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Chapter 5: The Good Pens and the Master-Workman

 "I do confess I would have you gather the

 chiefest things and out of the chiefest books

 yourself, and to use your other collectors in

 gathering arguments and examples to prove or

 illustrate any particular position or question. For

 they should like labourers bring stone, timber,

 mortar, and other necessities to your building.

 But you should put them together and be the

 master-workman yourself"

  —Francis Bacon

 If William of Stratford didn't write Shakespeare, then who did?  We

 have alluded to the improbability of one man having written every word

 of the entire canon. Clearly, therefore, what passed under the name of

 'Shakespeare' was to some extent a collective effort. There is nothing

 unusual here. Group authorship was, after all, typical of the age. And

 among all the many problems it would solve, not the least is that it would

 explain the continuation of the secret right to the end. For if no one man

 alone was Shakespeare, then no one man felt he could reveal himself as

 the true Shakespeare, however large his individual contribution. This does

 not mean, however, that we are dealing with a situation akin to the Poirot

 mystery in which they all 'done it'. Some claims are stronger than others

 and, in any case, there was unquestionably a mastermind who stamped his

 genius indelibly on the immortal works.

 If we drew up a set of criteria for the authorship based upon the internal

 evidence of the works, we might come up with the following list:

 • The mastermind was alive in 1609 to know of the wreck of the

   Sea Venture which features in The Tempest.

 • The mastermind was a recognised genius.

 • The mastermind had an essential nobility of thought and humanity.

 • The mastermind displayed a high standard of written work elsewhere.

 • The mastermind was a Cambridge student.

 • The mastermind had a high standard of education and culture,

   whether taught or self-taught.

 • The mastermind had a high standard of legal knowledge.

 • The mastermind had aristocratic sympathies or was an aristocrat.

 • The mastermind had a tolerant, liberal and undogmatic religious outlook.

 • The mastermind was at least bisexual and probably homosexual.
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Needless to say, William of Stratford falls down on nearly all these

counts. Other claimants fit some but not all of them. Only one candidate

fits all. But we shall leave him for the moment and turn to a few of the

others.

Christopher Marlowe

The life of Christopher Marlowe is the stuff of a novelist's dream:

allegedly a spy, homosexual, atheist, dramatist, murder victim. Indeed it

was in a novel that he was first posited as the true Shakespeare. In 1895

Wilbur Gleason Zeigler, a Californian lawyer, wrote a detective thriller

about Elizabethan England which he called It Was Marlowe: The Story Of

The Secret Of Three Centuries. Zeigler reverses the usual account by

having Marlowe kill Ingram  Frizer, who had discovered the playwright in

bed with his wife. Marlowe then switches identities with Frizer and

continues writing under the name of Shakespeare. To confuse matters

further, Zeigler then imagines Marlowe having been slain in 1598 by the

dramatist Ben Jonson!

Marlowe was born in 1564, the son of a Canterbury shoemaker. Being

a particularly bright boy, he was able to gain a scholarship, first at King's

College, Canterbury, and later at Corpus Christi College, Cambridge.

Here he gained a BA and an MA. It seems almost certain that before the

end of his university career he paid a visit to France as a Government spy

in the service of Sir Francis Walsingham, head of the Secret Service.

Indeed, he seemed to come and go more or less as he pleased, and his MA

was only obtained by the direct intervention of the Privy Council.

When he left Cambridge he went to London and started writing plays.

Here he obtained the patronage of Sir Thomas Walsingham, first cousin

once removed of Francis, whom he had met at the university. However,

his dramatic career was brief for it is likely that he was murdered in 1593.

Thus, as Gibson says in The Shakespeare Claimants (1962), his supporters

have not only to produce proof that he wrote the Shakespeare plays, "but

also that he was alive at the time in order to do so" (p125).

According to the findings of a Coroner's Court, he was killed in

Deptford on 30th May 1593. Moreover, his body was identified and an

entry in the Deptford parish church register records that he was buried in

the churchyard. In The Death of Christopher Marlowe (1925) Leslie

Hotson argues that he was killed by a companion, Frizer, at a lodging

house in the town. A quarrel developed between the two over paying the

bill–'the recknynge'–and Marlowe in a sudden rage attacked Frizer from

behind. Frizer, however, managed to grab the knife and stabbed his
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assailant just above the eyeball to a depth of two inches, killing him

 instantly. Frizer was later pardoned on the grounds of self-defence.

 Calvin Hoffman, who propounded the Marlovian theory in The Murder

 of the Man Who Was Shakespeare (1955), dismisses this story. He claims

 that Marlowe's death was 'staged' by Thomas Walsingham, who he says

 was having a homosexual relationship with Marlowe and wanted to protect

 his lover against the Privy Council which had recently summoned him to

 attend every day because he had allegedly written a document containing

 atheistic ideas. Hoffman argues that this put Marlowe's life in danger and

 so Walsingham had some unknown man killed by Frizer while Marlowe

 escaped to the continent. Walsingham then bribed the coroner to accept

 Frizer's plea of self-defence and the false identification of the body.

