
bour’s Lost. This name appeared on the title pages of four-
teen plays published in his lifetime. In 1623, the massive
First Folio (1623) was published, containing 36 plays set
in double columns in about 900 pages.

Despite the fact that there is an ascription of an au-
thor, these title pages in print are not strictly primary
sources as they have been mediated by the stationer who
arranged for their publication. For many, the Folio edition
is the strongest proof that the man from Stratford was
the great author. However, as we have seen, there is noth-
ing in contemporary records of his life that actually con-
firms his status as an author of any kind, and from at least
the 19t century, many have come to doubt the Folio’s ap-
parent literary attributions. Moreover, unlike the publica-
tions of Ben Jonson (especially his Works of 1616), there is
no personal testimony either by William Shakespeare or
about him (Bevington, 2010 p. 3). Thus these ascriptions
give an initial indication of the author of the works, but
not an absolute identification as to who composed them.

Some of these are widely considered to be false at-
tributions. We may also note here that the name Shake-
speare was attached to a poetry collection entitled The
Passionate Pilgrim (1599; 1612) which contain poems
known to have been composed by other writers (Cham-
bers 1930.i. 547-48). After William’s death but before the
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publication of the First Folio, two more plays were falsely
attributed to William Shakespeare: Sir John Oldcastle in
1619 (Sharpe 2013, 725-727) and The Troublesome Reign
of King John in 1622 (Vickers 2004; Forker 2011).1° Thus
the name “William Shake-speare” (or a variant spelling)
was a major selling point, a kind of brand from the 1590s
through the rest of his life and beyond. How far it was
used as a brand-name i.e. a pseudonym for other writers,
remains to be established.

THE STATIONERS’ REGISTER

The Stationers’ Register is described in detail by
Chambers (1930: i. 126-138). In total there are about thir-
ty-four entries which refer to plays of Shakespeare but
there are only four references to Shakespeare as an au-
thor in his lifetime. Edward Arber noted “the first time
our great poet’s name appears in these Registers” on 23
August 1600 “Two bookes. the one called Muche a Doo
about nothinge. Thle] other the second parte of the his-
tory of kinge henry the iiijth with the humours of Sir John
Fallstaff: Wrytten by master Shakespere xijd. (Register C,
f.63v; Arber iii. 170). The next entry refers to the publica-
tion of King Lear. “A booke called. Master william Shake-
speare his historye of Kinge Lear as yt was played before
the kinges maiestie at Whitehall vppon Sainct Stephens
night [26 December]| at Christmas Last [1607] by his
maiesties servantes playinge vsually at the globe on the
Banksyde vjd.” (Register C, f.161v; Arber: iii. 366). A sec-
ond concerns the Sonnets in 1609: “a booke called Shake-
speares sonnettes vjd.” (Register C, f.183v; Arber: iii. 410).

On 2 May 1608 the following erroneous entry was
made: “A booke Called A yorkshire Tragedy written by
Wylliam Shakespere vjd." (Register C, f.167r; Arber: iii.
377). Although the entry states that the play was written
by Shakespeare, most scholars now accept the play was
composed by Thomas Middleton (Sharpe 2013, 704-10).

On 8 November 1623, seven years after William'’s
death, there was a large entry concerning the publication
of plays not previously published. The collection of thir-
ty six plays is known as the First Folio (STC 22273). The
entry was made in Register D of the Stationers’ Compa-
ny as “M"William Shakespeers Comedyes Histories, and
Tragedyes” listing sixteen plays as “not formerly entred
to other men” (Register D, p. 69; Arber iv. 107). Overall,
these entries in the Stationers’ Register say nothing per-
sonal about the author, simply the name attached to the
publication of the works.

REVEL'S ACCOUNTS

Late in 1605, Edmund Tylney, Master of the Revels,
submitted accounts for 1604-5 in a book which survives
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(Chambers 1930: ii, 331-2; Thomas 1985, doc. 21). Other
account books only survive as summaries. Tylney refers
to 15 court performances, including two masques with
music. Four of the plays performed were recorded as by
“Shaxberd”. The Revels Book of 1611-12 records that the
court saw only two of Shakespeare’s plays, without nam-
ing the author (Thomas 1985, doc. 22).

SHARES IN THE GLOBE

Shakespeare’s role as a sharer in the Globe from 1599
onwards is described in detail by Chambers (1930: ii. 52-
71). Wickham et al. (2000) provide useful transcriptions
and discussion. The post-mortem inventory of Sir Thomas
Brend, dated May 1599, states that the Globe theatre was
in occupacione Willielmi Shakespeare et aliorum “occupied
by William Shakespeare and others” (PRO 10; Chambers
1930: ii. 67). Further details emerge from an affidavit in
the case Witter v. Heminges and Condell in 1619 (PRO
12), and affidavits by Cuthbert Burbage in 1635 (PRO 13;
Chambers 1930: ii. 65-71). Since Shakspere makes no spe-
cific mention of shares in the Globe or the Blackfriars in
his will, he must have sold his shares by 1610 (Chambers
1930: ii. 64-5). David Thomas (PRO 17) has calculated that
Will's income as a sharer in the Globe was £40 per annum
over adecade from 1599, and a combined income from the
Globe and the Blackfriars Theatre for two or three years
in the 1610s at £80 - £90 p.a. Bearman states a slightly
higher estimate for the combined income during the early
1600s at approximately £200 p.a. (Bearman 2016, 145).

Such income was not enough to cover the cost of
purchasing property in Stratford. According to Chambers,
Shakespeare spent £960 for property: £60 on New Place
in 1597 (SSR 2), £320 on land at Old Stratford in 1602 (SSR
8), £440 on a share in the tithes in 1605 (SSR 14), and
£140 on the Blackfriars gatehouse in 1613 (PRO 26). These
disbursements indicate considerable outlays and well be-
yond any earnings that Will might have made as a play-
wright as the average payment for a play in Henslowe’s
Diary in the 1590s was no more than £7 (Bearman 2016, p.
50). Nor could he have derived such income from his po-
sition as a sharer in the Chamberlain’s/King’s Men (Bear-
man 2016, pp. 145-54). The mystery remains as to how he
derived his income.

CONCLUSION

Due to a clear absence of documents, it is not possi-
ble to construct a literary biography of William of Strat-
ford, that is, a narrative account of a life as a writer. Only a
small number of townsmen refer to Will in letters or busi-
ness notes and none of these offer the least suggestion as
to the character, personality or appearance of the man.
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The allusions to Shakespeare as a writer are to a name
associated with printed texts, not to an author.

Moreover, there are three glaring sets of ‘lost years’
in the surviving records for Will:

1. regarding his childhood and youth from baptism in
1564 (SSR 1a) to the issue of a marriage licence when
he was eighteen (Chambers 1930: ii. 41). During this
period we have no idea of his education or literary
influences.

2. his early adulthood from the birth of his twin chil-
dren in 1585 when he was twenty (SSR 1c) until he
was paid as a member of the Chamberlain’s Men at
the age of thirty (PRO 2). During this period, we have
no idea how he could ever have become a writer.

3. his maturity in London (aged 40 to 48) from the is-
sue of red cloth for the King’s Coronation in 1604
(PRO 17) until he is summoned as a witness in the
Bellott-Mountjoy case in 1612 (PRO 25). During this
period he should have been at the peak of his powers
and his fame. Yet there is no trace that he was even in
London at this time.

The extant records simply do not indicate that Will
Shakspere of Stratford-upon-Avon was any kind of an
author. The Stratford records indicate only that he was
a provincial man of increasing affluence. The literary and
theatrical records attest to Will’s involvement with the
Lord Chamberlain’s Men (later the King’s Men) and as a
sharer at the Globe. But the allusions in print to “Shake-
speare” as an author only indicate that the name had been
associated with plays and poems. These allusions in print
do not connect with the man from Stratford.

This realization that Will left no notes, no journals,
no letters, no manuscripts, no personal comments about
anyone, and no literary or educational bequests in his
will, not only precludes the possibility of writing his life
story but must also raise the larger question: did he ever
actually write anything at all?
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ENDNOTES

! This essay is based on Chapter 2 of my Fictional Lives
of Shakespeare (2018). Other critical accounts of the
documentation for William Shakspere of Stratford in-
clude Diana Price Shakespeare’s Unorthodox Biography:
New Evidence of an Authorship Problem. Westport, CT:
Greenwood Press (2001); David Ellis That Man Shake-
speare: Icon of Modern Culture. Mountfield, East Sus-
sex: Helm International (2005); David Ellis “Biograph-
ical Uncertainty and Shakespeare.” Essays in Criticism
55, (2005) 193-208; David Ellis The Truth about William
Shakespeare: Fact, Fiction and Modern Biographies. Ed-
inburgh: Edinburgh University Press (2012). Especially
comprehensive is Tony Pointon The Man who was NEV-
ER Shakespeare. Parapress. (2012).

2 G. B. Shaw’s thorough and devastating review of Frank
Harris’s play (Shakespeare and his Love, 1910) appeared
in The Nation 8, 24 December; repr. in Bernard Shaw’s
Book Reviews, ed. Brian Tyson (Philadelphia, PA: Uni-
versity of Pennsylvania Press, 1996 ii., 240-254)

? References to documents concerning Will of Stratford
are cited as WS with reference to E.K. Chambers’s
two-volume William Shakespeare: A Study of Facts and
Problems (1930). This work remains lucid, accessible
and comprehensive; modern scholars continue to refer
to Chambers. Many individual records can be accessed
online at the Shakespeare Documented website. Oth-
er documentary collections include a two volume
study by B. Roland Lewis The Shakespeare documents:
Facsimiles, transliterations, translations & commentary.
Stanford (1940). Caroline Loomis William Shakespeare:
A documentary volume. Gale Group (2002). Among en-
cyclopedias, especially helpful is Oscar J. Campbell &
E. G. Quinn The Reader’s Encyclopaedia of Shakespeare.
MJF Books (1964). Also noteworthy is Michael Dobson
& Sir Stanley Wells The Oxford Companion to Shake-
speare. Oxford (2001). However, none of these collec-
tions offer an overview of the documents such as is
made herein.

Samuel Schoenbaum (1977) makes many unfound-
ed assertions about Will’s education: that Will spent
his childhood in Stratford (no evidence), where “we
need not doubt that Shakespeare received a grammar
school education” (1977, p.63). The phrase “we need
not doubt” simply indicates the absence of any direct
evidence. He adds that Will “was lucky to have the
King’s School at Stratford-upon-Avon. It was an ex-
cellent institution of its kind, better than most rural
grammar schools” (1977, p.65). By contrast Chambers
mentions the school only briefly, just four times in the
opening chapter (1930, i. pp. 3-11). Levi Fox (1984)
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outlines what little is known in a short pamphlet of
23 pages entitled “The Early History of King Edward VI
School”, Dugdale Society.

In his article, Ramén Jiménez (2013) describes the fol-
lowing ten contemporaries who did not link William
to the great works: the historian William Camden, the
poet Michael Drayton, the lawyer Thomas Greene, his
son-in-law the doctor John Hall, James Cooke, the law-
yer Sir Fulke Greville, Edward Pudsey, Queen Henriet-
ta Maria, the theatre manager Philip Henslowe, and
the famous actor Edward Alleyn.

Alan Stewart in Shakespeare’s Letters Oxford (2008)
analyzes 111 letters in over thirty plays which serve a
wide variety of dramatic reasons.

Jonson’s conversations were recorded by William
Drummond in his notebook at their meetings in 1619.
These notes were published as “Informations to Wil-
liam Drummond of Hawthornden” by John Sage &
Thomas Ruddiman in The Works of William Drummond
of Hawthornden: Scotland: James Watson (1711). The
notebook appears in a modern edition by R. F. Patter-
son, ed. Ben Jonson’s conversations with William Drum-
mond of Hawthornden. London: Blackie & Sons (1923).
E.K.Chambers deals comprehensively with literary and
theatrical records in volume Il of William Shakespeare:
a Study of Facts and Problems (1930). Transcriptions of
documents concerning the Lord Chamberlain’s Men/
King’s Men can be found in Wickham, Glynne, Herbert
Berry & William Ingram, eds., English Professional The-
atre, 1530-1660. Cambridge University Press (2000).
The few records concerning Will as a member of these
companies have been usefully collected in C. D., Wil-
son, F. P,, Greg, W. W., & Jenkins, H. (1962) Dramatic
Records in the Declared Accounts of the Treasurer of the
Chamber. Malone Society. For a narrative, and at times
speculative, account of the Lord Chamberlain’s Men/
King’s Men, see Andrew Gurr’s misleadingly titled, The
Shakespeare Company, 1594-1642. Cambridge (2004).
There is a modern edition with very helpful notes by
R. A. Foakes (ed.) (2002) Henslowe'’s Diary. Cambridge.
There is interesting discussions in Neil Carson (2011).
Companion to Henslowe’s Diary. Cambridge.

Both Brian Vickers (in ‘The Troublesome Reign, George
Peele, and the Date of King John’ in Words that count,
ed. Brian Boyd, Newark: University of Delaware Press,
2004: 78-116) and Charles Forker (ed., The Troublesome
Reign of John, King of England (Manchester: Manchester
University Press, 2011) make the case that The Trou-
blesome Reign was by another dramatist, George Peele,
and was used as a source text for Shakespeare’s King
John and that it was not a variant or early version.

1 Peter Kirwan in Shakespeare and the Idea of Apocrypha
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(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2015) has
examined in detail the texts which are thought to have
used the name “William Shakespeare” pseudonymous-
ly. He further deals with other plays which were pub-
lished with initials suggestive of William Shakespeare
but were also misattributions: Locrine “by W.S.” (1595,
STC 21528), Thomas Lord Cromwell “by W.S.” (1613, STC
21533), and The Puritan “by W.S” (1607, STC 21531).
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APPENDIX: THE RECORDS FOR WILLIAM OF STRATFORD

The following documents the mention of the name William Shakespeare in records dated between 1564 and 1616: in
total there are about 80 contemporary manuscript references. There are also 18 printed references.

References:

ws Chambers. E. K. William Shakespeare: A Study of Facts and Problems. 2 vols (1930)
PRO Thomas, D. Shakespeare in the Public Records. Document Numbers (1964)

SSR Bearman, Robert. 1994. Shakespeare in the Stratford Records (1994).

Table 1: Shakespeare in the Stratford Records

Robert Bearman (SSR) states that there are 30 or 31 documents in Stratford which refer by name to William Shake-
speare up until his burial. There are also two allusions in the Worcester Diocesan Register.

1564 Baptism ‘Guliemus filius Johannes Shakspere’ Holy Trinity Church, Stratford (SSR 1a).

1582 Licence for Marriage for ‘Willelmum Shaxpere’ to Anna Whately; Surety for Marriage for ‘Willm Shagspere’
to Anne Hathawey; Bishop of Worcester’s Register (WS ii. 41).

1583 Baptism of Susanna ‘daughter to William Shakspere’ (SSR 1b)

1585 Baptism of Hamnet & Judeth ‘sonne & daughter to William Shakspere’ (SSR 1c)

1596 Burial, Hamnet filius ‘William Shakspere’. Holy Trinity Church, Stratford (SSR 1d).

1597 Purchase of New Place for £60 from William Underhill (SSR 2).

1597 Stratford Corporation Payment for stone to ‘Mr. Shakespere’ [? father or son] (SSR 31)

1598 Letter from Abraham Sturley to Richard Quiney about ‘Mr. Shaksper’ (SSR 3)

1598 Stratforde Burrowghe, noate of corn and malt: ‘Wm. Shackespere. x [10] quaerts’ (SSR 4).

1598 Letter to ‘Wm. Shackespere’ from Richard Quiney requesting loan of £30 (SSR 5).

1598 Letter from Adrian Quiney to his son, Richard Quiney about ‘M7 Sha’ (SSR 6).

1598 Letter from Abraham Sturley to Richard Quiney about our countriman ‘M* Wm Shak’ (SSR 7).

1601 Will of Thomas Whittington calls Anne Shaxspere, ‘wyf unto Mr. Wyllyam Shaxspere’ (WS ii. 42)

1602 conveyance of 107 acres of arable land and 20 acres of pasture to ‘William Shakespeare’ from William and
John Combe (SSR 8).
1602 counterpart of document of conveyance of 107 acres of arable land (SSR 9)

1602 Transfer of cottage in Chapel Lane, Stratford from Walter Getley to Shakespeare (SSR 10)

1604 Survey of Rowington Manor confirms ‘William Shakespere lykewise holdeth there one cottage’ (WS ii. 112).
1604 Stratford Court of Record: ‘Willielmus Shexpere’ sued the apothecary Philip Rogers (SSR 11).

1605 Assignment of an interest in a lease of Tithe Lands to ‘William Shakespear’ from Ralph Hubaude (SSR 12).
1605 Ralph Hubaud’s Bond of £80 with ‘Willielmo Shakespear’ (SSR 13).

1605 Draft of assignment of an interest in a lease of Tithe Lands from Ralph Hubaude (SSR 14).

1606 Inventory of Ralph Hubaud’s property showing ‘Mr. Shakspre’ owed xxli (Calendar of Worcester Wills)
1606 Survey of Rowington shows ‘Willielmus tenet . .. domum mansionalem’ (WS ii. 112)

1608-9  Court of Record for Stratford (seven documents). Addenbrooke suit (SSR 15-21)

1609 Conveyance of a Property adjoining a property of Shakespeare in Henley Street (SSR 22)

1611 Shakespeare’s name added to List of 71 Contributors to a Highways Bill (SSR 23).

1611 Draft Bill of Complaint confirms Shakespeare’s lease of the tithes of Stratford (SSR 24).

1611 Inventory of goods of Robert Johnson states he held a barn of “Mr Shaxper” (WS ii. 32).

1612 Survey of Stratford Corporation records Shakespeare as tithe tenant (SSR 25)

1613 Conveyance of property in Henley Street, next to a property of Shakespeare (SSR 26).

1614 Thomas Greene notes M" Shakspeare among Freeholders in Oldstratford and Welcombe (SSR 27).
1614 Welcombe Enclosure: covenant with William Replingham (SSR 28).

1614 Thomas Greene refers four times in his notes to Shakspere (SSR 29).

1614 Grant for entertaining a preacher (WS ii. 153)

1603-16 Endorsement on lease of a barn beside Mr William Shaxpeare’s property (SSR 30).

