April 17, 2001 

This is April, the month “Shakespeare” was born. The generally accepted author, William Shakspere (as the family name was usually spelled), was born around April 23, 1564. The real author, Edward de Vere, 17th earl of Oxford, was born on April 12, 1550. 

Shakespeare lovers still debate about which of these men, William or Oxford, was the real author. My own book about the authorship question, Alias Shakespeare, is about to be published across the Atlantic in a German translation. It’s about time I got some international acclaim. 

My contention has always been that the solution to the mystery lies in the Shakespeare Sonnets, published in 1609. There the poet tells a lot about himself: he’s a public figure of high birth, but is over the hill, out of money, lame, and in disgrace. All this matches Oxford, one of the most scandalous figures of his day. It doesn’t describe William, who was young, obscure, prosperous, and never notorious for anything. 

Moreover, the poet tells a young man, almost surely the third earl of Southampton, that it’s time for the youth to get married and beget an heir. Why William would care whether Southampton got married is anyone’s guess, but Oxford had an excellent reason: Southampton was under pressure to marry Oxford’s daughter! 

Yet William was identified as the author “Shakespeare” by several acquaintances in the 1623 Folio edition of the plays, and for the last three centuries all Shakespeare biographers have taken the Folio testimony as dogma. Unquestionable. Beyond doubt. Documentary proof. Solid fact. 

But what if the Folio testimony was meant to mislead the public? Not a chance, say the professional scholars. It’s dogma, you see. 

But what if the Folio testimony conflicts with the poet’s own testimony about himself in the Sonnets? Never mind, say the scholars. The Sonnets may be fictional. 
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Well, they certainly don’t sound “fictional” at all. The great critic A.C. Bradley, quoted in my book, settled that question long ago. Not only are the Sonnets palpably sincere; if they tell a fictional story, they tell it with a clumsy incompetence that is totally out of character for the author of Romeo and Juliet and Othello. They have the jaggedness of fact. 

Here we have a curious situation. In the minds of the scholars, the Folio testimony continues to trump the poet’s testimony. It should be the other way around, shouldn’t it? You’d think what the great poet said about himself to his intimates, in his own matchless eloquence, would take priority over what others said about him for public consumption years after his death. 

The great majority of the Sonnets are addressed to the “lovely boy”; only a few are written to the more famous dark mistress. The ones to the youth allude to painful facts in the poet’s life which the youth would have known already; there is little chance of deception. Unlike the Folio testimony for William, these poems couldn’t have been designed to fool the public — and they seem not to have been intended for publication. 

In fact the poet says he hopes “my name [will] be buried where my body is.” How could he mean that, if “William Shakespeare,” already appearing on popular and celebrated works, was his real name? The Folio testimony doesn’t explain the Sonnets (which were omitted from the Folio); but the Sonnets may explain why the Folio testimony was necessary — to keep Oxford’s identity “buried.” 

In short, the scholars never even consider the possibility that the Folio testimony, rather than the Sonnets, may be “fictional.” They base their conviction that William of Stratford was “Shakespeare” not on what the poet says about himself, but on what was said about him by others in implicit contradiction of his own heartfelt words. 

By taking the Folio testimony instead of the Sonnets as their crucial document, the scholars have made their naive faith in the Folio witnesses a methodological postulate, which requires them to discount any conflicting evidence. Common sense would seem to dictate that the poet’s biography begin, at least, with his autobiographical poems — and if what these poems tell us conflicts with the Folio testimony, so much the worse for that testimony. 

Joseph Sobran

Happy Birthday, “Shakespeare”!

April 13, 2000 

April 12 marked the 450th birthday of the writer we know as “William Shakespeare.” Edward de Vere, 17th Earl of Oxford, was born on April 12, 1550.

Oxford adopted the name “Shakespeare” in 1593 when he published the poem Venus and Adonis, which he dedicated to the young Earl of Southampton. Oxford had fallen in love with the handsome teenager, who was being urged to marry his daughter Elizabeth Vere. Southampton is also the “lovely boy” to whom most of the Shakespeare Sonnets are addressed.