 Marlowe himself continued to write plays which were sent to England

 from his new home in Italy (hence the Italian settings of so many of them).

 Walsingham found William of Stratford, who allowed his name to be used

 for Marlowe's new works in return for payment.

 Hoffman's colourful story is, of course, unsubstantiated by any real

 evidence—which does not mean that it must be untrue. Needless to say,

 there is an alternative version, namely, that there was indeed a Walsingham

 plot which succeeded admirably in its aim of killing Kit Marlowe. It is

 obviously less attractive to Marlovians since it rules out his claim to the

 Shakespeare works, at least after 1593, but it is more plausible than

 Hoffman's intriguing mystery. Essentially, the theory is that Marlowe was

 murdered to stop him talking. We have to understand that at this time he

 was in deep trouble. Two years earlier he and Thomas Kyd had shared a

 room which they used as a study for writing. On 12th May Kyd was

 arrested and interrogated concerning heretical papers "denying the deity

 of Jesus Christ", which under torture he said belonged to Marlowe and

 must have accidentally been shuffled with his own "waste and idle papers".

 On 18th May a warrant was issued by the Privy Council for Marlowe's

 arrest. As well as alleged atheism and homosexuality, there was a charge

 of coining of money. Two days later he appeared but, instead of being

 imprisoned and tortured as Kyd was, he was "commanded to give his daily

 attendance on their Lordships until he shall be licensed to the contrary".

 Marlowe was not yet out of trouble. A certain informer called Richard

 Baines then delivered a "note" to the Privy Council a week later claiming

 that Marlowe had made a number of notorious public statements, including:

 "St John the Evangelist was bedfellow to Christ and leaned always in his

 bosom, that he used him as the sinners of Sodoma"; and "That all they that

 love not Tobacco & Boys are fools". Before he could answer these new

 accusations, he met his violent death. Gibson speculates:
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"Since the arrest, which had taken place in his house, Sir Thomas

had feared that Marlowe, if made to talk, might implicate him, and so

took prompt steps to have the young dramatist eliminated. He could do

it with less risk than anyone else, for the three assassins were already

in his employ and had done dirty work for him before. It would be

quite easy too. A message to Marlowe pretending to offer him a means

of escape would be sufficient to lure him to Deptford; and, once they

had killed him, they had only to tell the story they actually did for

matters to arrange themselves as they actually did"  (op.cit, p139).

Gibson doesn't really believe this speculation, but the possibility of

Marlowe's planned murder is not easily dismissed. Frizer and the other

two men present, Poley and Skeres, were all employed by Thomas

Walsingham or the Government. The official story also has a hollow ring.

It runs as follows. After supper the four men went to their room. Marlowe

lay down on the bed while the other three sat on a bench alongside it, with

their back to the bed and a table in front of them, playing a game. The row

then flared up over the reckoning, and Marlowe and Frizer exchanged

angry words. Marlowe then suddenly jumped from the bed, snatched

Frizer's dagger from its sheath in his belt behind him and struck him twice

on the head with it (according to the inquest Frizer had two shallow cuts in

his head). Somehow Frizer managed to seize the dagger and stab Marlowe.

But what were Skeres and Poley doing while all this was going on? They

claimed they were sitting on either side of Frizer, so that he was hemmed

in by them and the table in front. Yet they were apparently not able to stop

the fight and Frizer, despite being physically impeded by a table, a bench

and two men, was able to grab the knife and deliver a mortal blow.

In the first edition of his book The Reckoning, published in 1992,

Charles Nicholl suggests that Marlowe was murdered in a plot involving

the Earl of Essex, who was engaged in a fierce factional struggle with Sir

Walter Raleigh, a friend of Marlowe's. In a later edition of The Reckoning,

however, Nicholl revises his theory, discarding Essex and focusing on

Thomas Drury, a member of the Elizabethan spy world who had

opportunistic reasons for setting Marlowe up, implicating him as an

atheist as part of a larger scheme against Raleigh. Many of the links which

Nicholl finds are too tenuous to command acceptance, but why stop at

knights, earls or spymasters?  David Riggs in The World of Christopher

Marlowe (2004) takes the trail right up to the monarch herself. According

to him, the row over the reckoning was a put-up job and Elizabeth herself

wanted Marlowe put out of the way. It was she who had given the order to

prosecute Marlowe 'to the fule' over his alleged atheism. Frizer's pardon

for killing Marlowe came through with surprising speed. Poley, a

Government informer, was heavily involved in Burghley's Intelligence
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network.  Did Burghley order Marlowe's death, acting on behalf of the

 Queen?

 Marlowe's death, of course, could have happened just as Frizer said,

 and here we should point out that Marlowe had been in trouble before over

 fights. In 1589 he was living in Norton Folgate, close to Thomas Watson,

 the poet. In September, Marlowe and William Bradley started fighting in

 Hog Lane, whereupon Watson came to Marlowe's rescue. In the ensuring

 brawl Watson fatally stabbed Bradley. Though Marlowe fled the scene,

 both he and Watson were imprisoned in Newgate, Marlowe for two weeks

 and Watson for a longer time. On 3rd December 1589 both of them

 appeared for trial and were discharged with a warning to keep the peace.