1616 Burial of ‘Will. Shakspere, Gent’ (SSR 1e).
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Table 2: William of Stratford in Official London Records

There are about 25 documents in London which mention William Shakespeare in his lifetime. Thomas lists 28 docu-
ments held in the PRO (now The National Archives), but two of these do not mention him by name and four date from

after his death.

1588-9
1595

1596

1597
1597
1598
1599
1599
1599
1600
1600
1602
1602
1603
1603
1604
1604
1604-5

1605
1606
1607
1608
1609
1610
1611-2
1612
1613
1613
1613
1615
1615
1616
1617
1619-20

1632
1635
1636-7

Court of King’s Bench: William cited as legal heir in Bill of Complaint about Estate at Wilmecote: (PRO 1).
15 April. Treasurer of the Queen’s Chamber paid £20 to “Willm Kempe Willm Shakespeare & Richarde
Burbage seruauntes to the Lord Chamberleyne” (PRO 2).

Court of King’s Bench: “William Shakspere” bound over in in Writ of Attachment made by Francis Langley
(PRO 3).

Purchase of New Place by “Willielmus Shakespeare” from Thomas Underhill (PRO 9).

“William Shackspere” listed among tax defaulters in St. Helen’s Parish, Bishopsgate (PRO 4).
“Willelmus Shakespeare” listed as tax defaulter in St. Helen's Parish, Bishopsgate (PRO 5).

“Willelmus Shakepeare” listed as tax defaulter in Bishopsgate (PRO 6).

Shakespeare listed as tax defaulter in St. Helen’s Parish, Bishopsgate (PRO 7).

Thomas Brend'’s post-mortem inventory mentions “Shakespeare” at the Globe (PRO 10).

“Willelmus Shakspeare” in Lord Treasurer’s Remembrancer as tax defaulter (PRO 8).

Stationers’ Register: ‘Henry iiij . . . written by Mr Shakespere’ (WS i. 377).

Confirmation that “Willielmum Shakespeare” purchased New Place in 1597 (PRO 14).

York Herald mentions “Shakespear y¢ Player by Garter” in a complaint about issuing of arms (WS ii. 22).
Warrant for Letters Patent: “Wilielmum Shakespeare” was listed as one of King’s Men (PRO 15).
Letters Patent: “Wilielmum Shakespeare” listed as one of King’s Men (PRO 16).

Master of the Great Wardrobe grants red cloth to “William Shakespeare” and others (PRO 17).

Survey of Rowington lists “William Shakespere” as property holder (PRO 18).

Revels’s Accounts mentions “Shaxberd” as the author in connection with performance of four plays at
court (PRO 21).

Augustine Phillips bequeaths 30s. “to my ffellowe william Shakespeare” (WS ii. 73).

Exchequer, Land Revenue lists Shakespeare as property holder in Stratford (PRO 19).

Stationers’ Register: “Master William Shakespeare his historye of Kynge Lear” (WS i. 463).

Stationers’ Register: “A Yorkshire Tragedy by Wylliam Shakespere” (WS i. 535).

Stationers’ Register: “a booke called Shakespeares sonnettes” (WS i. 556).

Confirmation of land purchase by “Shakespere” from William and John Combe in 1602 (PRO 24).
Revels’ Accounts mentions two plays of Shakespeare but not him by name (PRO 22).

Bellott-Mountjoy Case: Shakespeare is mentioned 18 times in 25 documents (PRO 25).

Payment for an Impresa to a Mr. Shakespeare (WS ii. 153).

Purchase of Blackfriars Gatehouse for £140; mortgaged to Henry Walker (PRO 26).

Bequest of five pounds by John Combe to M" William Shackspere (WS ii. 127)

King’s Bench. Shakespeare mentioned as Sharer in Globe in case Ostler v Heminges (PRO 11).
Mentioned in Bill of Complaint by Sir Thomas Bendish regarding Blackfriars (PRO 27).

Last will and testament of William Shackspeare (PRO 28).

Court Roll of Rowington confirms transfer of property to Susanna and John Hall (PRO 20).

Court of Requests mentions Shakespeare in case Witter v. Heminges and Condell (seven documents, PRO
12).

Court of Requests: Cuthbert Burbage mentions Shakespeare as sharer in the Globe (WS ii. 67).

Lord Chamberlain’s Department. Cuthbert Burbage mentions Shakespeare (PRO 13).

Warrants from Lord Chamberlain mentions three plays of Shakespeare, but not him by name (PRO 23).
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Table 3: Unofficial, Manuscript References to Shakespeare

In addition to the six unofficial, manuscript references listed in the Stratford section, there are about ten unofficial,
hand-written references to Shakespeare in his lifetime.

1593

1598-1603

1598-1601

1599-1601
1599-1605

1601
1602

1613-35

1614
1615

1618-21
1616-33

H. B. in Willobie His Avisa refers to Shakespeare (WS ii. 191).

Northumberland Manuscript contains unsigned scribbles, mentioning Shakespeare on various occa-
sions (WS i 196-7)

Gabriel Harvey in a manuscript note in a copy of Speght’s translation of Chaucer (1598) mentions Shake-
speare (WS ii. 196).

The Returne from Parnassus | and |l mentions Shakspeare nine times (WS ii. 199-201).

“W. Shakespear” mentioned in an anonymous manuscript note in The Pinner of Wakefield, attributed to
Robert Greene (WS ii. 201).

Francis Davison’s note in Catalog of the Poems contayned in Englands Helicon (WS i. 372).

John Manningham in his diary reports an anecdote about Burbage and Shakespeare (WS ii. 212).
Leonard Digges in a manuscript note in a copy of Lope de Vega’s Rimas mentions Shakespeare (Morgan
1963, pp 118-120).

William Drummond mentions Shakespeare (from notes published in 1711, WS ii. 220).

F. B. [Francis Beaumont] in a poem to Ben Jonson mentions Shakespeare (WS ii. 222).

Edmund Bolton lists Shakespeare in his manuscript for Hypercritica (WS ii. 225).

William Basses’s poem on the death of Wm Shakespeare (WS ii. 226).

Table 4: Printed References to Shakespeare

There are about 18 named references to Shakespeare in print until the end of 1616.

1592 Possible allusion by the name ‘shake-scene’ in Robert Greene’s Groatsworth of Wit (WS ii. 188).

1595 Thomas Covell in Polimanteia refers to ‘sweet Shak-speare’ (WS ii. 193).

1598 Richard Barnfield in A Remembrance of Some English Poets mentions Shakespeare (WS ii. 195).

1598 Francis Meres in Palladis Tamia mentions Shakespeare among many other writers (WS ii. 193-195).

1599 John Weever dedicates one epigram (out of 160) to ‘Honie-tong’d Shakespeare’ (WS ii.199).

1600 John Bodenham mentions William Shakespeare once in his Epistle to Bel-vedere or The Garden of the
Muses (WS ii, 211).

1600-4 Anthony Scoloker in Daiphantus, or the Passions of Love refers to ‘friendly Shake-speare’s tragedies’ (WS
ii 214).

1603 In A Mourneful Dittie, entituled Elizabeths Losse (by Henry Chettle?) ‘Shakspeare, Johnson, Greene’ are
criticised for not lamenting the death of Elizabeth (WS ii.212-3).

1603-1625 I. C.[John Cooke] in Epigrames lists Shakespeare with Johnson and Greene (WS ii. 212).

1605 William Camden (1551-1623) in Remaines of a greater Worke concerning Britaine mentions William Shake-
speare (WSii. 215).

1607 William Barksted in Myrrha mentions ‘Shakspeare’ (WS ii. 216).

1612 John Webster in his Epistle to The White Devil mentions ‘Shake-speare’ among others (WS ii. 218).

1614 Richard Carew on the Excellencie of the English Tongue mentions ‘Shakespheare’ (WS ii. 219).

1614 Thomas Freeman in Runne and a Great Cost writes a sonnet to Shakespeare (WS ii. 220).

1615 Edmund Howes in his continuation of Stow’s Annals mentions Shakespeare (WS ii. 221).

1615 Thomas Porter in his book of epigrams mentions Shakespeare (WS ii. 222).

1616 In The workes of Beniamin lonson, ‘Will. Shakespeare’ is listed among the actors for Every Man in his Hu-
mour and ‘Will. Shake-Speare’ for Sejanus (WS ii. 71).

1620 John Taylor in The Praise of Hemp-seed mentions Shakespeare (WS ii. 226).
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Table 5 List of Plays and Poems Attributed in Print to Shakespeare

DEMYTHOLOGIZING SHAKESPEARE

STC A short-title catalogue of books printed in England, Scotland and Ireland, and of English books printed abroad
1475-1640. Second edition, revised and enlarged, begun b?/ W. A. Jackson an S. Ferguson, completed
by K. F. Pantzer. London: The Bibliographical Society. Vol. [ (A-H). 1986. Vol. II (I-Z). 1976. Vol. il (Indexes,
addenda, corrigenda). 1991.

Year Edn Title Attribution STC

1593 Q1 Venus and Adonis William Shakespeare 22354

1594 Q2 Venus and Adonis William Shakespeare 22355

9 o1 Lucrece William Shakespeare 22345

1595 -

%ggg Q3 Venus and Adonis William Shakespeare 22357

1598 Q1 Lucrece William Shakespeare 22346

Q Love’s Labours Lost W. Shakespere 22294
Q2 1Henry IV W. Shake-speare 22280
Q2, Q3 Richard Il William Shake-speare 222308/9
Q2 Richard Il William Shake-speare 222315
1599 Q4 Venus and Adonis William Shakespeare 22358
Q3 1Henry IV W. Shakespeare 22280
01,02 Passionate Pilgrim W. Shakespere 22342
1600 Q2,Q3 Lucrece William Shakespeare 22347/8
Q1 2 Henry 1V, W. Shakespeare 22288
Q1 Midsummer Night’s Dream, William Shakespeare 22302
Q1 Merchant of Venice William Shakespeare 22296
Q Much Ado William Shakespeare 22304
1601 -
1602 Q5 Venus and Adonis William Shakespeare 22359
Q1 Merry Wives, William Shakespeare 22299
Q3 Richard 111 William Shakespeare 22316
1603 Q1 Hamlet William Shake-speare 22275
1604 Q2 Hamlet William Shakespeare 22276
Q3 1Henry IV W. Shake-speare 22282
1605 Q4 Richard 111 William Shake-speare 22317
606 Q The London Prodigal William Shakespeare 22333
1 -
1607 Q6 Venus and Adonis William Shakespeare 22360
Q4 Lucrece William Shakespeare 22349
1608 Q7 Venus and Adonis William Shakespeare 22360a
Q1 History of King Lear William Shake-speare 22292
Q4 Richard 11 W. Shakespeare 22310
Q5 1Henry IV W. Shake-speare 22283
Q1 A Yorkshire Tragedy W. Shakspeare 22340
1609 Q Sonnets Shake-speare 22353
Q1 Troilus, William Shakespeare 22232
Q1,Q2 Pericles William Shakespeare 22334
1610 Q8 Venus and Adonis William Shakespeare 22360b
1611 Q3 Hamlet, William Shakespeare 22277
Q3 Pericles William Shakespeare 22334
Q2 King John W. Sh. 14646
1612 Q5 Richard 111 W. Shake-speare 22318
03 Passionate Pilgrim W. Shakespere 22343

1613 Q6 1Henry IV W. Shake-speare 22284

1614 -

1615 Q5 Richard Il William Shake-speare 22312

1616 Q5 Lucrece William Shakespeare 22350

%g%g Q9 Venus and Adonis William Shakespeare 22361

1619 Q3 Contention William Shakespeare 26101

Q3 True Tragedie William Shakespeare 26101
Q4 Pericles William Shakespeare 22334
Q2 Merry Wives W. Shakespeare 22300
Q2 Merchant W. Shakespeare 22297
Q2 King Lear William Shake-speare 22293
Q2 MN Dream W. Shakespeare 22303
Q2 A Yorkshire Tragedy W. Shakespeare 22341
Q2 Sir John Oldcastle William Shakespeare 18796

1620 Q10 Venus and Adonis William Shakespeare 22362

1621 -

1622 Q4 Hamlet William Shakespeare 22278

Q1 Othello, William Shakespeare 22305
Q6 Richard 111 W. Shake-speare 22319
Q7 1 Henry IV W. Shake-speare 22285
Q3 King John W. Shakespeare 14647
1623 F1 First Folio (36 plays) William Shakespeare 22273
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The Shakespeare Authorship
Question: A Forensic Examination

HIGHLIGHTS

The search for a link between the world’s most famous writer, William Shakespeare, and
the litigious businessman from Stratford-upon-Avon, Will Shakspere, has been ongoing
for centuries, but no one has yet found any evidence that they were the same person.

ABSTRACT

Most authorship disputes are between rival authors, between two or more writers for
whom thereis conflicting evidence within the works themselves, or conflicting testimony
from others about who exactly composed what. The Shakespeare Authorship Question,
however, is quite different. It is based on assumptions about the supposed author’s
life, on a stunning absence of testimony by people who actually knew him, as well as
silence by the author himself. That is, the traditional attribution is based on a lack of
direct knowledge. Despite centuries of intense research and investigation, no credible
evidence from his actual lifetime has emerged linking Will Shakspere of Stratford to
the illustrious dramatic canon of the author who wrote under the pseudonym William
Shakespeare. One major aspect of this search has been attempts by scholars to find
individuals among Shakspere’s family, friends, and co-workers who spoke of him as a
writer. It turns out that no one who lived and worked during the Stratford man’s dates
ever did. Nor did he or any member of his family or his descendants ever claim that
he was a writer. There is simply no contemporary record of anyone mentioning him in
connection with playwriting. Even among the few literary men who were personally
acquainted with him - poet and playwright Michael Drayton and historian William
Camden to name two -- neither ever mentioned him as a writer in their accounts of
prominent men from the county of Warwickshire. Other residents of the Stratford area
-- some of whom were quite familiar with the London theatrical scene -- never referred
to him at all, much less as a dramatist. This included the theatergoer Edward Pudsey
and the poet and playwright Fulke Greville, also Warwickshire residents. Dr. John Hall,
who married Shakspere’s daughter Susanna in 1607, practiced medicine in Stratford for
30 years and wrote about his most interesting patients, never mentioned his father-in-
law as a writer. This absence of direct knowledge and this absence of living testimony is
unique in the history of authorship disputes. This article looks in detail at the silences
of those around the Stratford man, people who should have mentioned his writing but
didn’t, and ask what part such silence should play in knowledge formation.

KEYWORDS

Shakespeare, Shakespeare Authorship Question, Knowledge formation, Pseudonyms,
Fulke Greville.
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INTRODUCTION

Of all the immortal geniuses of literature, none
is personally so elusive as William Shakespeare.
It is exasperating and almost incredible that he
should be so. After all, he lived in the full daylight
of the English Renaissance, in the well-docu-
mented reigns of Queen Elizabeth and King James
l. ... He was connected with some of the best-
known figures in the most conspicuous court in
English history. Since his death, and particularly
in the last century, he has been subjected to the
greatest battery of organized research that has
ever been directed upon a single person. And yet
the greatest of all Englishmen, after this tremen-
dous inquisition, still remains so close a mystery
that even his identity can still be doubted.

Hugh Trevor-Roper,
Regius Professor of Modern History,
Oxford University

Authorship disputes typically involve two or more ri-
val claimants to a work or body of work in which there is
conflicting evidence of authorship, or about which there
is conflicting testimony from others about who was the
actual author. There is usually evidence of some kind on
both sides of the dispute. However, the controversy about
the authorship of the Shakespeare canon, now more than
400 years old, is quite different. It became a subject of
public discussion in the 18th century and continues today
because the traditional attribution to William Shakspere
of Stratford-upon-Avon is not based on facts, testimony,
or documentation but on assumptions about the sup-
posed author that are unsupported by any credible evi-
dence.

Despite centuries of intense research and investiga-
tion, no such evidence from Stratford, London, or else-
where has emerged associating the provincial business-
man with the plays and poems that were published under
the pseudonym “William Shakespeare.” In fact, the tradi-
tional attribution has prevailed despite the substantial
evidence that the Stratford man had nothing to do with
playwriting or poetry and that there is no documentation
that he ever wrote anything.

No one who knew him associated him with writing,
nor did he ever claim to be a writer. This absence of evi-
dence, what amounts to total silence, is almost unique in
the history of authorship disputes, and is highly unusu-
al in serious controversies of any kind. Questions about
the real identity of the author “Shakespeare” arose in the
Elizabethan dramatic community as early as 1593 and
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1594, when the name first appeared in print. Over the en-
suing decades, numerous poets, playwrights, and others
repeatedly hinted that there was an unknown writer be-
hind the Shakespeare name who could not be revealed.!
Although these questions continued to be asked over
generations to come, and numerous different answers
proposed, editors, scholars, and publishers have accept-
ed and enforced a tradition that a businessman in Strat-
ford-upon-Avon named William Shakspere was the au-
thor of the world’s most illustrious dramatic canon.? The
origin of this disputed tradition is unknown, but it seems
to have developed as references to the Stratford man as
the author began to appear in the 1620s and 1630s, years
after his death. It was not until 1920 when J. Thomas Loo-
ney published ‘Shakespeare’ Identified in Edward de Vere
the Seventeenth Earl of Oxford, that the actual author was
revealed.

Stratford-upon-Avon

The surviving records pertaining to William Shaks-
pere of Stratford-upon-Avon (1564-1616) indicate that
he was a grain dealer and moneylender who invested in
real estate in his village in rural Warwickshire. At no time
during his lifetime and for several years afterward were
there any references to him as a playwright or a writer of
any kind. Neither Shakspere nor any member of his fami-
ly, nor any of his descendants, ever claimed that he was a
writer, and there is no record of any of them mentioning
plays or playwriting. Nor is there any evidence that Wil-
liam Shakspere of Stratford attended the court of Queen
Elizabeth or consorted with the wealthy or the nobility, as
the author of the plays obviously did.

The records of the Stratford grammar school during
his school-age years are lost, but his biographers claim
that he would have received an advanced grammar school
education. There is no record that he attended any of the
Inns of Court or universities in England, nor any evidence
that he traveled beyond Stratford and London. He mar-
ried at age 18 to a woman six years older who was already
pregnant with their daughter, Susanna. Three years later,
in 1585, his wife bore him twins, whom he named Hamnet
and Judith, after neighbors of the family. It appears that
about this time, he traveled to London, but his activities
for the next six or seven years, the so-called “lost years,”
are unknown.