When I argued this in my book Alias Shakespeare (published by The Free Press in 1997), I expected to get quite an argument from the academic Shakespeare “experts.” To my surprise, they put up no real resistance; without exception, all those who attacked the book tacitly admitted that the Sonnets do indeed describe Oxford much more closely than they describe the legendary William of Stratford.

Of course, being scholars, they tried to disguise this admission with lots of scholarly bluster, but there it was: nobody bothered trying to prove that you can make a case for William of Stratford from the Sonnets, for the very simple reason that you can’t. The poet of the Sonnets fits Oxford to a T: his ruined reputation, his rumored sexual attraction to boys, even his lameness. Not quite the wholesome Shakespeare we heard about in English class, but facts are facts.
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The Shakespeare plays bear witness to Oxford’s authorship in many ways. Polonius and his children in Hamlet are clearly modeled on Lord Burghley, Oxford’s father-in-law, and his children. These characters don’t appear in the Danish legend the play is based on. Oxford’s wife died young in 1588; the first known reference to the play occurs in 1589. This date has puzzled the Shakespeare scholars, since 1589, though the natural moment for Oxford to write such a play, would be far too early for William of Stratford to have written it.

The scholars try to get around these problems by positing that the 1589 reference alludes to a different Hamlet play, though no trace of this hypothetical play has ever turned up. They deal with the Sonnets by positing that the poems are merely “fictional,” though this is not at all the impression the anguished Sonnets make on candid readers: why would an Elizabethan poet feign homosexual love for a boy, thereby risking not only disgrace and ridicule but capital punishment?

In addition, the greatest Shakespearean comic creation, Sir John Falstaff, bears witness to Oxford’s paternity. Falstaff quotes the Bible constantly; and as a scholar named Roger Strittmatter has discovered, several of the verses he quotes are marked in Oxford’s personal copy of the Bible!

If William of Stratford created Falstaff, how did he happen to cite so many of the same scriptural passages Oxford had singled out? In fact, as Strittmatter also notes, the Shakespeare plays contain hundreds of biblical citations corresponding to Oxford’s markings, particularly in the rather obscure book of Ecclesiasticus (now deleted from Protestant editions of the Bible).

Even the names of people and places Oxford visited in Italy and France are echoed in the plays. Baptista Minola in The Taming of the Shrew seems to combine the names of Baptisto Nigrone and Benedic Spinola, who are mentioned in Oxford’s letters from the Continent. Launcelot Gobbo in The Merchant of Venice takes his surname from the Gobbo di Rialto, a statue in Venice. All’s Well That Ends Well mentions a local war that occurred while Oxford was in Italy. How could William of Stratford have known all these things?

The Shakespeare works were dedicated to three men by name — the Earls of Southampton, Pembroke, and Montgomery. Each, at one time, had been slated to marry one of Oxford’s three daughters, and Montgomery did marry Oxford’s youngest daughter, Susan Vere.

As Orson Welles remarked, there are far too many “coincidences” favoring Oxford’s authorship to explain away. And no similar details connect the Shakespeare works to the life of William of Stratford.

It’s quietly sinking in that Oxford was the real “Shakespeare.” Sooner or later the academic “experts” are going to have to ’fess up to the most egregious blunder in the history of literary scholarship. 

Joseph Sobran
	De Vere Authorship Argument
	


	The case for Edward De Vere, 17th Earl of Oxford.
Many Oxfordians believe that the true author of Shakespeare’s plays was an aristocrat named Edward De Vere. The evidence for this comprehensive, ranging from Edward de Vere’s aristocratic knowledge of the upper classes through to his education and the structural similarities between his poetry and Shakespeare’s. As regards authorship of Shakespeare’s plays and sonnets, it has been suggested that Edward wrote these under the pseudonym of Shakespeare, both to avoid breaking a voluntary convention against aristocrats publishing poetry and plays and to escape the consequences of the subject matter he was writing about. George Puttenham's 1589 book, The Arte of English Poesie explains this further.