 This Marlowe failed to do, for three years later he was summoned to

 appear at the Middlesex sessions for assaulting two Shoreditch constables

 in Holleywell Street. The constables said that they went in fear of their

 lives because of him. There is no evidence that he ever answered this

 particular charge.

 Then there is the possible sexual dimension. Baines refers to Marlowe's

 alleged homosexuality in his note to the Privy Council, and so too does

 Francis Meres in his Palladis Tamia; Wits Treasury, published in 1598:

 "Marlowe was stabbed to death by a bawdy serving man, a rival of his in

 his lewd love". The third member of this love triangle, Walsingham

 himself, employed both men and indeed Frizer returned to his service after

 his release. Thus it is possible that Marlowe and Frizer had a fight over

 who was Walsingham's favourite. Alternatively, as we said earlier,

 Walsingham ordered Frizer to kill him because he was worried about the

 accusations against Marlowe who, under torture, would have revealed all

 about their affair. The penalty for sodomy was death, and Walsingham

 decided that Marlowe had to be killed to save his own skin.

 So, what is the truth of the matter?  The most likely scenario is that

 Marlowe did die in 1593, whether in a fight with a rival or from

 premeditated murder for political or personal motives is unknown. The

 question we really have to ask is whether he wrote anything under the

 name of 'Shakespeare' up to that date. Well, according to many perfectly

 respectable Stratfordians, he certainly did. The 18th century Shakespearean

 scholar Edmond Malone was convinced that he wrote Titus Andronicus.

 Sir Sidney Lee went even further and added Richard II, Richard III and all

 three parts of Henry VI.  "All the blank verse in Shakespeare's early plays

 bears the stamp of Marlowe's inspiration", wrote Lee, who believed that in

 this early period the two dramatists worked in collaboration. Others have

 added parts of The Comedy of Errors, Henry V, Julius Caesar and Romeo

 and Juliet to this list.
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Then there is the evidence of Thomas Mendenhall, the Ohio physicist,

who in the early 20th century found a match between Marlowe and

Shakespeare in terms of the frequency of words with four letters. But

Mendenhall's methods have never been widely accepted. He generalised

his conclusions from woefully inadequate data and the more writers he

added to his schema, the more similarities he naturally found. Absence of

either a control group or application of the technique by other investigators

made Mendenhall's 'proof' scientifically invalid. He had also used the

spelling in modern editions for his word counts, ignoring the fact that

variations had been wrought by editors, copyists, and printers. In essence,

his 'research' proves no more than that two men writing the same kind of

work in the same language at the same time may closely resemble one

another in use of vocabulary.

Literary parallelism does exist between Marlowe and Shakespeare, and

it is entirely possible that Marlowe did contribute to the Shakespeare opus

in the early 1590s. But the strongest connection is probably one of influence

rather than active collaboration and it points more to Shakespeare's frankly

acknowledged debt to his predecessor's language and techniques. Swinburne

observed of Marlowe that "the father of English tragedy and the creator of

English blank verse was therefore also the teacher and the guide of

Shakespeare". Jonathan Bate's book The Genius of Shakespeare has a

whole chapter—'Marlowe's Ghost'—devoted to this impact. He shows

how Shakespeare first tended to imitate Marlowe, then parody him, and

finally to improve upon his approach. For Marlovians it is no coincidence

that Shakespeare's first printed work, Venus and Adonis, appeared in

1593, the very year of Marlowe's supposed death, but the poem was

entered in the Stationer's Register on 18th April, six weeks before the

Deptford incident, so the Shakespeare name was in use before Marlowe's

death. More likely, Shakespeare emerges from Marlowe's shadow after

his murder and is more 'free' to develop his own unique style and approach.

The author of Shakespeare certainly refers to his dramatic mentor. The

references occur in As You Like It, probably written in 1599, just after two

poems by Marlowe were published. Shakespeare actually quotes Marlowe

in a tribute of obvious affection and admiration: "Dead shepherd, now I

find thy saw of might: 'Who ever lov'd that lov'd not at first sight?'"  The

quotation is from Marlowe's unfinished poem Hero and Leander, published

in 1598. The other Marlowe poem was The Passionate Shepherd to his

Love which is contained in a collection of 21 pieces called The Passionate

Pilgrim, published by William Jaggard in 1599. All the works are attributed

on the title-page to 'William Shakespeare', but the general view is that

only 5 of the works are his: two sonnets, 138 and 144, and three passages
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from Love's Labour's Lost. Several, but not all, of the other works can be

 identified including Marlowe's poem. We shall have occasion later to

 refer to this collection which was published again by Jaggard in 1612 in

 expanded form.