His parents, John and Mary, were unable to sign their
names, and his daughter Judith signed with a mark. His el-
dest daughter, Susanna, was barely able to sign her name
(Thompson, 1916; Price, 2000). The only handwriting al-
leged to be that of William Shakspere are six signatures
on legal documents, all dated in the last four years of his
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life, including three on his will. They are all written in a
shaky script and all spelled differently. Several are not
completely finished. The authenticity of all six signatures
has come into question, the claim being made that some
or all of them were written by a lawyer or a lawyer’s clerk.
More than one expert has concluded that those on the
will were not written by the person who wrote the other
three, most likely a law clerk (Thomas, 1985; Jenkinson,
1922). If any of them were actually written by Shakspere
of Stratford, they indicate that he was, at best, unaccus-
tomed to signing his name. At worst, they suggest that
he was unable to write cursive script, and is therefore
disqualified as the author of the Shakespeare works. It
should be noted here that almost all major authors of the
period used cursive script.

In this context, it is notable that Shakspere’s friend
and neighbor Richard Quiney, who was about seven years
older than the alleged playwright, was the author of the
only extant letter written to him—a letter of more than a
hundred words that he wrote in October 1598. It is an ap-
peal for a guarantee of a loan of £30, and is signed “Yow-
res in all kyndness Ryc. Quyney.” In the words of paleog-
rapher Sir E. Maunde Thompson, “ . . . one is struck with
the excellence of the small but legible . . . handwriting in
the English style.”® A letter to this same Richard Quiney,
sent to him in London by his father Adrian, dated January
1598, is also extant.

In his article on handwriting in 16th century England,
Thompson (1916, pp. 295-296) also cited a Stratford deed
of 1610 that “bears three admirable signatures of Shake-
speare’s fellow townsmen.” These facts demonstrate that
Shakspere’s neighbors and fellow businessmen were able
to sign their names, and even write competent letters,
and that his parents and children were unable to do the
same. On the other hand, Shakspere’s younger brother,
a haberdasher, signed his name “Gilbart Shakspere” in “a
neat Italian hand” as a witness two years before his death
in 1612, at the age of 45 (Eccles, 1963). These facts are fur-
ther evidence that the claim that Shakspere of Stratford
authored the Shakespeare works, or even a single play, is
therefore almost impossible to believe.

In Shakspere’s own will, which filled three pages
and was most likely written by a clerk, he mentioned no
books, papers, or manuscripts, nor did he refer to a the-
ater, a playbook, or a play. The reference in his will to the
actors Burbage, Heminges, and Condell of the King’s Men
seem to be a later interpolation. In any case, the will lan-
guage only connects him to these men as an actor, and
makes no mention of the writing of plays or poems. Al-
though it is documented that he owned small fractions
of shares in the Globe and Blackfriars theaters, his will
mentions no such shares, and there is no record that
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his heirs received them or any payments for them. The
legal records concerning the ownership of shares in the
two theaters being incomplete and unclear, Shakespeare
scholar E. K. Chambers (1930, Vol. 2, pp. 67-68) surmised
that Shakspere must have sold his holdings in the decade
before he died.

Biographers of Shakespeare assert that he made his
living by selling his plays, but at the time of his death in
1616, at least 19 Shakespeare plays, over half the total,
had never been published. Furthermore, there is no evi-
dence that Shakspere of Stratford ever sold a play to an
acting company or that he or his seven siblings—he had
three brothers and four sisters—or any of his descen-
dants ever sought payment for the publication of a play
or poem. Documents in Stratford indicate that Shakspere
most likely earned his living by trading in commodities
and investing in real estate. He also loaned money to his
fellow townsmen, several of whom he sued for repay-
ment of small debts.

What is striking is the refusal of nearly all traditional
Shakespeare scholars to acknowledge this total absence
of evidence that the Stratford man wrote anything. Nor
have they undertaken a serious search for the actual au-
thor. Those scholars and authorship skeptics who have
engaged in such a search have failed to find anyone among
Shakspere’s family, friends, or acquaintances in Stratford
who spoke or wrote of him as a writer. Nor did anyone in
London or elsewhere who lived at the time he did ever
refer to him as a writer. Nor did he or any member of his
family or his descendants, ever claim that he was a writer.
There is simply no contemporary record of anyone men-
tioning him in connection with any kind of writing. This
is especially puzzling because several prominent literary
men in Warwickshire must have known William Shaks-
pere, who was one of Stratford’s wealthiest residents.

Two contemporary writers, Michael Drayton and Wil-
liam Camden, failed to mention the alleged playwright in
the descriptions of Warwickshire that they published in
the decade after the death of Queen Elizabeth in 1603.
Drayton was an important poet and dramatist who pub-
lished Poly-Olbion, a cultural and geographical history of
England, in a series of songs that included literary notes
and stories about each county. In it were references to
Chaucer, to Spenser, and to other English poets. But in his
description of Warwickshire, Drayton failed to mention
Shakespeare, even though by 1612, the name “William
Shakespeare” was well-known as one of England’s lead-
ing playwrights. Nor did Drayton’s rough map (1961, Vol.
4, pp. 274-275) of the county include the town of Strat-
ford. This is a perplexing omission, considering that Dray-
ton lived only about 25 miles from Stratford, and is known
to have regularly visited literary friends in the area. Some
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critics have even found the influence of Shakespeare in
Drayton’s poetry (Campbell & Quinn, 1966).

In his lengthy history of England, Britannia (1586), the
historian William Camden (1551-1623) described Strat-
ford-upon-Avon as “ . . beholden for all the beauty that
it hath to two men there bred and brought up, namely,
John of Stratford Archbishop of Canterburie, who built
the church, and Sir Hugh Clopton Maior of London, who
over Avon made a stone bridge supported with foure-
teene arches ... In the same paragraph, Camden called
attention to George Carew, Baron Clopton, who lived
nearby and was active in the town’s affairs (Vol. 2, p. 445).
Elsewhere in Britannia, Camden noted that the poet Philip
Sidney had a home in Kent. But there is no mention of the
well-known poet and playwright, William Shakespeare,
who had been born and raised in Stratford, whose family
still lived there, and who by this date had returned there
to live in one of the grandest houses in town. We know
that Camden was familiar with literary and theatrical af-
fairs because he was a friend of Michael Drayton (Newdi-
gate, 1961), and he noted in his diary the deaths of the
actor Richard Burbage and the poet and playwright Sam-
uel Daniel in 1619. He made no such note on the death,
in April 1616, of Shakspere of Stratford. This is an even
more striking omission because Camden revered poets,
had several poet friends, and wrote poetry himself.*

There is good evidence that Camden was familiar
with the dramatic works and poetry of William Shake-
speare. In 1605, he published Remains Concerning Britain,
a series of essays on English history, English names, and
the English language. In it, he listed 11 English poets and
playwrights who he thought would be admired by future
generations—in other words, the best writers of his time.
Among the 11 were six playwrights, including Jonson,
Chapman, Drayton, Daniel, Marston, and William Shake-
speare (Camden, 1984, pp. 287, 294).

There is also good evidence that Camden was person-
ally acquainted with William Shakspere and his father,
John. In 1597, Queen Elizabeth appointed Camden to the
post of Clarenceaux King of Arms, one of the two officials
in the College of Arms who approved applications for
coats of arms. In 1599, John Shakspere, applied to the Col-
lege to have his existing coat of arms impaled, or joined,
with the arms of his wife’s family, the Ardens of Wilmcote
(Chambers, 1930, Vol. 2, pp.18-32). Some scholars have
asserted that Will Shakspere made this application for his
father, but there is no evidence of that. What is likely is
that William paid the substantial fee that accompanied
the application.

The record shows that Camden and his colleague Wil-
liam Dethick approved the modification that John Shak-
spere sought. However, in 1602 another official in the
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College brought a complaint against Camden and Dethick
that they had granted coats of arms improperly to 23 in-
eligible men, one of whom was John Shakspere. Camden
and Dethick defended their actions, but there is no re-
cord of the outcome of the matter. John Shakspere’s coat
of arms, minus the Arden impalement, later appeared on
the monument in Holy Trinity Church, discussed below.
Because of this unusual complaint, Camden had good
reason to remember John Shakspere’s application.” Thus,
it is very probable that Camden had met both father and
son. At the least, he knew who they were and where they
lived. This well-documented evidence indicates that even
though Camden mentioned playwrights and poets in his
books and in his diary, and was personally acquainted
with Shakspere of Stratford, he never connected him with
the writer on his list of the best English poets.

Drayton and Camden were not alone in their failure
to recognize the Stratford man as a playwright. Several
other residents of the village and its environs, some of
whom were familiar with the London theatrical scene,
never referred to him at all, much less as a dramatist. The
theatergoer Edward Pudsey, who lived only 25 miles from
Stratford, left to his heirs a commonplace book in which
he had copied passages from 22 contemporary plays--
four by Ben Jonson, three by Marston, seven by Dekker,
Lyly, Nashe, Chapman, and Heywood, and eight by Wil-
liam Shakespeare. One English scholar who examined the
manuscript asserted that the quotations from Othello and
Hamlet were written in a section that she dated no later
than 1600 (Rees, 1992). Thus, it is likely that Edward Pud-
sey had access to now-lost quartos of Othello and Ham-
let or had seen the plays and written down the dialogue
by that date. But nowhere in the hundreds of entries in
what is now called “Edward Pudsey’s Book” is there any
indication that he was aware that the playwright whose
words he copied so carefully lived in nearby Stratford-up-
on-Avon.

The dramatist and poet, Sir Fulke Greville, later Lord
Brooke, whose family had lived at Beauchamp Court, less
than ten miles from Stratford for more than 200 years,
must also have known the Shakspere family. In 1592, he
was appointed to a commission to report on those who
refused to attend church. The commission reported to
the Privy Council that nine men in the parish of Strat-
ford-upon-Avon had not attended church at least once
a month. Among the nine was John Shakspere, father
of William (Eccles, 1963). On the death of his father in
1606, Greville was appointed to the office his father had
held--Recorder of Warwick and Stratford-upon-Avon. In
this position, he could hardly have been unaware of the
Shakspere family. A number of letters both to and from
Greville have survived. Yet, nowhere in any of his reminis-
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cences, or in the letters he wrote or received, is there any
mention of the well-known poet and playwright, William
Shakespeare, who supposedly lived a few miles away. A
leading Shakespeare scholar, Stopes (1907), wrote: “It is
... considered strange that such a man should not have
mentioned Shakespeare” (p. 171).

Another resident of Stratford, Dr. John Hall, married
Shakspere’s daughter Susanna in 1607 and practiced
medicine in the borough for 30 years. On the death of his
father-in-law in 1616, Dr. Hall, his wife, and their eight-
year-old daughter, Elizabeth, moved into New Place with
William Shakspere’s widow, Anne. A few years after Dr.
Hall’s death in 1635, it came to light that he had kept hun-
dreds of anecdotal records about his patients and their
ailments--records that have excited the curiosity of both
literary and medical scholars. In his notebooks, he de-
scribed dozens of his patients and their illnesses, includ-
ing his wife and daughter. He also mentioned the Vicar of
Stratford and various noblemen and their families, as well
as the poet Michael Drayton.

In his notes about one patient, Thomas Holyoak, Dr.
Hall wrote that Thomas’s father, Francis, had compiled
a Latin-English dictionary. He described John Trapp, a
minister and the schoolmaster of the Stratford Gram-
mar School, as being noted for “his remarkable piety and
learning, second to none” (Joseph, 1964, pp. 47, 94). Hall
once treated Michael Drayton for a fever and even noted
that he was an excellent poet (Lane, 1996). But nowhere
in Dr. Hall’s notebooks is there any mention of his fa-
ther-in-law, William Shakspere. This, of course, has vexed
and puzzled scholars. Dr. Hall surely treated his wife’s
father during the decade they lived within minutes of
each other, a decade in which William Shakespeare was
known as one of the leading playwrights in England. Why
wouldn’t he record any treatment of William Shakspere
and mention his literary achievements as he had those of
Michael Drayton and Francis Holyoake? It is reasonable
to expect that Dr. John Hall would have noted his treat-
ment of William Shakspere during the ten years he knew
him--if he thought he had done something of note. It is
indeed strange that he should have neglected to include
any record of his treating his supposedly famous father-
in-law. Ms. Stopes called it “the one great failure of his
life” (1901, p. 82).

However, the most telling failure to mention Shaks-
pere as a writer or playwright is that of Thomas Greene,
the Town Clerk of Stratford, a published poet, and so
close a friend of Shakspere’s that he and his family
lived in the Shakspere household at New Place for many
months during 1609 and 1610 (Schoenbaum, 1991). More
than that, Greene named two of his children, William and
Anne, most likely after the Shaksperes. Greene and Shak-
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spere were not only good friends, the two of them also
made joint investments in real estate and once collab-
orated as plaintiffs in a lawsuit. In his personal records,
Greene mentioned Shakspere several times, but only in
connection with the Welcombe land enclosure matter,
referring to him as “my Cosen Shakspeare” (Chambers,
1930, Vol. 2, pp. 142-143). As a frequent visitor to Lon-
don and a published poet himself, Greene must have been
aware of the celebrated poet William Shakespeare, but
he never connected him with the man he knew so inti-
mately in Stratford. It is hardly credible that none of the
men mentioned here would have recognized the Shaks-
pere they knew in Stratford as the famous playwright, if
they had thought that he was the same person. Nor did
any other resident of Stratford ever refer to their fellow
townsman Shakspere as a writer of any kind.

Further evidence suggests that about the time that
Shakespeare’s plays began to appear in print in the 1590s,
performances of plays were not only unwelcome in Strat-
ford, they were actually prohibited throughout the bor-
ough. Itis well-documented that between 1568 and 1597,
numerous playing companies visited and performed
there. But by the end of this period, the Puritan office-
holders there finally attained their objective of banning
all performances of plays and interludes.

In 1602, the Corporation of Stratford ordered that a
fine of ten shillings be imposed on any official who gave
permission for any type of play to be performed in any
city building, or in any inn or house in the borough. This,
in a year that at least six plays by Shakespeare, their al-
leged townsman, were being performed on public stages
in London. In 1612, just four years before their neighbor’s
death, this fine was increased to £10. The last payment
for a performance of a Shakespeare play in Stratford was
made in 1597, just as the first Shakespeare plays were be-
ing published in London. Nearly 150 years would pass be-
fore another of his plays would be performed in the town
(Fox, 1953, pp. 140-144).

Unlike other playwrights and poets, such as Philip
Sidney and Francis Beaumont, who were widely mourned
and given elaborate funerals, there were no public notic-
es or eulogies of Shakspere of Stratford when he died in
1616.° The first eulogies of the playwright were published
seven years later, in the First Folio, and were addressed
to “William Shakespeare,” the name that appeared on
the title pages of his plays, not to the Stratford man. But
by then, the hostility of Shakspere’s fellow townsmen to
performances of Shakespeare’s plays, or any plays, had
reached its acme. In 1622, when work on the First Folio
was in progress, the Stratford Corporation paid the King's
Players the sum of six shillings not to play in the Town
Hall. Surely by 1622, nearly 30 years after his name had
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first appeared in print, the people of Stratford would
have been aware that one of England’s greatest poets and
playwrights had been born, raised, and then retired in
their own town. That is, if such a thing were actually true.

Another example of the dearth of evidence connect-
ing William Shakspere of Stratford with the Shakespeare
works was noticed and deplored in 1821 by Edmond
Malone, the first genuine scholar of Shakespeare and an
early editor of his complete works. In a 2000-word pre-
amble to his The Life of Shakspeare,” Malone expressed
astonishment at the near-total absence of any facts, rec-
ollections, or other information about the alleged author
of the Shakespeare works who had supposedly lived in
Stratford. He cited more than a dozen poets, patrons,
publishers, biographers, and other literary men, some of
whom lived only a few miles from Stratford, who failed
to visit the town, interview those who knew him, or oth-
erwise conduct any investigation of his personal life or
activities. Malone pointed out that several descendants
of the Stratford man—his widow, his daughter, his son-
in-law, and his granddaughter—all lived decades after his
death, but no one ever sought them out for details about
their supposedly famous relative.

Malone wrote that “the negligence and inattention of
our English writers, after the Restoration, to the history
of the celebrated men who preceded them, can never be
mentioned without surprise and indignation. If Suetonius
and Plutarch had been equally uncurious, some of the
most valuable remains of the ancient world would have
been lost to posterity” (Malone & Boswell, 1821, pp. 11-
12). This lack of interest, or even curiosity, about the life
of the Stratford businessman and alleged playwright by
all but a pair of casual biographers, Nicholas Rowe and
Thomas Fuller, suggests that none of them associated
him with the playwright, William Shakespeare.

Attributes of the Playright

Numerous scholars have combed Shakespeare’s
works for evidence of the author’s interests, knowledge,
and experiences, resulting in several clear conclusions.
These reveal a well-educated intellectual with wide-rang-
ing interests and particular competence in a number of
distinct areas. The historian Hugh Trevor-Roper (1962)
described Shakespeare as a “cultured, sophisticated aris-
tocrat, fascinated alike by the comedy and tragedy of
human life, but unquestioning in his social and religious
conservatism” (p. 42).

It is common knowledge that the author was fluent
in French and conversant enough in Spanish, Italian, and
Welsh to include words and dialogue in those languages
frequently in his plays (Crystal & Crystal, 2002). In addi-
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tion, his use of untranslated works in Latin and Greek, as
well as his frequent use of words, and creation of words
derived from those languages, attest to his competence
in both (Theobald, 1909; Werth, 2002). There is not the
slightest evidence that William Shakspere of Stratford
was familiar with any foreign language.

An analysis of the legal terms, concepts, and pro-
cedures occurring in Shakespeare’s works conclusively
demonstrates that the author had an extensive and ac-
curate knowledge of the law. He used more than 200 le-
gal terms and legal concepts in numerous ways—as case
references, as similes and metaphors, images, examples,
and even puns—with an aptness and accuracy that can-
not be questioned (Alexander, 2001). Again, there is no
evidence that Shakspere of Stratford attended any of the
Elizabethan law schools—the Inns of Court, or that he
ever worked in a law office.

The author of the plays was also familiar with the
latest medical theories and practices, as well as the pro-
cesses and anatomy of the human body. Scholars have
identified hundreds of medical references in his plays and
poems, many of them major references in which he used
an image or a metaphor. He was especially prolific in his
use of imagery to describe illness (mental and physical),
injury, and disease—far more so than his fellow drama-
tists. He was aware of the major medical controversy of
the time between the adherents of Galen and those of
Paracelsus, and referred to both authorities in All’s Well
That Ends Well (Act 1. Scene iii. 12). Moreover, it appears
that his medical references were not random, irrelevant
or inappropriate, but reflected the most advanced opin-
ions at the time (Showerman, 2012).