Below are the major reasons Oxfordians claim Edward De Vere was well qualified to write 37 plays and 154 sonnets.

Edward De Vere and Elizabethan Theatre.
Edward De Vere, Earl of Oxford is known to have composed, directed and acted in plays around the same time as Shakespeare. Like Shakespeare he was part of an acting troupe but unlike Shakespeare, Edward managed his acting troupe called "Oxford’s Boys". Furthermore, Edward De Vere was a leaseholder of the Blackfriars Theatre, a rival to The Globe.

Edward De Vere’s poetry and its similarities to Shakespeare.
Whilst most academics agree that Edward De Vere’s poetry was better than the Sir Francis Bacon’s (the other contender for replacing Shakespeare), few believe it is of a standard necessary to prove De Vere wrote the 154 sonnets claimed to have been authored by Shakespeare. 

Similarities in Edward De Vere’s verse to Shakespeare’s suggest however that such a leap in poetry composing was possible. Specifically six-line pentameter stanzas in Venus and Adonis reoccur only in Edward de Vere’s early poems and yet are not repeated by other poets of Shakespeare’s time. Both Joseph Sobran and J. Thomas Looney have noted the close similarities in form between Edward De Vere’s work and that claimed to be Shakespeare’s.

Edward De Vere’s knowledge of Elizabethan Courts and his superior education.
It is recognized by Oxfordians and Stratfordians alike that writing about royal courts, Italy and law required a certain prerequisite level of education. Edward De Vere fits the bill here since he is known to have graduated from Cambridge University at age 14, becoming master of arts at age of 16. Furthermore in view of plays like The Merchant of Venice which discussed law, De Vere studied law at Gray's Inn. Account books clearly showed that Edward De Vere had an extensive library underlining his qualifications to write as knowledgeably as Shakespeare.

Underlining this argument is the fact that Venus and Adonis, derived from Ovid's Metamorphoses, could only have been possible with Arthur Golding’s translation of this work. Arthur Golding was Edward De Vere’s uncle and his translation was said to be dedicated to Edward De Vere.

To further prove that Edward De Vere was qualified to write settings ascribed to Shakespeare, Edward De Vere is known to have traveled to Italy in the 1570s, putting him in an ideal position to write knowledgeably about Venice (The Merchant of Venice / Othello).

Similarities between Edward’s life and the character Hamlet.
Similarities between Edward De Vere’s life and Hamlet suggest that Hamlet was almost an autobiographical play about the Earl’s life. Notably Polonius’ line of "young men falling out at tennis" is believed to refer autobiographically to Edward De Vere’s notorious tennis court squabble with Sidney. Notably Edward De Vere’s father-in-law, William Cecil, Lord Burghley is said to be have been parodied as the character Polonius. Only a person intimately knowledgeable of Lord Burghley’s life could parody this man convincingly in Hamlet.

Furthermore only Edward De Vere fits the historical assertion in sonnet 125 that Shakespeare "bore the canopy" over Queen Elizabeth in her victory celebration over the defeat of the Spanish Armada.

The parallels continue between Edward De Vere’s life and subject matter in Henry IV, Part One. It is known that in 1573 Edward De Vere and company did routinely play practical jokes on ill-fated travelers on the same stretch of road as Prince Hal does in the play.

The similarities between life and sonnets, continues as Edward De Vere’s poem "Anne Vavasor's Echo", composed for Anne Vavasor is likely to have been the elusive "dark lady" of the Shakespeare’s sonnets. Furthermore, Anne Vavasor’s Echo has more than a passing resemblance to the echo verses in Venus and Adonis.

Edward de Vere’s nickname resembles "Shakespeare".
At court, Edward De Vere was nicknamed "Spear-shaker" due to of his ability both at tournaments and because his coat of arms featured a lion brandishing a spear. Perhaps coincidentally, Edward De Vere lived in the same area as Shakespeare, his Bilton Hall home being the Avon River and the Forest of Arden on another.

Problems for Edward De Vere...De Vere died too early to complete the later plays.