 In As You Like It Shakespeare also refers to Marlowe's death. In Act

 3.3 the clown Touchstone complains that he has been exiled to the Forest

 of Arden "as the most capricious poet honest Ovid was among the Gothes",

 and then observes that "When a man's verses cannot be understood, nor a

 man's good wit seconded with the forward child, Understanding, it strikes

 a man more dead than a great reckoning in a little room". This surely hints

 at the circumstances of Marlowe's death, not only because of the use of the

 word 'reckoning' but also because of the evident variation on a phrase

 from The Jew of Malta, 'infinite riches in a little room'.  Moreover, the

 Bishop of London banned and burned Marlowe's translation of Ovid's

 Elegies in 1599, the very same year that this play was almost certainly

 written. The audience would have grasped the association between Ovid

 and Marlowe. So, clearly the author of As You Like It knew the coroner's

 verdict on Marlowe's death: that he had died in a quarrel over a tavern bill.

 Presumably the story was common gossip in the small world of the

 London stage, where almost everyone knew Kit Marlowe personally and

 many, whether friend or foe, would have been curious about the manner

 of his untimely end.

 Marlovians, of course, see a further parallel between Ovid and Marlowe.

 Ovid was banished to dwell among the Goths because he gave offence to

 Caesar; similarly, they believe that Marlowe was banished from England

 (though aided to escape by Walsingham) for giving offence to Queen

 Elizabeth. In the play itself they identify Touchstone with Marlowe,

 though others would favour Jaques as a self-portrait of the poet. Needless

 to say, William, 'a country fellow', is seen as representative of William of

 Stratford. Indeed, most heretics would make this latter identification, for

 obvious reasons. William, who admits that he is not learned, says that he

 has "a pretty wit", to which Touchstone replies that "the fool do think he is

 wise, but the wise man knows himself to be a fool". Stratfordians may try

 to convince us that in making William a country clown Shakespeare is

 being self-deprecating; more likely he is mocking the real William.

 In the end, though, Marlowe does not qualify as the Shakespeare

 mastermind because he does not fit all the criteria. Frankly, it is unlikely

 that he was alive in 1609 or 1623 and he lacked the necessary nobility of

 thought and humanity. He was also more radical and more sceptical of

 religion and the state than Shakespeare. This is not to say that he did not

 contribute to the enterprise in its early stages.
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Earl Of Derby

In a series of essays in the Genealogist magazine in 1891-2, James

Greenstreet, a British archivist, first proposed that William Stanley, 6th

Earl of Derby, was the author of the Shakespeare plays.  (Stanley was the

family name of the Derbys.)  Greenstreet had discovered two apparently

intercepted letters among State Papers, which we shall presently consider,

in which Derby is stated as writing comedies. This theory was revived by

Robert Fraser in The Silent Shakespeare, published in 1915, and by Abel

Lefranc,* a French scholar, in two volumes of Sous le Masque de William

Shakespeare in 1918-19.  In 1952  A. W. Titherley, a former Dean of the

Faculty of Science at the University of Liverpool, published Shakespeare's

Identity, and in 1995 Carl O. Nordling added Hamlet's Secret. Arguments

for Derby are generally based on his involvement in the theatre, his

international travels, his intimacy with court life, Spenser's allusions in

Colin Clout's Come Home Again, certain lines in the play Histriomastix

and several poems authored by an unknown "W.S.".  Was he the "Will" of

the sonnets and the 'WS' under which some plays were published?

Derby was born in 1561 and died in 1642. His mother was a

granddaughter of Mary Tudor, Henry VIII's younger sister. In other words,

he was very closely related to the royal family and would have had a

strong claim to the throne after Elizabeth. In 1572 he was admitted to St.

John's College, Oxford. Afterwards, he travelled abroad for five years

with his tutor Richard Lloyd, visiting France, Spain, Italy and, possibly,

Turkey, Russia and Egypt. In 1587 he returned to the family home in

Lancashire, but by 1594 he was studying law at Lincoln's Inn. In 1595 he

married Elizabeth de Vere, daughter of Edward de Vere, 17th Earl of

Oxford, another Shakespeare claimant (see below). It is possible that at

this marriage, in the presence of the Queen at Greenwich, A Midsummer

Night's Dream received its first performance. In the play Hippolyta tells

Theseus that there will be a full moon in four days' time, and Derby's

marriage on 26th January was four days before a new moon. It would be

ironic if the bridegroom was also the real author of the play!  (There were,

however, other weddings where this claim has been made, for example

that of Sir Thomas Berkeley and Elizabeth Carey in February 1596).

Derby was the younger brother of Ferdinando, Lord Strange, who kept

a company of actors known as Lord Strange's Men which Derbyites

believe included William of Stratford in the early 1590s, though there is

no evidence on this score (others argue that he was a member of a rival

* Abel LeFranc: Under the Mask of William Shakespeare (1988), a translation of Sous
le Masque de William Shakespeare (1919). See also Richard M. Lucas:  Shakespeare's
Vital Secret (1937).
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company, Lord Pembroke's Men). He succeeded his elder brother as Earl

 of Derby, after Ferdinando suddenly died in dramatic circumstances in

 1594 shortly after inheriting the title.  According to William Camden in

 his Annales, an approach was made by a Catholic plotter called Hesketh,

 the son of local gentry, who threatened the Earl with death if the design

 was divulged. Ferdinando revealed the plot and Hesketh was promptly

 hanged as a traitor. Four months later Ferdinando, a healthy man in his

 mid-thirties, suddenly fell desperately ill. After ten days of agonising

 symptoms that fitted no known illness, he died, "not without suspicion of

 poison", according to Camden.  Lord Strange's acting group left London

 after his death to perform in the provinces, but some members joined the

 Lord Chamberlain's Men.