Another distinctive characteristic of the playwright
was his obvious interest and competence in music. In the
words of the music scholar W. Barclay Squire (1916), “In
no author are musical allusions more frequent than in
Shakespeare” (p. 32). In the plays and poems, there are
hundreds of images, metaphors, and passages relating
to music, as well as numerous ballads, love songs, folk
songs, and drinking songs. The playwright demonstrated
a clear technical knowledge of musical theory and prac-
tice, and alluded repeatedly to musicians, to instruments,
to musical terms, and even to notes.

Shakespeare’s intimate knowledge of military affairs
was noticed in the mid-19th century, and has more re-
cently been fully documented. According to the compiler
of a dictionary of his military language, Shakespeare pos-
sessed “an extraordinarily detailed knowledge of warfare,
both ancient and modern” (Edelman, 2000, p. 1). Nearly
all the history plays, as well as Othello, Antony and Cleopa-
tra, and Troilus and Cressida, are set in a place and time of
armed conflict, and numerous obscure military analogies
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and references appear throughout the canon. Several of
Shakespeare’s most enduring characters are soldiers or
ex-soldiers, most notably the faux soldier, Sir John Falstaff.
The author’s knowledge of the sea and seamanship is just
as striking and comprehensive. According to naval officer
A. F. Falconer, there is a “surprisingly extensive and exact
use of the technical terms belonging to sailing, anchor
work, sounding, ship construction, navigation, gunnery,
and swimming,” adding that “Shakespeare does not in-
vent sea terms and never misuses them” (1965, vii). There
is no evidence that Shakspere of Stratford ever served in
the military or that he undertook a sea voyage of any kind.

It is also well-known that the author displayed an ex-
traordinary range of knowledge of such other subjects as
botany, cosmology, jousting, hawking, religion, philoso-
phy, and courtly manners. There is nothing in Shakspere
of Stratford’s biography that indicates any interest or ex-
perience in these subjects or how he might have acquired
such detailed knowledge of them. The author was clearly
a keen reader of poetry and prose, foreign and English,
both contemporary and classical. Scholars have identi-
fied hundreds of plays, poems, novels, histories, etc., by
dozens of authors that he referred to, quoted, or used as
sources (Gillespie, 2001). In the lengthy will of Shakspere
of Stratford, there are numerous bequests of personal
possessions and household items, but no mention of a li-
brary, a bookcase, or a single book (Cutting, 2009).

One of the most striking features of Shakespeare’s
plays is the author’s preoccupation with the language, lit-
erature, and social customs of Italy. It is well-known that
Elizabethan imaginative literature, especially its drama,
was heavily indebted to Italian sources and models, such
as the commedia dell’ arte, and made regular use of such
devices from Italian drama as the chorus, ghosts of great
men, the dumb show and the play within the play (Gril-
lo, 1949). To no other writer does this apply more than
Shakespeare. More than a dozen of his plays are partially
or wholly set in contemporary or ancient Italy, and many
are derived from Italian plays or novels.

Scholars have repeatedly documented Shakespeare’s
unexplained familiarity with the geography, social life,
and local details of many places in Italy, especially north-
ern Italy. “When we consider that in the north of Italy
he reveals a . . . profound knowledge of Milan, Bergamo,
Verona, Mantua, Padua and Venice, the very limitation of
the poet’s notion of geography proves that he derived his
information from an actual journey through Italy and not
from books” (Grillo, 1949). American Richard Roe, in his
The Shakespeare Guide To Italy (2010, pp. 87-115), and Ital-
ian scholar Noemi Magri have identified the locales and
documented the accuracy of numerous details in several
plays, including The Taming of the Shrew, Two Gentlemen of
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Verona (“No Errors in Shakespeare, 1988, pp. 9-22") and
The Merchant of Venice (“Places in Shakespeare, 2003, pp.
6-14").

Nor was Shakespeare’s knowledge of Italy limited
to details of geography and local custom. It is clear that
he directly observed and was profoundly affected by
Italian painting and sculpture, and used several specific
works—murals, sculptures, and paintings—as the bases
for incidents, characters, and imagery. For instance, the
language and imagery in The Winter’s Tale, Love’s Labour’s
Lost, Venus and Adonis and Lucrece have been traced to the
sculpture and murals of Giulio Romano in Mantua’s Du-
cal Palace and Palazzo Te, and elsewhere in the same city
(Hamill, 2003). But there is nothing in the biography of
William Shakspere of Stratford that suggests an interest
in or knowledge of anything in Italy, nor is there any evi-
dence that he traveled to Italy or to any foreign country.
Traditional scholars admit these facts, but speculate that
he acquired his knowledge of the language and other de-
tails about the country from Italian merchant travelers in
various London taverns. For Shakspere to have learned
such details in casual conversation is clearly hard to be-
lieve.

The collection of poems titled Shakespeare’s Sonnets,
apparently written during the 1590s but not published
until 1609, contains a story of a middle-aged man’s affec-
tion for a younger man, whom he urges to marry and have
a son. The young man is widely believed by scholars of all
stripes to be Henry Wriothesley, third Earl of Southamp-
ton, a prominent nobleman less than ten years younger
than the Stratford man. This same Henry Wriothesley was
the object of the unusual and intensely ardent dedications
of Venus and Adonis and Lucrece that appeared over the
name William Shakespeare in 1593 and 1594. Stratfordian
scholars have been unable to explain this alleged person-
al relationship between a commoner from the provinces
and an Earl who spent most of his early life in and around
the royal court, an exceptional rarity in class-conscious
Elizabethan England. There is, in fact, no evidence that
they ever met or corresponded, nor is there any record of
anyone associating them with one another. The only con-
clusion to be drawn is that there was no such relationship
because the Stratford man was clearly not the playwright
who wrote under the pseudonym Shakespeare.

Although the name William Shakespeare first ap-
peared in print in 1593 and on numerous printed plays
during the next two decades, it was not until 1623, in
the prefatory material to the First Folio, that an alleged
connection between the dramatist Shakespeare and Wil-
liam Shakspere of Stratford appeared in print. In his short
encomium to the playwright in the Folio, Leonard Digges
alluded to “thy Stratford Moniment” [sic], the single in-
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stance in the first collection of the Shakespeare plays in
which the playwright was associated with the village of
Stratford.® Digges was apparently referring to the marble
monument in Stratford’s Holy Trinity Church, in which a
half-length limestone bust rests in a central arch flanked
by Corinthian columns supporting a cornice. On a tablet
below the bust, a cryptic eight-line inscription has been
carved, in which the figure is associated with Nestor, Soc-
rates, Vergil, and Mount Olympus.® Obviously, by 1623 the
effort was underway to link the Stratford businessman to
Shakespeare, the playwright.

The monument remains in place today, but its origi-
nal appearance, the identity of the person depicted, and
the meaning of the inscription have been the subjects of
numerous conflicting claims and interpretations. Recent
scholarship has confirmed that the bust in today’s Holy
Trinity Church in Stratford bears little relation to the
original figure. “The edifice seems to have been repaired,
modified, beautified, whitewashed, repainted or, in vari-
ous ways, tampered with on at least eight occasions be-
tween 1649 and 1861” (Waugh, 2015, para. 2). Evidence of
this is a sketch of the monument made in or about 1634
by Warwickshire antiquarian Sir William Dugdale, and
now in the possession of his lineal descendant. The sketch
depicts an ape-like figure of a man with melancholic fea-
tures entirely unlike those of the present-day bust. He is
shown clutching a sack of some kind, suggesting a com-
mercial wool or grain broker, and not, as in the current
monument, a benign and cheerful gentleman wielding
a quill and a sheet of paper over a cushion. Considering
these facts, it has been proposed that the bust originally
depicted Shakspere’s father, John (1537-1601), and was
later modified to represent his son, a pillow being substi-
tuted for the sack, and a quill and a sheet of paper added
to suggest a writer (Kennedy, 2005/2006).

But the fact remains that there is no record of any-
one in Warwickshire linking Shakspere of Stratford to
the canon of Shakespeare plays and poems until years
after his death in 1616, and the monument in Holy Trinity
Church, whenever it was constructed, and whomever it
depicted, is questionable evidence that he was the play-
wright. This is obviously the reason that the bust and in-
scription have been ignored or dismissed as irrelevant by
traditional Shakespeare scholars, including such promi-
nent ones as Stephen Greenblatt, Michael Wood, Park
Honan, and Stanley Wells (Whalen, 2005). Nevertheless,
the ambiguities and contradictions surrounding the mon-
ument continue unresolved, and remain an integral part
of the argument that the Stratford man had nothing to do
with the creation of Shakespeare’s works. That argument
is even stronger in London.
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London

Repeated examinations of the documents of the
Elizabethan theater have unearthed nothing that sup-
ports the theory of the Stratford man’s authorship of the
Shakespeare plays and poems. We know that he lived in
London because his name appears in delinquent tax re-
cords there, and in other documents as an actor and the-
ater company shareholder, but not as a playwright. Notic-
es and records of the actual playwright Shakespeare are
absent. This is especially striking in the most comprehen-
sive record of the public theater in Elizabethan London—
Henslowe’s Diary.

The successful theatrical entrepreneur Philip
Henslowe and his business partner, Edward Alleyn, had
operated the Rose Theater for about four years before he
began, in 1592, making entries in a notebook about his
theater and the acting companies that played in it, pri-
marily the Admiral’s Men (Foakes, 2002). The surviving
242-page manuscript, now called Henslowe’s Diary, con-
tains reports of performances of plays by all the major
playwrights of the time, including more than half-a-doz-
en by Shakespeare.

Throughout the Diary, appear the names of dozens
of actors and no less than 27 playwrights. In his Dia-
ry, Henslowe also kept records of the loans he made to
playwrights, and of the amounts he paid them for man-
uscripts. Among those mentioned are the familiar names
of Chapman, Dekker, Drayton, Jonson, Marston, and Web-
ster. There are also some unfamiliar names, such as Wil-
liam Bird, Robert Daborne, and Wentworth Smith. But
there is one familiar name that is missing. Nowhere in the
list of dozens of actors and playwrights in Henslowe’s Di-
ary do we find the name of William Shakespeare. This is
further evidence that the actual playwright successfully
concealed his identity behind a pseudonym, and that he
was not among the coterie of working playwrights who
were dependent on their earnings for their livelihoods.

If the man from Stratford were really the playwright
that he is alleged to be, he certainly would have met Ed-
ward Alleyn, the manager and leader of the Admiral’s
Men and the most distinguished actor on the Elizabe-
than stage. Alleyn was most famous for his roles in Mar-
lowe’s plays, but he also must have acted in several of
the Shakespeare plays that were performed at the Rose,
such as Titus Andronicus and Henry VI (Carson, 1988). Ed-
ward Alleyn also kept a diary that survives, along with
many of his letters and papers. They reveal that he had a
large circle of acquaintances throughout and beyond the
theater world that included aristocrats, clergymen, and
businessmen, as well as men in his own profession, such
as John Heminges, one of the alleged editors of the First
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Folio. But nowhere in Alleyn’s diary or letters that have
survived does the name William Shakespeare appear. It is
impossible to believe that Edward Alleyn, who was at the
center of the Elizabethan stage community for more than
35 years, would not have met and at least commented on
the leading playwright of the period and made some allu-
sion to him in his letters or diary. But the Stratford man
makes no such appearance.

Another Elizabethan of note, Sir Henry Wotton
(1568-1639), a diplomat and poet, was also a prolific writ-
er of letters during the entire lifetime of Shakspere of
Stratford. His many correspondents included his nephew,
Sir Edmund Bacon, as well as Sir Francis Bacon and John
Donne. Among his published works was Reliquiae Wotto-
nianae, or A Collection of Lives, Letters, Poems, with Charac-
ters of Sundry Personages, which included extensive allu-
sions to the wits and writers of his time. Yet, nowhere in
Wotton's letters or in his allusions to contemporary writ-
ers do we find the name of William Shakespeare. Even in
his detailed account of the burning of the Globe Theatre
in 1613, during a performance of Shakespeare’s All is True
(Henry VIII), Wotton never mentions the playwright, an
omission suggesting that the name Shakespeare was a
pseudonym.

The failure of any of these men to refer to the cel-
ebrated and prolific playwright, whose poems and plays
were selling in London’s bookshops, and whose plays
were repeatedly performed at court and on London stag-
es, supports the hypothesis that “William Shakespeare”
was the nom de plume that concealed the identity of the
actual poet and dramatist, and that continued to hide
it from readers, playgoers, and scholars for hundreds of
years.

Personal links between the Shakspere of Stratford
and playwrights and poets of his day are also entire-
ly absent. A survey of literary and personal records left
by 25 Elizabethan and Jacobean writers revealed that
all but one of them had left records, including letters,
manuscripts, payments for writing, etc., that evidenced
their profession. The exception was William Shakspere of
Stratford-upon-Avon, who left no records of any kind that
indicated he was a writer of plays or anything at all (Price,
2000).

This lack of even a hint of any sort of writing led one
leading Shakespeare biographer to write:

Perhaps we should despair of ever bridging the
vertiginous expanse between the sublimity of
the subject and the mundane inconsequence of
the documentary record. What would we not
give for a single personal letter, one page of a di-
ary! (Schoenbaum, 1991).
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Another Stratfordian scholar and editor went even
further: “Shakespeare . . . is authorial dark matter, ab-
sent from his writing and from historical record to an ex-
traordinary degree . . " but went on to assert that doubt
about the Stratford man as the author Shakespeare was
a “bizarrely widespread belief” (Bate et al., 2013, p. 641).
Although this is true of the fake Shakspere of Strat-
ford-upon-Avon, there is substantial evidence in the plays
and poems, and documents from the period, to link the
Shakespeare works to a now-identified aristocrat who
concealed himself from the public behind a pseudonym.

Serious doubts about, and outright denials of, the
Stratford man’s authorship of the canon commenced
even before his death and have continued to the present
day. In the 18th and 19th centuries, several writers, such
as Herbert Lawrence, Benjamin Disraeli, and W. H. Smith,
published their suspicions about the traditional attribu-
tion (Ogburn, 1992). The Scottish antiquarian, George
Chalmers, wrote: “What is known of Shakspeare in his
private character, in his friendships, in his amusements,
in his closet, in his family, is nowhere before us” (Hart,
1848, p .215).

American authors were hardly less doubtful. Ralph
Waldo Emerson was one of the earliest to record his skep-
ticism when he asserted, in 1854, that the Stratfordian
narrative was improbable, and that the identity of the
writer posed “the first of all literary problems” (Deese,
1986, p.114). Walt Whitman (1948) suggested that the au-
thor was an aristocrat—"one of the ‘wolfish earls’ so plen-
teous in the plays themselves, or some born descendant
and knower . . " (Vol. 2, p. 404). Henry James was “ . . .
‘sort of’ haunted by the conviction that the divine William
is the biggest and most successful fraud ever practised
on a patient world” (Lubbock, 1920, Vol. 1, p. 424), and
even wrote a short story about a couple who were put “in
charge of the Shakespeare house,” but after six months
found that “they could not stand the ‘humbug.” 1

Repeated remarks in his letters to friends and in his
speeches leave no doubt that Sigmund Freud believed
that “The name William Shakespeare is very certainly a
pseudonym, behind which a great mysterious stranger
[ein grosser Unbekannter] is hidden” (Freud et al., 1966-
1974, Vol. 23; p. 192). Freud read Looney’s ‘Shakespeare’
Identified in 1923, and in 1938, after his emigration to Lon-
don, he and Looney exchanged admiring letters. To the
consternation of his biographer and fellow psychiatrists,
Freud insisted on making these contrarian views public,
and added references to his conviction in several of his
books, including his autobiography (Holland, 1966, 56-58;
Looney, 1920, Vol. 2, pp. 264-273).

One of the most fervent and persistent disparagers
of the Stratford man was Mark Twain, who registered his
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disbeliefin him in several of his works, and published a sa-
tirical essay on the subject, Is Shakespeare Dead? the year
before he died. He described the Shakespeare mythos as
a “colossal skeleton brontosaur that stands fifty-seven
feet long and sixteen feet high in the Natural History Mu-
seum ... We had nine bones, and we built the rest of him
out of plaster of paris. We ran short of plaster of paris, or
we’d have built a brontosaur that could sit down beside
the Stratford Shakespeare and none but an expert could
tell which was biggest or contained the most plaster”
(1909, Chap. IV).

The parade of authorship doubters has continued
into the 21%t century. Prominent authors, all lovers of
Shakespeare, including Charles Dickens, John Greenleaf
Whittier, Thomas Hardy, and John Buchan, could not be-
lieve that the Stratford businessman had anything to do
with the Shakespeare canon. More recently, James Joyce,
Orson Welles, John Galsworthy, Charlie Chaplin, John
Gielgud, David McCullough, Michael York, Vanessa Red-
grave, Derek Jacobi, Jeremy Irons, and Mark Rylance are
among the many writers and actors who do not accept
William Shakspere of Stratford as the dramatist. Since
1986, five Justices of the U.S. Supreme Court—Harry A.
Blackmun, Sandra Day O’Connor, Lewis F. Powell Jr., An-
tonin Scalia, and John Paul Stevens—have also rejected
the Stratfordian theory, of whom three (Blackmun, Scalia,
and Stevens) have declared themselves supporters of Ox-
ford. (Wildenthal, 2019)

Nevertheless, the Stratfordian myth persists, and
is routinely perpetuated in the literature departments
of universities, in academic journals, and in publishing
houses all over the world. The significant research reveal-
ing that the man from Stratford was not the author has
been consistently rejected, disparaged, or simply ignored
by these keepers of a bogus tradition. Only when the veil
of credulity and self-deception is lifted from the eyes of
these scholars will Shakespeare’s audience be assured of
his rightful identity.

BIOGRAPHY

Ramon Jimenez is a California-based independent his-
torian whose research focuses on Ancient Rome and
Renaissance England. He is the author of Caesar Against
the Celts (1996, Sarpedon) and Caesar Against Rome: The
Great Roman Civil War (2000, Praeger 2000), both book
club selections. He has published more than 20 articles
and book reviews relating to the Shakespeare Authorship
Question. His most recent book, Shakespeare’s Appren-
ticeship - Identifying the Real Playwright’s Earliest Works
(2018, McFarland) demonstrates that several anonymous
plays published between 1591 and 1605 were actually

journalofscientificexploration.org

SHAKESPEARE AUTHORSHIP QUESTION

earlier versions of canonical Shakespeare plays written
by, Edward de Vere, the 17th Earl of Oxford.