A large problem for Edward De Vere authoring Shakespeare’s work is the fact that he died in 1604. This was before roughly 12 plays ascribed to Shakespeare were composed. However even Sir Edmund K. Chambers, a noted Stratfordian, agrees that the standard dating of Shakespeare’s play is sketchy at best.

Tudor Aristocrats had no need to write under nom de plumes.

A standard line for why Edward De Vere used the nom de plume of Shakespeare was to avoid breaking an aristocratic convention not to write. Unfortunately we now know that aristocrats such as Edward De Vere did publish and without fear of breaking convention. It appears that this convention was weakly enforced and that aristocratic publishing was frowned upon rather than punished, this convention weakening entirely in Elizabethan times to which Edward De Vere belonged. 

Recent studies: The recent Shakespeare Clinic, under the direction of Robert Valenza and Ward Elliott (Claremont-McKenna College), found little match between Edward De Vere’s poetry and William Shakespeare's.

Shakespeare Authorship Argument
The traditional (Stratford) view; Shakespeare did write 37 plays and 154 sonnets.
Most academics agree that William Shakespeare wrote Shakespeare. Evidence for this comes from Parish records confirming his birth in 1564, records of his life in London in the 1600s, his name as a part shareholder of the Globe, his marriage certificate, his application to change his family’s coat of arms, and his recorded death in 1616.

Evidence for the Bard having written his plays comes from the First Folio of 1623. This book compiled 36 of William's plays, recording and publishing them for the first time. Its co-author John Hemminges was also a shareholder of the Globe and belonged to the same acting company (The Lord Chamberlain’s Men later named The King’s men) as did Shakespeare and so would have been privy to the true author.

John Hemminges and Henry Condell even remark of their late playwright that "His mind and hand went together and what he thought, he uttered with that easiness that we have scarce received from him a blot in his papers." They also prove he wrote the plays contained within the Folio, since the Folio contains a verse dedicated to the playwright's memory. This can be specifically read within the Folio.

Proof that the famous Bard was also a poet is equally clear; his first poem Venus and Adonis was published in 1592.

More circumstantial evidence comes from the fact that the famous playwright performed for Queen Elizabeth at her court (The Merry Wives of Windsor in 1596 and A Midsummer’s Night’s Dream in 1603) and James I watched many performances by the Bard, commending The King’s Men personally for their performances of The Merchant Of Venice in 1605. 

Besides performing many of his own plays, the Bard is recorded as being an actor in Ben Jonson’s play Sejanus in 1603.

Criticisms by other playwrights also suggest he authored his work. Why else would Robert Greene in his 1592 pamphlet "Greene’s Groatsworth of Wit", criticize the famous Bard as an "upstart crow" who borrowed ideas for his plays from other playwrights if the playwright did not write his own plays? 

Ben Jonson, his rival and friend, also criticized his work in Timber: or, Discoveries of 1640. Francis Meres criticized the Bard's work as "mellifluous" and honey tongued in his 1598 Palladis Tamia. Similarly Samuel Pepys ruthlessly described the 1595 "A Midsummer’s Night’s Dream" as "the most insipid, ridiculous play that I ever saw in my life."
Even Voltaire himself stepped into the ring, by saying "Shakespeare is a drunken savage with some imagination whose plays please only in London and Canada," before adding that "Shakespeare is the Corneille of London, but everywhere else he is a great fool". 
Could Voltaire, Robert Greene, Samuel Pepys, Francis Meres and Ben Jonson have all suffered from a massive case of mistaken identity in the close-knit theatre world to which they largely belonged?

Similarly, we know the Bard at least wrote some of his plays because one of his later works, The Noble Kinsmen (1613), was recorded in the Stationer’s Registry in 1634 as being the work of both Shakespeare and noted dramatist John Fletcher.
Oxford Authorship Argument
Top of Form

Bottom of Form

The Oxford arguments: Why Shakespeare could not have authored his works.