 Like Ferdinando, his brother William maintained a company of actors

 known as Derby's Men. The troupe performed at court in 1599-1601 and

 continued at least until the 1630s. One major problem which Derbyites

 have to overcome is why he would have given his masterpieces to the rival

 Lord Chamberlain's Men since it was performing the Shakespeare plays in

 the mid-late 1590s. They have to argue that he did it to divert suspicion

 away from himself, which is surely stretching it a bit. Whether he did or

 not, there is no question that he liked the theatre as much as his older

 brother, and this passion may have been the reason why he did not go to

 Ireland with Southampton and Rutland in 1599 to join the Essex campaign

 against the Irish rebels, even though he was nominated with them to go. It

 was about this time that his wife wrote of his interest in plays that "My

 lord taking delight in them, it will keep him from more prodigal courses"

 (quoted in E.K. Chambers: The Elizabethan Stage, p217). What these

 other, more wasteful, activities might have been, we can only speculate.

 It was also in 1599 that the two intriguing letters discovered by James

 Greenstreet were written. Their author was George Fenner, agent of the

 seditious Jesuit Father Parsons. Both are dated 30th June 1599 and are

 preserved in the Public Record Office. The first, destined for Balthazar

 Gybels in Antwerp, includes the statement: "Therle of Derby is busyed

 only in penning comedies for the common players". The second, to Sire

 Hunfredo Galdelli in Venice, states: "Our Earle of Derby is busye in

 penning commedyes for the commoun players". These two almost identical

 statements seem to indicate very clearly that Derby secretly wrote comedies,

 though at first glance it might be difficult to understand why a spy should

 want to convey this information—and twice on the same day!

 Yet there is a possible explanation relating to the family background.

 Throughout Elizabeth's reign there were Catholic plots to overthrow the

 monarch and Derby, though not a Catholic, was known to be favourably
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disposed towards that religion. If Elizabeth had been murdered, he might

well have been considered as a successor, just like his brother. Perhaps

Fenner was informing his fellow Catholics on the continent that Derby

was no more a practical possibility than Ferdinando, being less interested

in kingship than in playwrighting. The key word is 'only' in the first letter.

It suggests that he is so obsessed with playwrighting that he doesn't want

to do anything else. At any rate, the letters do provide support for the

notion that Derby wrote plays. We could even say that they amount to

proof, unless Fenner had mistaken him for some other nobleman, or

unless they are a coded message of some sort. If Derby did write comedies,

then he was able to keep this fact largely a secret, for there is no other

known contemporary reference to his indulgence in such activity. More

generally, Derby's concealed playwrighting would lend strong support to

our contention that secret authorship was practised successfully. Modern

Shakespeare scholars have betrayed their profession by wilfully neglecting

research into the practice of concealed writing in the period. The reason,

of course, is obvious: such research might lead them in the direction of a

Shakespeare hoax, something they do not want to countenance.

The Fenner letters are, however, the only external evidence we have of

Derby's literary work. They do not prove that he wrote Shakespeare, but

he certainly qualifies in terms of lifespan, background, education and

travel. No acknowledged literary work of his survives, but Derbyites

argue that there is some internal evidence that he wrote poetry and plays.

In Colin Clout's Come Home Again, written in 1591 but not published

until 1595, Spenser praises a number of poets of the day. The first group

he mentions are all commoners but then he turns to a group of apparent

aristocrats whom he calls by other names. Critics have generally accepted

that the 'shepherd of the ocean' is Raleigh, 'Amyntas' is Ferdinando Stanley,

and 'Astrofell' is Sir Philip Sidney. The question is: whom does the fourth,

'Aetion', represent?  Spenser refers to Ferdinando and his wife as Amyntas

and Amaryllis:

"There also is (ah no, he is not now)

But since I said he is, he is quite gone,

Amyntas quite is gone, and lies full low,

Hauing his Amaryllis left to mone.

Helpe, O ye shepheards helpe ye all in this,

Helpe Amaryllis this her losse to mourne:

Her losse is yours, your losse Amyntas is,

Amyntas floure of Shepheards pride forlorne:

He whilest he liued was the noblest swaine,

That euer piped in an oaten quill:
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  Both did he other, which could pipe, maintaine,

   And eke could pipe himselfe with passing skill".

 Immediately after the lines concerning Ferdinando, we read:

 "And here, though last not least is Aetion,

   A gentler shepheard may nowhere be found:

  Whose Muse, full of high thoughts invention,

  Doth, like himselfe, heroically sound".