ENDNOTES

! These are described in detail in Part IV in Wildenthal
(2019).

2 On his christening and marriage documents, and
other legal documents in Warwickshire, as well as in
his almost illegible purported signatures, his name is
spelled “Shakspere.”

3 Thompson (1916, p. 295). The letter was never sent
and was found among Quiney’s papers. It is printed in
Chambers (1930, Vol. 2, p. 102). Richard Quiney’s son
Thomas married Shakspere’s daughter, Judith, in 1616.

* Camden’s Diary appeared in Camdeni Vitae, a life of
Camden published in 1691 by Thomas Smith. The Diary
is online at http:/www.philological.bham.ac.uk/diary/
contents.html where the entries can be seen in the
months of March and October under the year 1619
[Accessed 5 June 2021].

5 The episode is fully covered in Schoenbaum (1991, pp.
227-232).

® Mark Twain remarked that “. .. there wouldn’t be any
occasion to remember him after he had been dead a
week” (2015, Vol. 3, p. 304).

7 The Life appeared in (Vol. 2, pp. 1-287) of The Plays
and Poems of William Shakspeare, Edmond Malone and
James Boswell, (Eds.), 1821.

& In his 22-line poem, Digges used the hyphenated name
Shake-speare three times, hinting at a pseudonym.
The poem is printed in Chambers (1930, Vol. 2, pp. 231-
232).

° None of these references is particularly relevant to the
playwright Shakespeare. See Waugh’s explanation.

10 The story “The Birthplace” (1903) is described further
in Ogburn (1987, p. 54).
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HIGHLIGHTS

Shakespeare dedicated two major poetical works to Henry Wriothsley, 3" Earl of
Southampton, but 400 years of research has not found any link between this 19-year-
old nobleman and the Stratford man.

ABSTRACT

The epic poem Venus and Adonis was the first work of Shakespeare’s to be printed, yet
there was no author’s name on the title page. The name William Shakespeare only ap-
peared at the end of a dedication of the poem to Henry Wriothesley, the 3 Earl of
Southampton. A year later, another epic poem was published, the 1600-line Rape of Lu-
crece. Almost as popular as Venus and Adonis (which was printed nine times in less than
a decade), Lucrece went through six printings in a slightly longer time frame. Again here,
the author’s name was not on the title page, only appearing in yet another dedication to
Southampton. Of interest, never again did “Shakespeare” (whoever he or she was) ded-
icate anything else to anyone else. Nevertheless, on the strength of these two remark-
able dedications, Shakespearean orthodoxy has put forth that Southampton must have
been Shakespeare’s “patron” and possibly even the “fair youth” mentioned in Shake-
speare’s Sonnets. Yet despite centuries of searching for such a connection, no evidence
at all has emerged connecting Will Shakspere of Stratford with Southampton. The fact
is, when Venus and Adonis was published in 1593, Southampton was himself only 19
years old, living on a very small income that had to be doled out to him by his guard-
ian, William Cecil (Lord Burghley, Queen Elizabeth’s Master of the Royal Wards). At this
point in time, Southampton was clearly in no position to be a patron to anyone. Indeed,
how would the Stratford man have even gotten to know him? It would be two more
years before Southampton would reach his majority and be able to “sue for livery” - the
legal process that required payment to the crown for an heir to obtain any inheritance
from his deceased father’s estates. This paper explores the historical circumstances of
these major epic poems and what the author’s personal motivation might really have
been behind choosing young Southampton as dedicatee.

KEYWORDS

Shakespeare, Shakespeare Authorship Question, Earl of Southampton, Venus and
Adonis, The Rape of Lucrece, wardship
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INTRODUCTION

On June 12, 1593, Richard Stonley, one of the tellers
of Queen Elizabeth’s Exchequer, bought a copy of the re-
cently published narrative poem Venus and Adonis to add
to his collection of over 400 books. He rarely noted the
titles of the books he owned, but he was proud enough of
this particular purchase to record it in his diary.!

Stonley wasn’t the only buyer of Venus and Adonis.
This epic poetical work, just under 1,200 lines of verse in
iambic pentameter, would be printed nine times in less
than a decade, making it one of the most sensationally
successful publications of the Elizabethan era.? Venus and
Adonis was the first work of “Shakespeare” to be printed,
yet there was no name on the title page. When the reader
turned the page to open the pamphlet, the name William
Shakespeare appeared at the end of the dedication to
Henry Wriothesley, the 3rd Earl of Southampton (hereaf-
ter called by his title “Southampton”).

A year later, another epic poem was published. With
its 1,600 lines, the narrative poem, Rape of Lucrece, was
almost as popular as Venus and Adonis, going through six
printings in a slightly longer time frame. Again, the au-
thor’s name was not on the title page, but it appeared on
another dedication to Southampton.

Never again did “Shakespeare” dedicate anything
else to anyone else.

However, on the strength of these two remarkable
dedications, orthodoxy puts forth that Southampton is
Shakespeare’s “patron” and even possibly the “Fair Youth”
of Shakespeare’s Sonnets. The goal of this paper is to ex-
plore the historical circumstances and the author’s per-
sonal motivation behind his choice of the young South-
ampton as the dedicatee of the two epic works of poetry.

Forall the adulation that has been directed historical-
ly to Southampton’s memory based on these dedications,
rarely do orthodox academics notice that Southampton
was a strange choice for a patron. At 19 years old, he was
still two years away from his majority when he would sue
for livery and pay a fine to gain control of his estates. At
this time, he was a poor ward in the household of Wil-
liam Cecil, Lord Burghley, living on a small “exhibition”
that guardian Burghley doled out to him (Akrigg, 1968).
A greater problem, however, is that “Shakespeare” - the
glover’s son from Stratford-upon-Avon - never met South-
ampton. There is no record of a personal friendship or any
business dealing between these two historical figures.

Had Southampton died soon after the publication of
Venus and Adonis, it might explain the absence of a trace-
able relationship between him and Stratford’s William
Shakspere. But the facts are that both men would live for
23 years until Shakspere’s death in 1616, and with South-
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ampton living another eight years thereafter. In over
three decades, Southampton apparently took no notice
of “Shakespeare” in any way or even memorialized the
supposed author after his death.

What the dedication of Venus and Adonis did for
Southampton’s reputation, however, has been recognized
by his 20%-century biographer Charlotte Stopes. She
writes that the dedication “brought reflected honour to...
[Shakespeare’s] patron” ... and “eager aspirants crowded
round the brilliant young nobleman who had proved his
taste through his poet.”

As for the poet, Mrs. Stopes speculates that “it raised
the writer out of the rank of players and above the rank
of dramatists, into the first rank of poets” (1922, p. 53).
How odd, though, that Mrs. Stopes would compose such
glowing accounts of patron and poet when she under-
stood the problem inherent in the lack of a connection
between them.

She admits in the Preface of her fine biography of
Southampton that she set out, purposefully, to find this
missing link. She spent seven years of her life cloistered
in the Public Records Office in London, where she read
through hundreds of thousands of documents. Despite
this enormous labor, she failed to find any connection
whatsoever between Southampton and Stratford’s Shak-
spere. It must be noted that few figures from the era of
early modern England have had as intense an investiga-
tion into their lives as Southampton, attention largely
due to the two Shakespeare poems dedicated to him.

That said, one need not be sequestered for years in
the dusty stacks of the Public Record Office to find the
connection between Southampton and the 17th Earl of
Oxford (hereafter called “Oxford”). It is well known that
Southampton was actually engaged to marry Oxford’s
oldest daughter, Elizabeth. Had the marriage arrange-
ments - called the “project of marriage” - resulted in
matrimony, Southampton would have been Oxford’s son-
in-law. Simple as that. But a closer look will show that
even this was not quite so simple.

The project of marriage between Southampton and
Elizabeth Vere was brought about by William Cecil, Lord
Burghley. Oxford was married to Burghley’s daughter
Anne Cecil, and historical records show it to have been
a troubled marriage. When Anne died in June of 1588,
Burghley took custody of her three surviving daughters.
According to Hurstfield (1958) in The Queen’s Wards, “No
child could become the ward of someone else while his
father was still alive” (p. 138). Yet this is exactly what hap-
pened to Elizabeth and her two sisters. Presumably using
his power as Master of the Court of Wards and Liveries,
Burghley took over the guardianship of his granddaugh-
ters while they had a living father.
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Lord Burghley was a powerful figure in Queen Eliza-
beth’s royal administration. In addition to the mastership
of the Queen’s wards, he dominated the Queen’s Privy
Council, managed the finances of England as its Lord
Treasurer, and oversaw the Elizabethan network of “intel-
ligencers” throughout England and on the continent.? Any
of these would have been a full-time job. But the Master-
ship of the Court of Wards and Liveries gave him extraor-
dinary sway over the landed classes of England when a
father died, leaving a minor child to inherit his estates.*
As the appointment of a young person’s guardian was
Burghley’s sole decision, he received petitions from suit-
ors who wanted to acquire a profitable wardship. Once
the wardship was granted by Burghley, the guardian was
entitled to income from the ward’s estates (supposedly as
compensation for the child’s expenses) and had the right
to bestow the ward in marriage (Hurstfield, 1958, pp. 134-
135).

Of the three thousand young people whose desti-
nies fell into his hands, Burghley himself kept only eight
noblemen to raise in his own household. The rest he ef-
fectively sold to the highest bidder or to the petitioner
of his choice. Hurstfield (1958) discusses the aristocratic
youngsters who were Burghley’s personal wards noting
that “Burghley preferred quality to quantity” (p. 249).
Shakespeare’s future dedicatee is among this select
group who would owe their upbringing, education, and
perhaps eventual marriage to Burghley’s direction.

In 1589, Elizabeth Vere was 14 years old, an age con-
sidered appropriate by Elizabethans for a husband to be
selected for her. There is a note in Burghley’s diary that
he reviewed the names of three noblemen, two of whom
were his wards, and chose Southampton, now age 16,
as the most advantageous match for his granddaughter
(Akrigg, 1968, p. 31). It does not appear that either of the
young people were consulted.

It has been argued that the dedications of the two
epic poems to Southampton are an indication of Oxford’s
approval of him as his future son-in-law. But in a surpris-
ing turn of events, Southampton stoutly refused Elizabeth
Vere as his future bride.> Family correspondence provides
the time frame when the project of marriage was initi-
ated. Archived in the State Papers is a letter from Lord
Montague, Southampton’s maternal grandfather, indicat-
ing that he had met with Burghley in 1589 to discuss the
marriage arrangements. Montague writes as if he is try-
ing to promote Burghley’s plans; however, it seems that
Montague and his daughter, Southampton’s mother, are
scrambling for a way to sidestep further negotiations. The
dowager Countess pleaded that her son was too young
to decide on marriage to anyone (Stopes, 1922, p. 36);
Burghley responded with a year of grace for Southamp-
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ton to “answer resolutely” - that is, accept the proffered
marriage to Elizabeth Vere (Akrigg, 1968).

In his fine article about Venus and Adonis, Patrick B.
Murphy (2014) recognizes the “not unexpected formality
of tone” in these letters but writes that “their statements
appear to assist Southampton in delaying his decision,
while avoiding direct confrontation with Burghley” (pp.
324-325). As it happened, the year passed with South-
ampton still opposed to the marriage. It seems that by
then, 1591, Burghley’s patience had run out.

In 1592, Southampton wrote to Burghley’s secretary
Michael Hickes that the estates, which were his inheri-
tance, were threatened with “great decay and danger”
(Akrigg, 1968, p. 32). A ward’s property was managed by
his guardian during the ward’s minority, and there were
many things that a guardian could do to reap a quick prof-
it, potentially impairing the future income that the ward
would receive from the property when he came of age. A
guardian, for instance, could cut down the timber on the
ward’s property, sell the livestock, and harvest the crops
- all without sufficient replanting or restocking - and al-
low the property to deteriorate due to inadequate main-
tenance. It is not clear if Burghley openly or tacitly threat-
ened to employ any of these tactics, but from his letter to
Hickes, Southampton understood that opposition to Lord
Burghley’s will could have consequences.

Even more serious, a publication appeared in 1591
that could reflect badly on Southampton’s future as a no-
bleman of quality. Written in Latin verse, the poem Nar-
cissus told the story from Ovid of a self-absorbed youth so
smitten by self-love that he ultimately drowns as he ad-
mires his own image in a pool. What made this a problem
for Southampton is the fact that the poem was dedicated
to him by its author John Clapham. Clapham was a per-
sonal secretary of Lord Burghley’s; moreover, Clapham
served Burghley in his wardship office, where he likely
had first-hand knowledge of his boss’ discontent with his
ward (Akrigg, 1968). Just to make sure that readers of this
poem would make the connection between the narcis-
sistic youth'’s disastrous self-love and Southampton, the
poem was moved from Ovid’s setting in ancient Greece
to an island kingdom ruled by a Virgin Queen. Biographer
Akrigg (1968) notes that “It would be Burghley, gratified
at seeing the treatment given to the wretched young no-
bleman, who would supply Clapham with his reward” (p.
34). In an age when the upper aristocracy was more ob-
sessed with status than with money, Clapham’s dedica-
tion of the work to Southampton, inviting the invidious
comparison with Ovid’s Narcissus, was a profound insult.
There is no getting around it: Burghley allowed his own
secretary to publicly disgrace his ward.

In Crisis of the Aristocracy, Lawrence Stone (1967) de-
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tails how the social system of the age “inculcated ideals
of honor” in its elite. Impulsiveness in “repaying an in-
jury, real or imagined, was a sign of spirit...regardless of
the merits of the case” (p. 108). He goes on to say that
“a gentleman of quality found himself under obligation to
challenge an opponent for the most trivial of verbal slips”
and the result could be bloodshed or death the next day
(Stone, 1967).

Markku Peltonen (2003) expands on the English up-
per classes’ obsession with honor in his book The Duel in
Early Modern England. “Even a small rupture in courtesy
or civil conversation could prompt a duel,” as courtiers
“easily took one another’s words amiss” (p. 44). Far from
being unheard of, it would have been almost mandatory
for Southampton, upon reaching his majority three years
later, to have taken the rapier, always at his side, and
challenged the scholarly Clapham to a duel to avenge this
affront to his honor and reputation.®

As the year 1592 rolled by, it seemed that project of
marriage between Southampton and Elizabeth Vere was
at a total impasse. Then something happened to change
Burghley’s mind. This change of heart may well have been
precipitated by the retirement of Henry Stanley, 4th Earl
of Derby, from the Privy Council sometime after his last
attendance in the summer of 1591.7 As Burghley ran the
Council, he would be aware of the state of Derby’s health,
and Derby’s permanent remove into his country estate of
Lathom House in 1592 may have signaled that his health
was in decline. It would hardly have been lost on Burghley
that Earl Henry had two sons. More importantly, his sec-
ond son, William Stanley, was unmarried.

How considerably more advantageous it would be for
Elizabeth Vere to marry into the House of Derby with the
possibility of someday becoming the Countess of Derby
rather than the Countess of Southampton. The Stanley
family was one of the oldest in England, having been es-
tablished in 1385, long before the arriviste Wriothesleys
came to prominence earlier in the Tudor century.® Of even
greater import, Henry Stanley had married Margaret Clif-
ford, the granddaughter of Mary Tudor (the younger sister
of King Henry VIII). Thus, the 4th Earl’s two sons carried
the blood royal in their veins.

Nevertheless, roadblocks were expected.® First, Eliz-
abeth Vere had a cloud over her because of the refusal by
an earl to accept her as his spouse. As Burghley’s ward,
there were only two reasons for Southampton to refuse
the marriage proffered by his guardian, and these reasons
were based on the principle known as “disparagement.”
First, a guardian could not bestow his ward on someone
below his social standing. That, of course, wasn’t the is-
sue. Elizabeth Vere was the daughter of an earl, making
her an appropriate match for an earl according to their
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station in Tudor society. This brings up the second and
more serious problem: there might have been something
wrong with Elizabeth. The possibility that the rejection
was due to a defect in her - an “imperfection” either men-
tally or physically - could complicate her future marriage
negotiations. It was a potential issue that needed to be
addressed.

By the spring of 1593, both Southampton and Eliz-
abeth had lived through four years of haggling, and this
sad chapter needed to be put behind them if they were
to get on with their lives. Both young people, in fact, had
been subjected to dishonor: Southampton in the dedica-
tion of Narcissus and Elizabeth with the cloud of dispar-
agement from Southampton’s rejection. Their reputations
were sullied, possibly jeopardizing all future marriage
prospects. Could this dismal state of affairs somehow be
turned around?

The publishing of Venus and Adonis, with its dedica-
tion honoring Southampton would signal that all was for-
given. But could this single notice of respect repair the
damage that had been done to him in the past four years?
It would seem that the author of the poem understood
the gravity of the situation, stating that the dedication to
Southampton is “so strong a prop to support so weak a
burden.” In reality, the restoration of honor to Southamp-
ton is a strong burden; accomplishing this with a dedica-
tion of a poem is a rather “weak” way to go about it.

When reading the dedication below, notice the focus
on “honour”

TO THE RIGHT HONOURABLE
HENRIE WRIOTHESLEY

Right Honourable

| know not how | shall offend in dedicating my
unpolished lines to your Lordship, nor how the
world will censure me for choosing so strong a
prop to support so weak a burden; only if your
Honour seem but pleased, | account myself high-
ly praised and vow to take advantage of all idle
hours till I have honoured you with some graver
labour. But if the first heir of my invention prove
deformed, I shall be sorry it had so noble a godfa-
ther and never after ear so barren a land, for fear
it yield me still so bad a harvest. | leave it to your
honourable survey, and your Honour to your
heart’s content, which | wish may always answer
your own wish and the world’s hopeful expecta-
tion.
Your Honour’s in all duty,
William Shakespeare.
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In this dedication, the word “honour” appears seven
times in some iteration. Southampton is addressed twice
in the text directly as “your Honour” and the closing salu-
tation reads “Your Honour’s in all duty.” Looking at forms
of address, strictly imposed in England even to this day,
it would be expected that Southampton should be ad-
dressed as “your Lordship” throughout the dedication, as
he is a single time in the second line of the poem. Com-
pared with other contemporaneous letters, the higher
form of address to a nobleman is “Your Lordship” because
it is restricted to the titled aristocracy. People below the
aristocracy in status - judges, knights, and holders of
high administrative office - may be addressed as “your
honour."® The poet’s choice of the lesser form of address
would not have gone unnoticed and would emphasize the
‘honourable’ purpose of the dedication. It is noteworthy
that the dedication of the Rape of Lucrece, published the
following year, closes with the preferred “Your Lordship’s
in all duty.” Also, Southampton is addressed, more appro-
priately, as “your Lordship” within the Lucrece text.™

But a complex mission is in the offing, and for the fol-
lowing reasons, the 17th Earl of Oxford is the only person
who is positioned to repair the damage to the reputations
of the two young people.