The most common reasons Oxfordian's present for Shakespeare not authoring his works are as follows:

The Spelling Argument.
William Shakespeare the great playwright and William Shaksper were different men. William Shaksper lived in Stratford. This suggests that William Shakespeare could not have been the man who came from Stratford. The evidence for this is weak however and the two so-called personalities may arise from the generally poor literacy of the time.

The Education argument.
This is based on the idea that only an aristocrat could have captured the essence of Royal courts, Italy and law (Merchant of Venice). However literature's famous Bard was well equipped to know about foreign lands; one of his best friends, Richard Field, had a large book collection. This was because Richard Field grew up on the very same street (Henley Street in Stratford) and later went on to become a bookseller and publisher in London.

William is thus thought to have had ready access to many of the books required to write knowledgeably in his plays. Furthermore, Stratfordian's argue that his depiction of courts and aristocratic life were so inaccurate even by Elizabethan standards that they could not possibly be written by an aristocrat such as the often proposed Edward De Vere, the seventeenth Earl of Oxford.

The Illiteracy Argument.
This argument suggests that the Bard's own literacy may not have been high. This is backed up the very circumstantial evidence that William's father could neither read or write. His own daughter Judith, could only manage writing an X on her marriage certificate. Further proof comes from anecdotal evidence that the few signature's of the Bard that remain today only show a poor scrawl, hardly representative of a major literary figure. Furthermore Oxfordian's correctly point out that there are no manuscripts of Shakespeare's plays in his own writing whereas many of his counterparts left behind a legacy of notes and scrawls related to their work. 

Supporting this argument is the curious omission of any manuscripts in his will; surely he would have bequeathed them to someone.

Unfortunately for Oxfordian's, there appears to be fairly strong evidence that three pages of manuscript of the play Sir Thomas More were written in his handwriting. However like arguments on either camp, interpretation becomes subjective and inconclusive affair.

Finally the only examples of Shakespeare's handwriting are six nearly illegible signatures, none of which is the same as the other, dated from 1612 only. Tellingly, they all have a first syllable spelt "Shak" and not "Shake" as written in the first Folio. However this could simply be the result of different ways to spell the same name, not necessarily proof of different personalities. Oxfordian's also keenly point out that none of these signatures were in any way related to Theatre or poetry. Then again it is unlikely how a signature would be required in this sphere either. The first signature is on a deposition he gave regarding a person he knew in London around 1600, two of the signatures were on property documents and three of the signatures are on his will.

Shakespeare’s reputation argument.
This contends that the Bard could not have written 37 plays and 154 sonnets for a very good reason; he was a businessman, not a poet and playwright. Evidence for this is the fact that he was known in Stratford as a businessman not a playwright. A monument erected in his name similarly depicted him holding a sack not a pen which would not indicate his career as a playwright. However the Bard performed his plays in London not Stratford and given that few people truly traveled beyond their villages in this time, the playwright's reputation as a businessman might represent his greater visibility as a landowner to those who knew him in Stratford. This argument like those above are circumstantial at best.

No personal records argument.
Oxfordians argue that there is no definitive record of Shakespeare of Stratford (1564-1616) being directly credited with writing the plays and sonnets credited to him. Oxfordian's point out that only seven years after the Bard's death was he directly credited as the author of 37 plays and 154 sonnets in the 1623 First Folio. 

Thus whilst there is ample proof the famous playwright existed in Stratford, Oxfordian's maintain that there is only proof that the famous Bard co-owned The Globe and was part of The Lord Chamberlain’s men (In The First Folio). No indication is given to suggest how often he acted with this troupe nor that he wrote the plays credited to him (aside from the verse in the First Folio crediting them to him). Tradition suggests he played two minor roles including King Hamlet’s ghost but these are only tradition, not fact. 

The eulogies argument whereby Shakespeare received none when he died in 1616, suggests he could not have been the influential playwright Stratfordian's claim him to be. The first such memorial dedication occurred in the First Folio of 1616.

The past tense argument: Barksted’s poem Mirrha.

A major argument of Oxfordians is William Barksted's 1607 poem Mirrha, which referred to the Bard in the past tense. This suggests William must have died before this date. Stratfordian's maintain however that this analysis ignores Barksted’s common use of the past tense in his poetry.