 Amyntas probably refers to Ferdinando because in Pierce Penniless

 (1592) Thomas Nashe praises an unnamed patron whom he describes as

 "the matchless image of honour and magnificent rewarder of virtue, Jove's

 Eagle born Ganimed, thrice noble Amyntas". The Derby family crest

 bears an eagle carrying off a child, just as in classical legend Jupiter, in the

 form of an eagle, carried off the boy Ganimede. The lines in Spenser's

 poem concerning Ferdinando and his wife ('Amaryllis') were added after

 Ferdinando's death ("Amyntas quite is gone and lies full lowe"), so William

 would have assumed the title of Earl of Derby and become the head of the

 house of Stanley, the Eagle's Nest. "Aetion" derives from the Greek

 "Aetos", meaning eagle or eaglet. Thus immediately after the lines praising

 other Stanley family members, Spenser seems to refer to William Stanley

 (Aetion) as a poet (shepherd was the poetic term for the poets), full of

 invention. Yet Malone, Lee and other Shakespearean scholars believe that

 'Aetion' refers to Shakespeare because his poetry soars like an eagle and it

 would have been remiss of Spenser to ignore him, especially after the

 appearance of Venus and Adonis and The Rape of Lucrece in 1593-4. If

 Spenser could insert the reference to Ferdinando Stanley's death in 1594,

 then he could also add the four key lines above. However, Derbyites

 believe that 'Aetion' also refers to Derby. Therefore on this reasoning,

 Aetion = Derby = Shakespeare.

 There is another possibility, namely that Aetion refers to a different

 poet altogether, Michael Drayton being the most popular alternative. For

 one thing, 'Aetion' sounds like Drayton. For another, Drayton often

 compared himself to an eagle in his poetry. For example, in Idea: Shepherd's

 Garland (1593) he refers to 'thy eagle-soaring Muse'. Third, this poem

 was modelled on a poem of Spenser's, The Shepherd's Calendar (1579),

 so Spenser would have reason to read his work. Finally, if 'Aetion' was

 Derby who wrote under the name of Shakespeare, why not use this

 pseudonym instead of inventing another one? Of course, if Aetion is not

 Shakespeare, then we have to ask why Spenser omitted him from his list.

 It is possible, since he lived in Ireland, that he had not read Shakespeare's

 two poems when he wrote and revised Colin Clout's Come Home Again.
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Another piece of internal evidence in Derby's favour is the character of

Holofernes in Love's Labour's Lost. Derbyites say he is modelled on

Derby's tutor and travelling companion, Richard Lloyd. Holofernes is a

name taken from Rabelais' Gargantua and Pantagruel, where Holofernes

is Gargantua's Latin tutor and he is described as a 'sophister'. In

Shakespeare's play Holofernes is a pedantic schoolmaster who produces a

masque of the Nine Worthies, which is a satire or play in verse on the Nine

Worthies written in 1584 by this same Richard Lloyd. There are even lines

in the play which parody lines in Lloyd's poem. For example, in Lloyd's

Nine Worthies we find the following description of one of the worthies,

Alexander the Great:

"This puissant prince and conqueror bare in his shield a Lyon or,

Wich sitting in a chaire bent a battel axe in his paw argent."

In the masque in Love's Labour's Lost, we find the following repartee

from Costard to Sir Nathaniel interrupting the declarations of Alexander:

"O, Sir, you have overthrown Alisander

the conqueror!  You will be scrap'd out of the painted cloth for

this. Your lion, that holds his poleaxe sitting on a close-stool,

will be given to Ajax. He will be the ninth Worthy. A conqueror

and afeard to speak!  Run away for shame, Alisander."

A poleaxe is a battle axe but, instead of a chair, Shakespeare substitutes

a close-stool, that is a stool containing a chamber pot, the forerunner of the

water closet. The parallel is too close to be accidental.

Stratfordians often say that Holofernes is based on John Florio and,

indeed, 'Holofernes' is almost an anagram of his name. Attention is also

drawn to the fact that Florio was a translator and grammarian of Italian,

and Holofernes uses Italian expressions. What seems to be ignored is that,

other than English, Holofernes mainly uses Latin expressions, and Lloyd

peppered his writings with the same. And why Shakespeare the author

would make fun of the well-regarded John Florio is unclear, though it

would be easier to show Florio's acquaintance with any of the chief

claimants except William Shakspere. The same point applies with even

greater force if Richard Lloyd was actually the model for the character, as

seems likely. Lloyd would almost certainly have been known by at least

three of the main candidates .  .  .   but William?  Hardly.  Love's Labour's

Lost is a play to which we shall return later, especially in connection with

its knowledge of the Court of Navarre, which Derbyites say their man

visited. But if he did, and it isn't proved, he was not alone.

A further item of internal evidence in Derby's favour is Histriomastix,

an old play updated around 1599 and published anonymously in 1610.



132

The subtitle, 'a Player whipt', suggests that it was an attack on actors but it

 is really a comprehensive critique of Elizabethan society, numbering

 among its targets nobles, lawyers, merchants and their wives, along with

 players and their 'poets'. The play is actually one of the first shots in the

 Poets' War, or War of the Theatres, which raged between 1599 and 1601.

 The two main protagonists were Ben Jonson and John Marston, and it is

 Marston who is generally regarded as the author, or at least reviser, of

 Histriomastix, though more than one style has been detected in the play.

 In Act 2 a character called Troilus speaks the following lines:

 "Come Cressida, my cresset light

 Thy face doth shine both day and night.