1. Oxford is the father of the intended bride. If the
father himself is willing to overlook the rejec-
tion of his daughter’s hand in marriage, then
no one else should give it a second thought.

2. Furthermore, Oxford does not suffer a loss of
face over the rejection because he did NOT
make the marriage arrangements to start
with; he lost this patriarchal prerogative
when Burghley took custody of his daughters
in 1588.

3. Therefore, Oxford is not responsible for the
current messy situation in which Southamp-
ton has been publicly humiliated and his
daughter’s reputation sullied.

4. If Oxford is Shakespeare - and evidence sup-
ports his candidacy - then he is the only per-
son on the planet who can put words on paper
so that the literary community in England will
take notice. This dedication to Southampton
has the potential for high impact.

Presumably, the prospect of a more advantageous
match for his granddaughter is what brought Burghley to
relent and let Southampton off the hook. Still, a printer
might consider the fate of John Stubbes and the publisher
of Stubbes’ pamphlet in which a policy of Burghley’s was
criticized. Both suffered their hands to be cut off in one
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of the most horrific public spectacles in the Elizabethan
era.’? What if Lord Burghley changed his mind? Publishing
something closely connected to Queen Elizabeth’s great
minister was not without an element of danger.

The need for assurance that the poem was safe to
print with the dedication to Burghley’s ward may have
prompted a startling anomaly with Venus and Adonis.
When it was registered with the Stationers on April 18,
1593, it was licensed by John Whitgift, the Archbishop of
Canterbury. The authority to license works for the Sta-
tioners’ Register was among the duties of the redoubt-
able Archbishop; but with few exceptions, he primarily
licensed works on religious subjects: sermons, theolog-
ical tracks, or devotional materials.”® As Venus and Adonis
was a salacious poem in the genre of mythical erotica, it
was far removed from religious matters. In recognizing
the unique nature of this authorization, historian Akrigg
(1968) remarks, “We may have lost a good story concern-
ing Archbishop Whitgift's license” (p. 197).

Along with accolades as a literary masterwork, Venus
and Adonis is also a masterpiece of typesetting. Described
as “an attractive little book printed in handsome large
type,” the printing of it was nearly perfect (Akrigg, 1968).
Hallett Smith points out in the Riverside Shakespeare that
“many critics have felt that there is a strong probability
that Shakespeare himself, day by day, superintended the
proofreading in Field’s printing house” (Riverside Shake-
speare, p. 1719). Smith goes on to say that “At any rate,
Q[uarto] 1 is printed with exceptional care.” It does not
occur to this professor that the man from Stratford had
(by his own account) no prior experience with publica-
tions: this was, supposedly, his first effort.

Yet for once, the English professors may be right
about something: someone went every day to Field’s shop
to oversee the typesetting of Venus and Adonis. It was a
job not likely to have been done by Oxford. His health was
impaired from a life-threatening injury in a duel, and he
had limited experience at best with the printing process.
But Oxford had spent a lifetime surrounded by scholars
who had published many works of their own. His asso-
ciation with John Lyly is well documented. According to
Nelson (2003), other proteges of Oxford included Thomas
Churchyard, Abraham Fleming, Arthur Golding, Anthony
Munday, and Thomas Twyne (p. 223). Any of these writers
had the capabilities for the supervisory job and lived well
into the next century.

Of this list, one name in particular stands out: Ox-
ford’s uncle, Arthur Golding. In a long and accomplished
career as a translator, Golding had worked with most of
the printing houses in London, including the Vautrollier/
Field shop where Venus and Adonis went to press. More-
over, his translations of Ovid’s Metamorphoses, published
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in 1565-67, are acknowledged to be the primary source
for Venus and Adonis.** Thus Golding had the ideal back-
ground to shepherd “Shakespeare’s” epic poem through
its printing and publication.

But first, there are some questions to be answered.
Arthur Golding was born in 1536, so by the early 1590s, he
was elderly by the standards of Elizabethan life expectan-
cy. Was he still in possession of his faculties and enjoying
satisfactory health? The Golding family had properties in
the country, and perhaps he had retired there.

A wealth of information about Golding’s whereabouts
is available in his biography written by Lewis Thorn Gold-
ing, a 20t"-century descendant.”” What was a serious set-
back in Golding’s life is, for us, a happy finding: it seems
that Arthur Golding was referred to Debtor’s Prison at the
Fleet during the 1592-93 timeframe. It is helpful to know
that people of higher social status - gentlemen, knights,
or titled aristocracy - were not incarcerated within the
prison walls with the common criminals. As a gentleman,
Golding would have been given special privileges to live
in lodgings outside the prison walls in an area called the
Liberty of the Fleet. It can be seen on the Agas map of
Elizabethan London that this area was separated from
the Blackfriars neighborhood by Ludgate Hill Street. This
would seem a superfluous detail were it not for the fact
that Richard Field’s printing shop was located in Blackfri-
ars right by the Ludgate. At most, Golding was living just
a few blocks from the presses where Venus and Adonis was
underway. Obviously, too, the income from gainful em-
ployment would improve his monetary position and help
to mitigate his debts. It fits nicely: Oxford’s uncle, Arthur
Golding, is the right person at the right place and at the
right time to supervise the publication of his nephew’s
literary work.

So, with the blessing of John Whitgift, the Archbishop
of Canterbury, Venus, and Adonis was in the bookseller’s
stall in Paul’'s Churchyard by early June of 1593. Judging
from the frequency with which new editions of Venus and
Adonis were published in the subsequent decade, it was
a spectacular success with the reading public. The narra-
tive epic poem, the Rape of Lucrece, was published a year
later with an even more effusive dedication to Southamp-
ton, sending a signal that all parties were pleased with
the results of the previous year’s publication. In the Lu-
crece dedication, the author is “assured of acceptance,” no
longer worried that he “will offend” and be “censured” by
“the world”

It seems that the principal participants in the unfor-
tunate marriage project were able to put it behind them
and look forward to bright futures. Lord Burghley would
get a prestigious and wealthy earldom for his grand-
daughter when she became the Countess of Derby. His
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descendants would be entwined with the blood royal
through the marriage of the 4th Earl of Derby and Marga-
ret Clifford, granddaughter of the sister of Henry VIII. Not
incidentally, Burghley would extract a £5,000 fine from
Southampton for refusing his granddaughter as his bride
(Akrigg, 1968).

The two young people, Southampton and Elizabeth
Vere, would be restored to their rightful places in Tudor
society with a clean slate, free of any residual taint of dis-
honor or disparagement. Both would go on to marry ac-
cording to their own wishes, fulfilling the poet’s wish that
Southampton pursue his “heart’s content.”

However, it might be suggested that the beleaguered
Edward de Vere, 17th Earl of Oxford, was the biggest win-
ner of them all. By facilitating the process that enabled
his daughter Elizabeth to actually marry the man she
loved, Oxford had retrieved, to some extent, his patriar-
chal right to bestow her in marriage. In this, how grat-
ifying it must have been to outshine Lord Burghley and
turn around a bad situation of Burghley’s own making
while along the way earning the respect of his daughter.
In this regard, Oxford stood to rehabilitate himself in the
life of the daughter he had rejected when she was born.*
Written several years after her marriage to the 6% Earl of
Derby, Oxford’s later so-called “tin letters” tell of his ex-
tended visits with Elizabeth and her husband. It appears
that they were getting along well, and presumably, even
the issues surrounding Elizabeth’s birth had long been re-
solved.

With Venus and Adonis, Oxford would see something
that he surely never hoped for in his lifetime: his poetry
presented to the world, printed in a manner of which he
could be proud. Best of all, he would see his literary work
receive sensational public acceptance.

Some might well ask here about the motivation be-
hind Southampton’s refusal of the marriage to Elizabeth
Vere. As Southampton’s rejection of Oxford’s daughter is
the lynchpin of this article, | will certainly try to address
this question. Looking in the Dictionary of National Biog-
raphy at Southampton’s family background, it becomes
readily apparent that the Wriothesleys on his father’s
side and the Brownes on his mother’s side were both
steadfast Catholic families. In fact, the marriage of the
2nd Earl of Southampton to Mary Browne, the daughter
of Anthony Browne, Viscount Montague, was a merger
of the two most prominent Catholic families in England
(Stopes, 1922).

Though rarely noticed by modern historians, British
Catholics at that time certainly understood that the so-
cial system of wardship, under the mastership of the in-
tensely Protestant Lord Burghley, was a tool that might
well turn heirs of Catholic families to the Protestant faith.
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In the 20*-century study, The Catholics and Their Houses, it
is recognized that it was “the fate of Catholic heirs in this
period of persecution..” to be taken away from their fam-
ilies and raised “in the new religion” (De Lisle & Stanford,
1995, p. 40). The mechanism for this removal and re-edu-
cation was, of course, wardship with the ward’s eventual
marriage into the guardian’s Protestant family.

It might also be asked here why Queen Elizabeth
herself, a Protestant monarch, would accommodate the
Catholic faith of the Southampton and Montague families.
Actually, the Queen had earlier imprisoned the 2™ Earl of
Southampton in the Tower for his possible complicity in
the Ridolfi Plot, a supposedly Catholic plot which led to
the execution of the Duke of Norfolk. But notwithstand-
ing this issue, both families had been loyal supporters of
Elizabeth’s father, King Henry VIII, and loyalty counted for
a lot in the Tudor court.

As for the young Southampton, once delivered as
a ward into the care of Lord Burghley, he would have
been required to attend Protestant services twice daily
(Akrigg, 1968). Marriage with Burghley’s granddaughter
would ensure that Southampton’s future children would
be raised in the Protestant faith under Burghley’s direc-
tion, not what the Catholic Lord Montague had in mind
when his daughter married the 2nd Earl of Southampton.
Oxford probably well understood what marriage to the
Cecil family really meant.

BIOGRAPHY

Bonner Miller Cutting is a graduate of Tulane University
and an independent scholar who has been dealing with
Shakespeare and the Shakespeare Authorship Question
most of her adult life. She is the author of dozens of major
academic papers dealing with aspects of the Elizabethan
period including Elizabethan wills, women’s lives, and
numerous aspects of the visual arts. Her major essays on
the subject have been collected in the volume, Necessary
Mischief (2018, Minos Publishing). She has presented her
scholarly work in Los Angeles, in Houston, in Washington
DC and at numerous academic conferences sponsored by
the Shakespeare Oxford Fellowship.

ENDNOTES

1 Stonley Diaries, Alan H. Nelson (Trans.). The manuscript
of the Stonley Diaries is archived in the Folger Shake-
speare Library in Washington, DC. An inventory of his
books, dated February 9, 1597, is now in the National
Archives at Kew.

2 The publication dates of Venus and Adonis are provided
in the Riverside Shakespeare. Dates within the lifetime
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of Stratford’s Shakspere are as follows: 1593, 1594,
1595, 1596, 1599, 1599, 16027, 1602, 1602. After the
Stratford man’s death in 1616, the poem continued to
be republished often: 1617, 1620, 1627, 1630?, 1630,
1636. Q16, published in 1675, was the last edition in
the century.

3 In his book The History of the British Secret Service, Rich-
ard Deacon points out that Sir Francis Walsingham,
the manager of the Elizabethan spy network, sent his
Intelligence reports to Lord Burghley (p. 9). Details
of Burghley’s direct involvement are discussed in the
chapter “Tudor Cryptography and Psychological War-
fare” (pp. 25-37).

* In the unabridged Crisis of the Aristocracy, Lawrence

Stone discusses the high mortality rates of the Tudor
era, noting that “more than one in every three peers
being under 21 when he inherited his title, and there-
fore a ward of the crown” (Clarendon Press, 1965, p.
600).

5> Commenting on Southampton’s refusal, Hurstfield
writes that “other refusals there undoubtably were...
but they were few. Most wards accepted their fate -
with good or ill grace” (pp. 142-143).

¢ Peltonen expands on the cultural values of honor and
the obsession of the English courtiers with conven-
tions of politeness necessary to maintain civil courte-
sies. He concurs with Stone that even “the smallest
deviation from the received customs of courtesy”
could trigger a challenge to a duel (p. 45).

7 For more information, see Vol 21 of the Acts of the Privy
Council (p. 404).

8 For more information about the Earls of Derby, see
Barry Coward’s The Lords Stanley and the Earls of Derby
(p. 28).

° When the 4t Earl of Derby died on September 25, 1593,
his older son, Ferdinando Stanley, became the 5% Earl
of Derby. Unfortunately, Ferdinando enjoyed the earl-
dom for only 6 ¥ months before his untimely death
on April 16, 1594, at the age of 35. A letter from Fer-
dinando’s widow to Robert Cecil informs us that the
marriage arrangements between Elizabeth Vere and
the next Earl of Derby were underway within weeks of
her husband’s death. Noted by Abel Lefranc in Under
the Mask of William Shakespeare, the young dowager
Countess of Derby writes on May 9, 1594, that “I learn
that there exists a project of marriage between the
Earl my brother-in-law and Lady Vere your niece, but
I don’t know at what point the news is true” (p. 90).

10 For Elizabethan letters, see Vol. Il of Original Letters Il-
lustrative of English History, Sir Henry Ellis (Ed.).

1 Orthodox Stratfordians accept that the Rape of Lucrece
was the author’s “graver labor” in the dedication of Ve-
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nus and Adonis, indicating that this poem was under-
way, if not completed, in 1593.

2 The “barbarous sentence” is described in the biography
of John Stubbes in Vol XIX of the Dictionary of National
Biography. It was carried out with a blow from a butch-
er knife and mallet struck through the wrists of the
writer and publisher, then the bleeding stumps were
seared with a hot iron (pp. 118-119).

B3 Akrigg notes that Whitgift “signed personally” for the

licensing of 162 books. Only four of these were not di-

rectly about religious subjects (p. 197).

For details about the Ovid sources of Venus and Adonis

in the Golding translation, see Vol | of Geoffrey

Bullough’s Narrative and Dramatic Sources of Shake-

speare (pp. 166-173).

> For details of Arthur Golding in Debtors’ prison, see the
chapter in Louis Thorn Golding’s biography (pp. 103-
112).

% In his biography of Oxford, Bernard M. Ward discusses
the troubled Oxford/Cecil marriage (pp. 121-129) and
provides details about their reconciliation (pp. 232-
233).

14
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The Academic Tradition

Academia does not always accept new ideas willingly.
Notable discoveries have been met with ridicule in such
fields as genetics, cancer transmission and continental
drift to name just three. That is, academics are not free
from Group Think -- especially when reputations are going
to be lost because accepted theories are disproven (see
my own 2016 essay in Psychology Today). Research can be
ignored, as in the case of Reus’ discovery of tumor-induc-
ing viruses because Reus was an MD, not a physiologist;
or as in the case of Subrahmanyan Chandrasekhar, who
was mocked because of his theory about Black Holes.

Imagine then what could happen to anyone who sug-
gests that Shakespeare wasn’t simply a “gift of Nature,”
(Carlyle, 142); and that furthermore, it is is “impiety to
meddle” (101) with Shakespeare as the enormously pop-
ular Carlyle insisted in Heroes and Hero-worship: “Call it
worship...call it what you will” (108). Carlyle’s admonition
of not “meddling” with but “worship”-ing Shakespeare
has been strictly adhered to: doubters are denigrated as
imbeciles, lunatics, quacks, snobs, elitists, and have even
been compared to “holocaust deniers.” As a result, Strat-
fordian journals and conferences regularly refuse to ac-
cept submissions that address the authorship question.

The fact is, Shakspere and his brothers were all
pulled out of school to help with their father’s business
and neither Will’s parents nor his children were able to
write anything more than their signatures, something
typical of village life in those times. Will also grew up with
almost no exposure to European languages, culture, and
politics. That said, in reading the works ascribed to him,
we discover that they are deeply imbued with a knowl-
edge of French and contain a pan-European worldview
that actually includes a very detailed knowledge of Euro-
pean courtly politics, suppressed scandals, and even mi-
nor French historical figures. How Will could have picked
up such an impressive knowledge of a language barely
heard in Stratford and how he created more new words
based on French than any other English author of his day
(Lee, p. 245), as well as knowledge about secret political
negotiations, suppressed scandals, and minor French his-
torical figures is totally unexplainable. There are certain-
ly no records of him having ever been at a French court.
We do not even have letters written to him, or even any
letters from him as there are for virtually all other estab-
lished writers of the period. (Price, 5). That is to say, there
is no paper trail for Will Shakspere as a writer. What we
do have, on the other hand, is a paper trail for him as a
businessman.

Having no records for Will indicating either knowl-
edge of French or travel abroad surely creates unresolv-
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able problems because so many of the plays by ‘Shake-
speare’ are set in France or Italy and reveal an astonishing
knowledge of both those languages and the places in
which the plays are set. Certainly the lack of knowledge
of French on the part of Shakspere poses a problem even
for Hamlet, which was itself based on a French source not
translated into English until 1608, well after the Shake-
speare Hamlet was published in 1603.

This latter problem actually gave rise to a complicat-
ed theory which surmised that the author Shakespeare
must have seen a play about Hamlet written by a play-
wright who could read French—probably Thomas Kyd.
This theory maintained that Shakspere of Stratford was
so inspired that he then wrote his own Hamlet. And Kyd’s
original Hamlet? Supposedly, this earlier Ur-Hamlet was
lost forever -- with no record of any presentation or pub-
lication of it apparently recorded. This is clearly fanta-
sy but essential for creating plausibility for the Stratford
man as the author, one small example of mythologizing
that we find in so many Shakespeare biographies (books
which Mark Twain described in his own response, Is
Shakespeare Dead, to brontosaurus skeletons “fifty-seven
feet long and sixteen feet high” and composed of only
“nine bones” all covered with barrels and barrels of plas-
ter (p. 49)-- i.e. an imaginary skeleton covered up so thor-
oughly that the trickery cannot be seen.