Was the Bard a Woman?

A new contender for authorship of Shakespeare's works, by Anne Underwood

	June 28 issue - For more than 150 years, literary sleuths have questioned whether William Shakespeare—a man with a grammar-school education, at best—could possibly have penned some of the greatest works in the English language. "You can be born with intelligence, but you can't be born with book learning," says Mark Rylance, Shakespearean actor and artistic director of the Globe Theatre in London. But if Shakespeare didn't write the plays, who did? Dozens of candidates have been proposed, most of them men. But at a conference of the Shakespearean Authorship Trust in London next week, American writer Robin Williams will argue that the true bard was a woman—Mary Sidney Herbert, the Countess of Pembroke.

Sidney (as her biographers call her) is a logical suspect. Sister of the Elizabethan poet Sir Philip Sidney, she was a poet herself and one of the best-educated woman in England, along with Elizabeth I. Perhaps not surprisingly, her name has surfaced before as a possible collaborator on Shakespeare's plays, although never until now as a candidate in her own right. Scholars are unlikely to be persuaded. "The very fact that there are so many candidates is almost a proof that none of them is the author," says Stanley Wells, chairman of the Shakespeare Birthplace Trust in Stratford-Upon-Avon. But that doesn't deter Williams. "One homicide detective told me, 'You're using the same reasoning we use to track down murderers'," she says.

In short, Mary Sidney had the motive, means and opportunity to write the plays. At her home in Wiltshire, she fostered a literary circle whose mission was to elevate English literature—a strong motive. Gary Waller, a Sidney scholar at Purchase College in New York, has called her salon "a seedbed of literary revolution" and Sidney herself "the first major female literary figure in England." With her vast library, education and command of foreign languages, Sidney also had the means to create the works. And with her extensive connections in the literary world, she had opportunity to smuggle the plays to theater companies. Perhaps it's just coincidence, but the first eight Shakespeare plays were published anonymously—"and three of them," says Williams, "provocatively note on the title page that they were produced by Pembroke's Men, the acting company that Mary Sidney and her husband sponsored."

Sidney-as-Bard would solve a number of riddles, argues Williams. It would explain why Shakespeare wrote love sonnets to a younger man. (Sidney had a younger lover, Matthew Lister.) It could clarify why the first compilation of Shakespeare's plays, the First Folio of 1623, was dedicated to the earls of Pembroke and Montgomery (her sons). And it would explain Ben Jonson's First Folio eulogy to the "sweet swan of Avon." Sidney had an estate on the River Avon—and her personal symbol was the swan. "There are swans in the lace collar and cuffs of her last portrait," Williams notes.

Even her dates dovetail with Shakespeare's—which is more than one can say of some of the other candidates. Edward de Vere, widely regarded as the leading contender, died 12 years before Shakespeare, requiring a revisionist chronology of the plays. And to embrace Christopher Marlowe, one has to believe that he faked his murder in 1593 and escaped to the European continent. "But there is growing evidence for this," says Michael Frohnsdorff, head of the Marlowe Society, add-ing that a new commemorative window in Westminster Abbey gives Marlowe's dates as "1564-1593?" Sidney's are more straightforward. She was born three years before Shakespeare and died five years after. When she suffered a series of personal losses, the plays turned darker. "It all fits," says Williams.

Case closed? Not yet. As intriguing as Williams's argument is, her evidence is circumstantial. Proof, says Sidney biographer Margaret Hannay, "would require things like letters from contemporaries praising 'Mary Sidney's Hamlet'." Until that proof turns up, scholars will stand by the man from Stratford. But that won't stop mystery lovers from trying to unseat him. The intrigue could prove as immortal as the works of the Bard—whoever he or she really was. © 2004 Newsweek, Inc.




For




               Against
	William Shakespeare


	

	Mary Sidney, the Countess of Pembroke

	

	Edward de Vere, the Earl of Oxford

	


E. Pölzleitner
shakespeare-conspiracy.doc / 2010-12-20 / Page 11 of 12