 Behold, behold thy garter blue,

 Thy knight his valiant elbow wears,

 That When he shakes his furious Speare

 The foe in shivering fearful sort

 May lay him down in death to snort".

 The whole scene echoes the story of Troilus and Cressida. The words

 'shakes his furious speare' seems to indicate that we have here a reference

 to Shakespeare and his play, but the other significant allusion is to 'thy

 garter blue'. The Knight of the Garter was, and still is, the highest Order of

 English knighthood, restricted to a select few, and its main insignia is a

 blue garter worn below the left knee. Derby was installed as a Knight of

 the Garter in May 1601, so is the writer saying that Derby 'shakes his

 furious speare' in writing plays under the name of 'Shakespeare'?  It has to

 be admitted that this is a distinct possibility, though obviously these lines

 would then have been added after 1599. Certainly, in the 1580s some

 poems were signed 'WS' and Derbyites believe that these initials were

 later expanded into 'William Shakespeare'.

 However, it is doubtful that John Marston wrote the above words in

 Histriomastix. We have already referred to his suspicions in chapter 2 and,

 as we shall see, he has another idea about the authorship. Whoever wrote

 the lines above may well have been wrong in his view of Derby's mask.

 The role of the Earl in the theatre may have been more as financier or

 producer than as author. A letter from Rowland White to Sir Robert

 Sidney in 1599 links the revival of Paul's Children acting company to him:

 "My Lord Derby hath put up the plays of the children in Paul's to his great

 pains and charge".  Derby himself left no acknowledged writings of any

 kind that could identify him as a literary colossus. In a sense, he is as much

 an invisible man as William of Stratford and remained so for very much

 longer, living as he did until 1642. No Shakespeare plays appeared after

 1613, except in the First Folio of 1623. We have to believe that if Derby

 was Shakespeare, he wrote nothing for the last 20 or more years of his life.
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Earl Of Oxford

Derby's father-in-law was Edward de Vere, the 17th Earl of Oxford.

His claims were first advanced by Thomas Looney, an English

schoolmaster, in a book published in 1920, Shakespeare Identified in

Edward de Vere, the Seventeenth Earl of Oxford.  In 1930 two further

works appeared supporting the Oxfordian case: Canon Gerald Rendall,

Gladstone professor of Greek at Liverpool's University College, published

Shakespeare Sonnets and Edward de Vere, and Eva Turner Clark, founder

of the American Oxford Society, published a book, Shakespeare's Plays

in the Order of Their Writing, which proposed that Oxford wrote the plays

and at a much earlier date than supposed. Since around 1960 Oxford has

become the candidate with the largest following and the largest body of

recent supporting literature, especially in America, where the publication

in 1984 of Charlton Ogburn's large volume, The Mysterious William

Shakespeare, resulted in a burst of new interest which continues to this

day.

As Shakespeare claimants go, Oxford was in many respects to the

manor born. He was an aristocrat, ward to William Cecil, who was

satirised as Polonius in Hamlet; nephew to both Arthur Golding, who was

the translator of one of Shakespeare's favourite poems, the Metamorphoses;

and to Henry Howard, who originated the Shakespearean sonnet form; a

student at Cambridge; a student of law; and a foreign traveller, especially

in Shakespeare's favourite setting, Italy. Moreover, he was a prominent

patron of writers and an enthusiast in the world of drama. He presumably

knew Southampton as the latter was also a ward of Cecil's. Here, then, are

a number of remarkable coincidences. However, in certain key respects,

the Oxfordian case does not stand up to close scrutiny and therefore he

does not qualify as the Shakespeare mastermind.

Edward de Vere was born in 1550 into the nobility. His father, John de

Vere, the 16th Earl of Oxford, died in 1562 when he was only 12 and

therefore a minor, so the new Earl became a royal ward of Sir William

Cecil, later Lord Burghley, the Queen's closest adviser and Master of the

Court of Wards, and lived in his house in the Strand. He received legal

training at Gray's Inn after having attended Queen's College, Cambridge,

and was awarded Master of Arts degrees by Oxford and Cambridge

universities. The teenage Earl was hot-tempered, and in 1567 while

practising fencing with another man in the backyard of Cecil's house in the

Strand, the seventeen-year-old Oxford killed an unarmed undercook named

Thomas Brincknell with a thrust to the thigh. A packed jury instructed by

Cecil found that Brincknell had caused his own death by wilfully hurling

himself on Oxford's rapier. In 1571, at the age of 21, he regained control
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of his estates and married Anne Cecil, Burghley's daughter. In the mid-

 1570s he went abroad to France, Germany and Italy, where he visited

 Venice, Padua, Genoa and other cities. In Venice, where he contracted

 syphilis, he reportedly lived a life of 'infamy' with prostitutes and teenage

 boys, one of whom he brought back to England as a servant. On his return

 he adopted Italian ways and fashion and was given the nickname of the

 Italianated Englishman.