Scholars have certainly long been puzzled by finding
so much French in Shakespeare’s works partly because
London audiences of the 16th century would for the most
part not understand French. As scholar George Watson
has observed, “The French scenes in Henry V are surpris-
ing: not just that Shakespeare could write them, but that
he should expect a London audience in 1599 to under-
stand them.” One must assume therefore that the French
in Shakespeare’s plays was, at least initially, intended for
an audience that could understand it. The only such En-
glish audience to fit this definition at that time was, of
course, the upper aristocracy and those in academia. (Or-
mond, p. 785) Shakespeare, it should be noted here, was
the only Elizabethan author to write at length in French.
Why? Precisely because he was writing for the upper aris-
tocracy -- Queen Elizabeth and her court, people with re-
ally good French. For example, the English lesson in Henry
V between the French Princess Catherine and her maid is
a seemingly innocent language lesson, but thanks to the
bilingual puns written by this supposedly non-French-
speaking writer, it becomes a scene that is actually hiding
one of the most salacious dialogues in all of Shakespeare.

Traditional scholars have also long maintained that
Shakespeare must have read Montaigne in John Florio’s
English translation, not in the original French because,
again, the man from Stratford did not know French. Travis
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Williams observes, however, that Shakespeare must have
read Montaigne in the original because, for example, in
his work he uses Montaigne’s French word bourn, rath-
er than Florio’s English translation “boundary.” Indeed,
Shakespeare showed a marked fondness for the word
bourn and used it repeatedly in his work.

In Shakespeare’s Sonnets and the Court of Navarre,
Honneyman observes that in the sonnets, Shakespeare
even uses French words with their French, rather than
their English meanings, which are sometimes quite differ-
ent: [e.g. travail used by Shakespeare to mean “workman-
ship” in sonnet 79 as opposed to meaning “difficult work”
[Honneyman, 41]. Shakespeare, in fact, plays with both
meanings of the word, precisely because he is writing for
a high-ranking noble audience which understood both the
French and the English and would, therefore, enjoy his
wordplay. Honneyman concludes that The “vestigial re-
mains of the continental octave” [38] as well as imagery,
vocabulary, and stylistic devices drawn from the [French
language] Pléiade poets indicate that whoever wrote the
Sonnets was steeped in the French sonnet tradition.

Love’s Labour’s Lost: The French Influence

University of Tours Professor Richard Hillman,
whose work has not received the attention it deserves,
has many books and articles studying the French influ-
ence in Shakespeare. Hillman'’s research has, in fact, led
some Shakespeare scholars to conclude that it “affirms
Shakespeare’s proficiency in French” (Williams, 358) and
that “knowledge of French material can illuminate Re-
naissance English texts” (Haynes, 265). “Hillman calls
decisively into question any narrow Anglo-centric view
of Shakespeare” (Maskell, 289). Scholars have proven
the author Shakespeare not only knew French but sev-
eral other languages as well and must have had access
to an extraordinary number of books which were only to
be found in the libraries of the upper aristocracy, wealthy
academics, or university libraries.

As for the possibility the name Shake-speare (as it
was often spelled) was a pseudonym, one might note
here that even the French author Jean-Baptiste Poquelin
wrote his many plays under the pseudonym Moliére. Un-
derstanding that, the idea that Shakespeare could also be
a pseudonym should not really seem so far-fetched. Like
Shakespeare, Moliére also wrote plays that mocked the
powerful, something which got Moliére into trouble with
the authorities on several occasions. In Shakespeare’s
case, he escaped the kind of authoritarian crackdowns
that so many of his contemporaries suffered, despite the
fact that his plays were so often political. A pseudonym
clearly helped protect him (and other authors) address-
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ing sensitive subjects. More on this common Renaissance
practice can be found in Marcy North’s useful book The
Anonymous Renaissance (2003).

Turning now to Love’s Labour’s Lost, a work not so of-
ten performed because it is seen as overwrought and per-
haps too detached from reality, we will be able to clearly
see this French influence in Shakespeare’s practice. Cer-
tainly, traditional academics have often criticized Shake-
speare for this play -- trying to write about a world he
apparently knew nothing about -- the French court. Oth-
ers have challenged that view. One such challenger was
the great French scholar of the early 20th century Abel
Lefranc. Over a century ago, this expert on the Renais-
sance observed that Shakespeare must have been fluent
in French because he regularly made bilingual puns, par-
ticularly in this play. In Act Ill, Armando and Moth play
with the similarity of sound between the words envoy and
goose (the French word for goose is oie). Without knowing
this verbal link, the introduction of “goose” in the scene
makes no sense (Lefranc, 60). That is, only members of
the audience familiar with French would understand why
the word goose was even introduced. Lefranc also notes,
in the same discussion, the use of sans and capon. He
highlights the extended pun on the French word branle
“a brawl,” combining it with the dance branle, which Moth
describes humorously. The dance branle was, in fact, Mar-
guerite de Valois’ favorite.

In addition to such bilingual wordplay, Shakespeare
also reveals in the play a knowledge of the 16th-centu-
ry French writer Francois Rabelais. Rabelais had earlier
created a character called Bragmardo, a braggart, a char-
acter found in Love’s Labour’s Lost as Armando. Rabe-
lais also earlier created a pedant named Holofernes, as
does Shakespeare in the play, possibly a caricature of the
French author de Guillaume de Salluste du Bartas. (Hon-
neyman, 9). Scholars also see an echo of Rabelais in Love’s
Labour’s Lost’s longest word -- honorificabilitudinitatibus.
This is actually a medieval word meaning “the state or po-
sition of being able to achieve honors” and an allusion to
Rabelais’ longest word -- antipericatametaanaparcircum-
volutiorectumgustpoops, a teasing scatological reference
to his mocking of excessive Latinisms. It should also be
noted here that Rabelais was not translated into English
until the 17th century. So did Shakespeare know French?

Love’s Labour’s Lost: Characters

Traditional Shakespeare scholars have ignored Sous
le Masque de William Shakespeare by Abel Lefranc when it
was first published in 1918. Some still ignore this import-
ant volume which is a loss because in it this respected
member of the Académie francaise examines how Love’s
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Labour Lost actually re-enacts the historical negotiations
in France between the Protestant Henry of Navarre and
the Catholic Marguerite of Valois regarding their mar-
riage. To put the play in its historical context, six days
after the wedding of this young couple in 1572, the St.
Bartholomew Massacre took place in which thousands of
French Protestants -- the Huguenots -- were slaughtered
on the streets of Paris and throughout France. Henry, the
19-year-old groom, suddenly found himself a French pris-
oner. Four years later, in 1576, with the help of Margue-
rite, he escaped, but the couple remained separated for
another two years until the Queen Mother, Catherine de
Médici, traveled with her daughter Marguerite and an en-
tourage of the most beautiful and savvy noblewomen of
the French court to meet with Henry to solve the religious
and dowry issues.

The female entourage had been selected by Catherine
for their wit, intelligence, and beauty. They were referred
to as the “escadron volant” -- the flying squadron, an iron-
ic military term. Catherine also regularly used this royal
entourage as spies, and they were, in fact, extremely suc-
cessfulin ferreting out useful information and, therefore,
in helping to advance or thwart political agendas. Love’s
Labour’s Lost illustrates perfectly how l'escadron volant
distracted many noblemen from their plans, in this case,
a plan to devote themselves to academic studies. Histor-
ically, the squad was attempting to distract the king and
his court from figuring out (“studying”) how to organize
the Protestant Huguenots into a coherent resistance. The
immediate goal, of course, was to reunite Protestant Hen-
ry and Catholic Marguerite and ultimately to forge peace
between French Catholics and Protestants.

The French referred to these negotiations as la Guerre
des Amants, the Lovers’ War. When the Treaty of Fléix was
eventually drawn up, it was actually referred to in French
as La Traité des Amants, The Lovers’ Treaty. Shakespeare’s
play Love’s Labour’s Lost (along with the lost companion
play Love’s Labour’s Won) mirror these French monikers.

Navarre’s initial refusal in the play to receive the en-
tourage at his castle represents what actually happened
when the two religious factions could not agree on where
to meet. Eventually, the town of Nérac was chosen, and
Nérac is the setting for the play. Looking at the characters
in the play, we also find real people. Navarre, for instance,
is obviously King Henry of Navarre, who would later be-
come King Henry IV of France. Some academics have ar-
gued against this reading because Navarre’s name in the
play is actually Ferdinand. But this is easily answered: be-
cause it was against the law to present a living monarch
onstage, Shakespeare could not use the king’s real name.

There are other names also changed slightly for the
stage. Longaville in the play is Henry | of Orléans, Duke of
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Longueville, a member of the so-called Malcontents. An-
other nobleman is Dumaine, whose name mirrors that of
Charles, Duke of Mayenne. Mayenne was a member of the
League and later a Politique, one historically interested
in maintaining a strong monarchy, which would, in turn,
maintain his own family’s status and power. Henry later
rewarded de Mayenne richly for his support. Shakespeare
reveals an extraordinary knowledge of the intricate polit-
ical maneuvering between the various political factions in
France at the time.

Another lord in the play is the charming Berowne,
based on Charles de Gontaut, Baron de Biron. Biron/
Berowne was, in life, an enormously charismatic figure
called “the thunderbolt of France.” Unfortunately, he was
never satisfied with Henry’s largesse, and despite being
a close friend, Biron often mocked the king as Berowne
does in the play. The real Henry forgave Biron for his ini-
tial act of treachery but not his later one for which he was
beheaded. Berowne’s fall in the play clearly mirrors Bi-
ron’s fall in life. (Richmond, 319).

French scholars also identify numerous minor char-
acters with historical figures. Don Adriano de Armado is
a caricature of Agrippa d’Aubigné. Like Armado, Agrippa
was responsible for court entertainment. He was socially
awkward like Armado and both spoke Spanish.

Moth is based on Bertrand de Salignac Fénélon, Sei-
gneur de la Mothe, the French ambassador to England
from 1570 to 1574 and again in 1583. (Moth makes a
second appearance in Shakespeare’s Midsummer Night’s
Dream, apparently written when Seigneur de la Mothe
was in England to participate in marriage negotiations
between Queen Elizabeth and the Duke of Alencon.)

Lefranc sees in Holofernes a representation of Guil-
laume de Salluste, seigneur du Bartas, a Protestant au-
thor with a very ornate style. (Honneyman, 9). Du Bartas
was a highly regarded French poet of the late 16th cen-
tury who influenced Sidney and Spencer and was highly
esteemed by James I.

Marcadé in the play, the one who announces the
king’s death, is based on the Duke of Mercadé, (Lefranc,
60) and Boyet represents Antoine de Boyet, who was
Henry of Navarre’s treasurer as he is in the play (Lefranc,
60). Lefranc also believes that Boyet is a disguised carica-
ture of Guy du Faur de Pribac, master of the Paris acade-
my, who dared to flirt with Marguerite de Valois only to
be brutally rejected like Boyet. Katherine calls him “an old
love monger,” and Maria mocks him as “Cupid’s grandfa-
ther” (Act I). Boyet was in his 50s when he declared his
love for the young Marguerite, who was apparently horri-
fied. (Lefranc, Les Elements francais, 420).

Richmond identifies Katherine as Catherine de Bour-
bon, the sister of Henry of Navarre, and Maria as Marie de
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Bourbon, Duchesse d’Estouteville. Of the play’s many real
characters, Richmond says, “It is Shakespeare’s genius to
have copied, not invented, such psychologies” (Richmond,
338) -- a truly startling statement from one of England’s
major traditional Shakespeare scholars.

Shakespeare was also apparently quite familiar with
an astonishing number of historical French aristocrats of
major and minor importance. If the author is copying, not
inventing, these psychologies, this suggests Shakespeare
was very familiar with the highest levels of French soci-
ety. And with no records that the Stratford man was ever
in France, such intimate knowledge of the French court,
its personalities, and private negotiations is absolutely
inexplicable.

Lefranc also observes that Henry of Navarre was
known for writing along the edges of his letters once the
page was full, just as the King of Navarre does in the play
(Lefranc, 63). As well, Navarre was known to be a great
equestrian, and the play references this same prodigious
skill (Lefranc, 65-66). Even the lovely park of Nérac is
described along with the time the courtiers spent there
when negotiations were concluded for each day, as were
the formal entertainments like masques with the appear-
ance of Moscovites. Russians had been in the news at
the time because of the catastrophic Tartar invasions of
1570-72 and their ongoing war between Christianity and
Islam. Without a doubt, Love’s Labour’s Lost mirrors these
historical characters, their activities, and even the latest
continental events of the day.

Love’s Labour’s Lost: Politics

Having familiarized ourselves with the play’s char-
acters and who they represent, let us now ponder what
actually transpires in the play. It opens with the King’s
desire to establish “a little academe” within his court.
The concept of an academy at court seems a mystery to
traditional scholars who look for an English source but
ignore the fact that poet Pierre de Ronsard (1524-1585)
established just such an academy, a group of the greatest
French intellects in science, religion, and the arts to edu-
cate Charles IX and Henri Ill through discussion. Ronsard
introduced this idea to the French court in 1562, where
it continued and eventually developed into the Académie
frangaise.

Such an academy at the court had a very serious goal
-- that of creating an enlightened sovereign who could
rule wisely. Not surprisingly, other French nobles went
back to their own provincial courts and established their
own similar academies. It is Agrippa D’Aubigné (1552-
1630) who informs us that even the town of Nérac had its
own academy, which included many impressive thinkers,
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including Montaigne. Jolly also points out the influence
of Pierre de la Primaudaye’s book L'Académie Francaise
(1577). That book describes the formation of an academy
to educate four young Frenchmen over a period of four
years. Their intellectual endeavors turn out to have been
interrupted by the Saint Bartholomew’s Day Massacre
of 1572, which ends their studies as they depart to serve
their king.

Considering the impressive knowledge of French
politics and literary sources of the period, it is clear that
Love’s Labour’s Lost is not simply an amusing exercise
by an English writer but a fascinating historical mirror, a
conceit veiling real historical dilemmas with potentially
disastrous reverberations for England, the greatest of
which was a religious civil war like the one in France.

As for the flirting that takes place in the play with
the masked French princesses, as well as Jaquenetta’s
pregnancy, both these elements hint at the libertine at-
mosphere of Henry’s court during Catherine’s visit with
the flying squadron as well as Henry of Navarre’s own
reputation as a Vert Gallant (a womanizer). As such, the
opening lines of the play spoken by Navarre in search of
a life of monastic constraints would have greatly amused
the English court, whose members would have immedi-
ately noticed the discrepancy between the monk-like and
studious Navarre portrayed on stage and the real French
king of Navarre whose reputation was known. Jaquenet-
ta’s pregnancy also mirrors the pregnancy of the 13-year-
old “La Fosseuse” one of Marguerite’s ladies in waiting,
impregnated by none other than Henry himself, a scandal
which could only be hinted at on the stage.

The opening sentences clearly set the tone for the
many clashes in this play between words and reality,
one of the major themes. The numerous court dallianc-
es obviously belie the tense negotiations in the war-torn
country, making the characters appear somewhat absurd
in their indulgent self-centeredness. This ultimate mask-
ing of the characters portrays not only the formal masque
entertainments at Nérac but also parodies the fact that
the French were frequently masked at court, something
intended in reality to make life a bit safer since mortal
enemies, Protestant and Catholic, were constantly cross-
ing paths with dueling factions. Ultimately, the contrast
between the play’s fantasy world in Nérac and the histori-
cal reality is really quite breathtaking and hints, centuries
ahead of its time, at a kind of comedy of the absurd in
which stage characters are clearly divorced from reality.

The play also has references to Marguerite’s actual
visit to the city of Brabant just before her trip to Nérac.
In Act Il, Biron asks Rosaline, “Did not | dance with you in
Brabant once?” Rosaline answers the question with the
same question. Before arriving in Nérac, Marguerite really
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was in Brabant to help her brother Alengon politically and
to settle his portion of her dowry. Marguerite’s Brabant
trip was officially described as a trip to the baths, howev-
er, rather than as a diplomatic mission to gather support
for Alencon as king of Brabant -- a title he desperately
needed to enhance his courtship of Queen Elizabeth.
Shakespeare uses such mirroring to reflect the complicat-
ed political activity going on in both France and England.

A second reference to Marguerite’s trip to Brabant
occurs in Act V when Katherine refers to the fact that one
of her ladies-in-waiting died tragically of a broken heart --
a shocking story that was not made public until Margue-
rite de Valois/Navarre’s Mémoires were published in 1628,
long after the play was first performed in 1597. (Shake-
speare alludes to this story again in Hamlet in Ophelia’s
burial scene.)

This unexpected death foreshadows the unexpected
death of the King at the end of the play that postpones
the lovers’ flirtations, which are suddenly changed from
games to duties as reality sets in. Shakespeare uses the
events in France in his play to serve as a warning for what
could happen in England. Because Queen Elizabeth | had
not chosen an heir, there were enormous risks of conflict
between Protestants and Catholics, just as the death of
the King of France posed this same risk. All this was a les-
son for Queen Elizabeth not to wait to pick her successor.

The play ends with a play within a play, which pres-
ents “The Nine Worthies.” This is yet another historical
reference to Marguerite’s stay in Nérac. Henry of Navarre
had a collection of nine tapestries depicting the Nine
Worthies. We know from the historical records that all
nine tapestries were moved from Henry’s castle at Pau
to his castle in Nérac for Marguerite’s visit (Lefranc, 425,
Les éléments francais). The lords mock the Worthies just
as the ladies mocked the lords when mortality suddenly
crashes the party with the announcement of the king’s
death.

The play’s ending has been criticized as artificial;
however, once again, it mirrors what happened histori-
cally. We don’t know why, but Marguerite left with her
ladies-in-waiting—probably because one of them, La Fos-
seuse, impregnated by Henry, was making life difficult,
and her relationship with Henry was deteriorating, as we
now know from her 1628 Mémoires. Shakespeare mirrors
this pregnancy with Jacquenetta’s. The play’s allusion to
the death of the king refers to Alencon, Marguerite’s be-
loved brother, who died in 1584, who was briefly King of
Brabant. King Henry Ill died in 1589. Shakespeare clearly
telescopes history to make it more dramatic.

What is the political message of Love’s Labour’s Lost?
The sudden death of the King stops love’s labours. The
play is a gentle reminder to Queen Elizabeth that England,
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like France, needs stability -- a plan for the future of the
kingdom because a king (or queen) can die unexpectedly.
These historical and political messages are tightly linked
to the spiritual message of the play -- our days are num-
bered, and we best not be distracted and unprepared --
especially the ruler upon whom the country depends.

The first Queen Elizabeth never made plans for her
succession. The older she got, the more dire this situation
became because it threatened England with a religious
war to determine whether the successor would be Prot-
estant or Catholic. France faced the same dilemma when
Henry of Navarre, a Protestant, became King: to have
peace, Henry converted. England was transferred to the
Catholic James VI of Scotland without religious warfare,
but religious warfare did come to England later. Shake-
speare was clearly prescient.

Love’s Labour’s Lost is the only play in which Shake-
speare presented living, historical figures so clearly, bare-
ly disguising their actual names. Why did he choose to set
all his other plays in an historical past or fantasy? Perhaps
because he was both banned from presenting contempo-
rary individuals on stage and because he realized histor-
ical distance allowed an audience more freedom to make
their own interpretations.

For the record, the historical events in Nérac took
place between 1578 and 1582, with Alengon’s death oc-
curring in 1584. According to the traditional dating sys-
tem offered by most Stratfordian scholars, the play was
first performed in 1597, 15 or so years after the events
depicted in the play. Immediately, we see can see a prob-
lem. Based on the assumption that because the play was
published in 1598 and presented to the Queen at Christ-
mas, it must have been written in 1597. When academic
honesty prevails in such discussions, the words “or even
earlier” are added. But after 15 years, the play’s events
would be so far in the past they would really have lost
any historical immediacy. Scholars not so locked into
the Stratford man’s dates have shown that most of the
plays were probably developed over time, even with title
changes for political or other reasons.

Why all the emphasis on politics? In Hamlet, Shake-
speare tells us that plays are of utmost political impor-
tance, not once, but twice. Hamlet says: “they are the
abstract and brief chronicles of the time” (Act I, ii, pp.
550-551); and again in Act Ill, he says the actors should
show “the very age and body of the time, his form and
pressure, ” (Act Ill, i, p. 25). Here, Shakespeare tells us
how important the politics of the day are for under-
standing his plays. Today, we marvel at the psychological
depths of Shakespeare’s characters, forgetting that they
were also created to reflect the historical struggles of the
day through a veil of fantasy. This layering of history and
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fiction, past and present, creates their complexity.

The continuing effort to analyze Shakespeare’s play:
based on what Shakspere of Stratford could have known
is really no longer tenable. Recent stylometric analyses of
the play indicate that some parts were probably written
by different authors. Lefranc had a much more credible
theory in 1918: he believed that other writers might have
simply updated the author’s plays for later performances.
Certainly, if we simply let the plays speak for themselves,
they reveal a stunning knowledge of history, even sup-
pressed stories from across the channel.

Enriching Our Understanding of Shakespeare

Understanding the importance of the continental
influence in Shakespeare’s work also allows us to under-
stand fully the Renaissance dimensions of the oeuvre.
The Renaissance was “a rebirth” which opened up English
literature not only to the ancients but also to cultural de-
velopments throughout Europe. Shakespeare was well
aware of the cultural awakening in Italy, not only literary
but also theatrical and artistic. He was also well aware of
the political challenges facing Europe. Problem plays like
Measure for Measure, All’s Well That Ends Well, and Love’s
Labour’s Lost regain their resonance when put into their
historical contexts. Even a play like Hamlet, about which
so much has been written, is greatly enriched when stud-
ied from historical and political aspects as academics
such Richard Hillman have done. These studies have not
gotten the attention they deserve because the political
sophistication they reveal makes it clear Hamlet was writ-
ten by someone with access to the innermost workings of
Queen Elizabeth’s court.

If we want to understand why Shakespeare was such
a great author, why his characters are so complex, and
why he is still able to enthrall us centuries after he creat-
ed his masterpieces, we need to listen to what he tells us
himself -- how he created his masterpieces and how we
are to relate to them. They truly are the “brief chronicles”
of their times as well as works inspired by the medieval al-
legorical tradition, which sought multiple levels of mean-
ing. Dante termed this complexity the literal, allegorical,
and anagogic (spiritual) interpretations. Shakespeare was
deeply conscious of these multiple dimensions -- these
prisms -- as he created his plays and poems. To under-
stand them more fully, we also need to know, as Hamlet
says, “the very age and body of the time.”

[N.B. The author highly recommends Frank Lawler’s re-
cent translation of Abel Lefranc’s Behind the Mask of William
Shakespeare for anyone wishing to further pursue the French
influence on the Bard. The volume is published by Veritas.]
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APPENDIX

Some French sources for Shakespeare’s plays and son-
nets. This list is based on the work of Stuart Gillespie with
updates:

--A Midsummer Night’s Dream (1595): Huon de Bordeaux,
13th century, provides the name Obéron (translated
by Sir John Bourchier, Lord Berner, 1534).

--All’s Well That Ends Well (1604-05): Antoine le Macon,
Décaméron ou cent Nouvelles de Boccace (1569); Sym-
phorien Champier, La vie du preux chevalier Bayard
(circa 1525); Francois de Belleforest, La Pyrénée ou
La pastorale amovrese (1571); Marguerite de Valois,
Mémoires (1628).

--Antony and Cleopatra (1606): Robert Garnier, Marc An-
toine (1578); Etienne Jodelle, Cléopatre Captive (per-
formed 1552, published 1574); Nicolas de Montreux
and Jacques Amyot, Vies paralléles des hommes illus-
tres (1559-1565), translated by Thomas North (1579).

--As You Like It (1599): poetry of Maurice Scéve (Kaston
and Vickers, pp. 165-166).

--Hamlet (1600): Belleforest, Histoires Tragiques (1568);
L'Histoire d’Héléne Tournon, not published until 1628.

--Henry V (1599): L'Hostelerie.
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--Henry VI, Part | (1591) Le Rozier Historial de France
(1522), Les Grandes Chroniques de France, Chroniques
de Britaigne.

--King Lear (1605): Le gargon et l'aveugle, oldest surviving
French farce.

--Love’s Labour’s Lost (1598): Pierre de la Primaudaye,
L'Académie francaise (1577); L'Histoire d’Héléne de
Tournon (no translation available).

--Macbeth (1606): Pierre Le Loyer Seigneur de la Brosse,
Discours et histories des spectres; Francois de Bellefor-
est, Histoires Tragiques (no translation available).

--Measure for Measure (1604): Frangois de Belleforest,
Histoires Tragiques; Goulart, Histoires admirables
et mémorables de notre temps; Philippe de Mornay
(seigneur du Plessis-Mornay), “Excellent discours de
la vier et de la mort,” (A Discourse on Life and Death),
translated by Mary Sidney (1592) influenced the
Duke’s “Be absolute for death” speech in Measure for
Measure (3.1.5-41) (source: Shakespeare’s Books).

--Much Ado About Nothing (1598): Belleforest, Histoires
Tragiques (no translation available).

--Othello (1604): Giovanni Battista Giraldi Cinthio, Hec-
atommithi (1565), translated into French by Gabriel
Chappuys (1583). In Othello, critics have noted direct
verbal echoes of both Chappuys’s French and Cin-
thio’s Italian.

--Richard 11 (1592): Jean Créton Froissart, Chronique de la
traison et mort de Richard Il (1401), an eye-witness'’s
account of the death of Richard Il ; Ronsard, “Callirée”
(1573).

--Taming of the Shrew (1593): Livre pour l'enseignement de
ses filles du Chevalier de la Tour Landry (1372): trans-
lation, 1483; La Comédie des Supposés; La Guisiade by
Pierre Matthieu (1589).

--Cymbeline (1609): the Old French miracle play, Miracle
de Nostre Dame, comment ostes, roy d’Eespaigne; perdi
sa terre and its probable source Le Roman du roi (also
in Boccaccio’s story in the Decameron Il, 9, no trans-
lation until 1620).

--The Winter’s Tale (1610): Théon et Obéron.

--The Tempest (1611): Essais, Montaigne, (Williams pro-
vides proof Shakespeare read Montaigne in French).

--Roman History Plays: Jacques Amyot’s French trans-
lation of Plutarch’s Lives: La vie des hommes illustres
grecs et romains (1559).

--Two Gentlemen of Verona (1594): Antoine Le Magon’s
translation of The Decameron: the French edition of
Montemayor’s Diana (1582), which was only translat-
ed into English in 1598.

--Sonnets (1609): see the Pléiade poets such as Ronsard
and Jodelle.

journalofscientificexploration.org



Journal of

Scientific
Exploration

ESSAY

Earl Showerman

earlees@charter.net

SUBMITTED January 25,2023
ACCEPTED April 4, 2023
PUBLISHED June 30,2023

https://doi.org/10.31275/20233109

PLATINUM OPEN ACCESS

3

Creative Commons License 4.0.
CC-BY-NC. Attribution required.
No commercial use.

journalofscientificexploration.org

Anomalistics
and

Frontier
Science

A Century of Scholarly Neglect:
Shakespeare and Greek Drama

HIGHLIGHTS

Poet Ben Jonson claimed that Shakespeare knew “small Latin and less Greek,” yet it
seems that the author actually knew much Greek and was familiar with many of the
ancient Greek tragedies. The Stratford man arguably had no access to learning the lan-
guage or to these ancient works, many of which were not translated into English during
his lifetime.

ABSTRACT

In the late 19th and early 20th centuries, a number of Shakespeare scholars, including
Israel Gollancz (1894), H.R.D. Anders (1904), ). Churton Collins (1904), and Gilbert
Murray (1914) wrote convincingly of Shakespeare’s debt to classical Greek drama.
However, in the century since, most scholars and editors have repeatedly held that
Shakespeare was not familiar with Greek drama. In Classical Mythology in Shakespeare
(1903), Robert Kilburn Root expressed the opinion on Shakespeare’s ‘lesse Greek’ that
presaged this enduring dismissal: “It is at any rate certain that he nowhere alludes to
any characters or episodes of Greek drama, that they extended no influence whatsoever
on his conception of mythology.” (p. 6) This century-long consensus against Attic
dramatic influence was reinforced by A.D. Nutall, who wrote, “that Shakespeare was
cut off from Greek poetry and drama is probably a bleak truth that we should accept.”
(Nutall, 2004, p.210) Scholars have preferred to maintain that Plutarch or Ovid were
Shakespeare’s surrogate literary mediators for the playwright’s adaptations from
Greek myth and theatre. Other scholars, however, have questioned these assumptions,
including Laurie Maguire, who observed that “invoking Shakespeare’s imagined
conversations in the Mermaid tavern is not a methodology likely to convince skeptics
that Shakespeare knew Greek drama.” (p. 98) This near-universal rejection of Greek
drama as Shakespeare sources have profound philological implications. Indeed, this
essay argues that the proscription against recognizing the Attic canon as an influence
in Shakespeare has been driven by the belief that Will Shakspere of Stratford had, at
most, an education that was Latin-based. The examples show that the real author had
to have been exposed to both the Greek language and the Greek dramatists. Evidence
for alternative candidates, including Edward de Vere, shows that many were schooled in
Greek and that some even collected and supported translations of Greek works. It is my
contention that Shakespeare’s dramatic imagination was actually fired by the Greeks,
and Shakespeare research has clearly suffered from a century of denial.
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Shakespeare, Shakespeare Authorship Question, Greek drama, Shakespeare’s “less
Greek”, Edward de Vere
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INTRODUCTION

In the late 19th and early 20th centuries, a number
of Shakespeare scholars, including Israel Gollancz (1894),
H.R.D. Anders (1904), and J. Churton Collins (1904), as
well as Greek scholar Gilbert Murray (1914), wrote con-
vincingly of Shakespeare’s debt to classical Greek drama.
However, in the century since, most scholars and editors
have repeatedly held that Shakespeare was evidently not
familiar with Greek drama. In Classical Mythology in Shake-
speare (1903), Robert Kilburn Root expressed the opinion
on Shakespeare’s ‘lesse Greek’ that presaged this endur-
ing dismissal: “It is at any rate certain that he nowhere al-
ludes to any characters or episodes of Greek drama, that
they extended no influence whatsoever on his conception
of mythology” (p. 6).

This century-long consensus against Attic dramat-
ic influence has been reinforced in the 21st century by
Shakespeare critics A.D. Nutall (2004), Michael Silk
(2004), and Colin Burrow (2013). Tradition-bound schol-
ars have more often maintained that Seneca, Plutarch,
or Ovid were Shakespeare’s surrogate literary mediators
for his apparent adaptations from Greek myth. However,
Shakespeare’s imagined conversations with university
wits in London pubs are not likely to convince critics that
Shakespeare knew, and adapted to his own purposes, el-
ements from Greek drama.

The century-long, near-universal rejection of the
dramas of Aeschylus, Sophocles, and Euripides as Shake-
speare sources has profound epistemological implica-
tions as the proscription against the intertextual influ-
ence of the Attic canon has been driven by the knowledge
that grammar school education in the 16th century was
Latin-based, and that published translations of Greek
tragedies were extremely rare. Perhaps more problematic
yet is the possibility that the attribution challenge posed
by alternative candidates, including Edward de Vere, 17th
Earl of Oxford, who was schooled in Greek, and collected
and supported translations of Greek editions, could legit-
imately challenge the traditional narrative of authorship.
The recent theory of co-authorship of the Shakespeare
canon is at least partially driven by the philological evi-
dence of these untranslated Greek sources.

Despite the consensus ranging from Root to Burrow,
the textual and dramaturgic resonances between Greek
tragedy and Shakespeare has long been the subject of
scholarly interest. In Attic and Elizabethan Tragedy (1908),
Laughlan Maclean Watt perceptively identified the analo-
gous dramatic flowering in historical context that equally
suits the Golden Age of Athens and the Elizabethan eras:

Perhaps in all the history of the fluctuation, con-
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flict, and yearning of the world, there are not re-
corded any periods more fraught with influenc-
es, environments, and provocations of greatness
than in the age in which Attic Tragedy rose and
flourished, and that in which the genius of the
Elizabethan era found its highest utterance on
the English Tragic stage. (p. 2)

Watt’s detailed comparative analysis of ancient
Greek and Elizabethan drama posits a number of remark-
able similarities between these traditions, that “irony of
fate” was strong in both traditions, and that in Aeschy-
lus and Shakespeare evil was overcome by good, and that
Sophocles and Shakespeare shared a “pride of race, deep
sympathetic insight, and knowledge of humanity unex-
celled, bringing them often into contact, one with anoth-
er.... both in spirit aristocratic...” (p. 345). Watt, however,
never argued that Shakespeare might have been directly
inspired by Greek tragedy, or that his plays and poems
included specific textual connections to these dramas.
Perhaps Watt’s reluctance to make such an assertion
was tempered by the prevailing scholarly opinion as ex-
pressed by his contemporary Robert Root.

In Shakespeare’s England, John Edwin Sandys asserted
that any proposed textual parallels “..have failed to carry
conviction with calm and cautious critics. They have been
justly regarded either as ‘no more than curious accidents
- proof of consanguinity of spirit, not of any indebtedness
on Shakespeare’s part’ or as due to the ‘general literary
and theatrical tradition’ that had reached the Elizabe-
than dramatists ‘through Seneca’”(p. 265). Seventy-five
years later, critical opinion remained absolute in its skep-
ticism. In Shakespeare and the Uses of Antiquity, Michelle
and Charles Martindale (1990) similarly argued that the
difficulty in translating Greek dramatic poetry and the
absence of scholarly interest in this question has under-
mined the viability of any such claim:

Any Greek language Shakespeare had would
not have been sufficient to allow him to read
the extremely taxing poetry of the fifth century
B.C. Renaissance culture remained primarily Lat-
in-based;...Moreover, despite all efforts, no one
has succeeded in producing one single piece of
evidence from the plays to make any such debt
certain, or even particularly likely. (p. 41)

This discounting of Attic dramatic influence was rein-
forced again more recently in Shakespeare and the Classics,
an essay collection edited by Charles Martindale and A.B.
Taylor (2004). In “Action at a distance: Shakespeare and
the Greeks”, A.D. Nuttall wrote:
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That Shakespeare was cut off from Greek poet-
ry and drama is probably a bleak truth that we
should accept. A case can be made - and has been
made - for Shakespeare’s having some knowl-
edge of certain Greek plays, such as Aeschylus’
Agamemnon, Euripides’ Orestes, Alcestis, and
Hecuba, by way of available Latin versions, but
this, surely, is an area in which the faint occa-
sional echoes mean less than the circumambient
silence. When we consider how hungrily Shake-
speare feeds upon Ovid, learning from him or ex-
tending him at every turn, it becomes more evi-
dent that he cannot, in any serious sense, have
found his way to Euripides. (p. 210)

In the book’s succeeding chapter, “Shakespeare and
Greek Tragedy: Strange Relationship”, Michael Silk iron-
ically admits that there are numerous “unmistakable”
commonalities between Shakespeare and the Greeks,
but simply echoes the platitudes of accepted authority:
“There is no reason to suppose that Shakespeare ever en-
countered any of the Greek tragedians, either in the origi-
nal language or otherwise” (Silk, 2004, p. 241).

Several critics have maintained that Shakespeare
learned the conventions and plots of Greek drama by way
of Thomas North’s translation of Plutarch’s Parallel Lives
of the Noble Greeks and Romans (1579). In Shakespeare and
the Classics, ). A. K. Thompson (1952) wrote that he was
“content with throwing out the suggestion that, through
the medium of North’s Plutarch, Shakespeare divined the
true spirit of Greek Tragedy” (p. 250).

The reception of Thompson’s suggestion that Plutarch
was the surrogate literary mediator for the Shakespeare
adoptions from Greek drama was reinforced most re-
cently by Oxford University Senior Fellow Colin Burrow
in Shakespeare and Classical Antiquity. Burrow (2013) in-
cludes extended chapters on Virgil, Ovid, Roman Come-
dy, Seneca, and Plutarch as sources for Shakespeare, but
rejects the possibility that Shakespeare was influenced
directly by the dramatic literature of 5th-century Athens:

Shakespeare almost certainly never read Soph-
ocles or Euripides (let alone the much more dif-
ficult Aeschylus) in Greek, and yet he managed
to write tragedies which invite comparison with
those authors. He did so despite the limitations
of his classical knowledge and perhaps in part
because of them. He read Plutarch in North’s
translation rather than reading Sophocles in
Greek. This means that he read a direct, clear
statement about the relationship between di-

journalofscientificexploration.org

Earl Showerman

vine promptings and human actions rather than
plays in which complex thoughts about the inter-
relationship between human and divine agency
were buried implicitly within a drama. Having
‘less Greek’ could therefore have enabled him to
appear to understand more about Greek trage-