 Oxford certainly dabbled in poetry because about two dozen poems are

 signed or ascribed to him in manuscript or published form, beginning with

 the 1576 collection called The Paradise of Dainty Devices.  In his Discourse

 of English Poetrie (1586) William Webbe writes: "I may not omitte the

 deserved commendations of many honourable and noble Lordes and

 Gentlemen in her Majestie's Courte, which in the rare devises of Poetry

 have been and yet are most excellent skylfull, among whom the right

 honourable Earle of Oxford may challenge to himself the tytle of the most

 excellent among the rest".  George Puttenham in The Arte of English

 Poesie (1589) ranked him first among Elizabeth's courtier poets and

 playwrights, praising him for "comedy and enterlude" (interludes were

 plays). Francis Meres in Palladis Tamia (1598) praised him as "the best

 among us for comedy". None of his theatrical works survives, at any rate

 under his own name. In 1622 Henry Peacham was also full of praise when

 in The Complete Gentleman he listed Oxford as first among the poets of

 the Elizabethan period.

 Tiring of court life in the late 1570s Oxford sought the company of

 literary and theatrical people. There is abundant evidence of his lifelong

 interest in learning and culture, including the numerous contemporary

 tributes to his patronage. Authors dedicating works to him included Edmund

 Spenser, Arthur Golding and Robert Greene. His father and grandfather

 had managed acting companies and he followed in their footsteps, running

 both Men's and Boys' troupes of players. He held a lease of the Blackfriars

 Theatre for a while from 1584. His extensive patronage and possible

 mismanagement of estates led to the sale of all his inherited lands, inhibiting

 the formation of a local power base and possibly precluding high office,

 though he was briefly given military commands in 1585 in Holland and in

 1588 during the Armada. In 1586, to rescue him from penury, the Queen

 granted him an annual pension of £1,000.

 Evidence of this annuity was discovered in 1928 by Captain B.M.

 Ward, a biographer of Oxford. His researches indicated that this was an

 unusually large sum, exceeded only by the £1200 paid for the running of

 the postal services. In Lord Oxford and the Shakespeare Group Montagu

 Douglas (1952) presents the interesting notion that the money was paid
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for a kind of Government propaganda department, including the production

of plays which would encourage patriotic sentiment and promote the

interests of England worldwide. According to the Rev. John Ward in the

1660s, Shakespeare wrote two plays a year "and for that had an allowance

so large that he spent at the rate of £1,000 a year". An Oxfordian opinion is

that it may be the same £1,000, though it is difficult to see how it could be,

unless the money was passed on to William from Oxford and William told

his local friends about it. Anyhow, the Shakespeare plays are not unduly

patriotic—apart from the Histories, few are even set in England—and in

the case of Richard II the feelings that were stirred were against the Queen

and her Government. The theory also overlooks the letter written by

Countess Elizabeth, Oxford's widow, to the King's counsellor Robert

Cecil less than three months after her husband's death: "Your Lordship

may truly inform his highness that the pension of a thousand pounds was

not given by the late Queen to my Lord for life, and then to determine, but

to continue until she might raise his decay by some better provision". Yet

I do admit the possibility of an annuity being paid for plays that would, in

the widest sense, promote the cultural claims of England in the eyes of the

world.

The Southampton connection is also dodgy. True, Southampton also

became a ward of Cecil's after his father's death, but this occurred in 1581,

nearly 20 years after Oxford!  As to any relationship between the two,

there is no more evidence of it than there is for one between Southampton

and William. The difference is that we have letters of both Oxford and

Southampton, and there is not in the correspondence of either man any

mention of the other, nor in the accounts and casual gossip of the time is

there a whisper of any social contact between them. The deferential

dedications to Southampton in Venus and Lucrece are also unlikely to

have been written by the older Earl of Oxford to a younger Earl. The de

Veres were the oldest and most illustrious nobility in the realm and

Edward de Vere was extremely vain about his rank as premier earl. He

never showed deference to anyone. He was 17th in line of succession,

whereas in contrast Southampton, being only 3rd in succession, was very

much a "Johnny come lately" and greatly subordinate to de Vere.*

The references to his poetic ability are also questionable. Let us examine

those contemporary allusions above in more detail. We mentioned four in

all: Webbe, Puttenham, Meres and Peacham. In Webbe's comment, Oxford

* De Vere was the 17th Earl, the first having been created in the 12th century, whereas
Southampton's title only went back to Henry VIII and he was only the third earl.
Oxford therefore came from a medieval lineage, whereas the Southampton title was a
Tudor creation.
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is not actually called the "most excellent" but rather is one who might

 "challenge" for the title. Webbe does not award it to him outright. Moreover,

 the skill in question is not in poetry but in the "rare devices" of poetry and

 the title in question is not even best at poetic devices but is limited to best

 among the courtiers. If we read the work, we will find that Webbe actually

 offers unqualified praise of Spenser as the "rightest English poet that ever

 I read".  He also praises a host of others more highly and in more detail

 than Oxford. He does not mention Sidney because his works had not yet

 appeared in print, and of course the same applies to Shakespeare.

 Turn next to Puttenham's The Arte Of English Poesie, which nominates

 Oxford as first:  "of which number is first that noble gentleman, Edward

 Earle of Oxford". He is 'first' on the list of 'the rest', i.e. of those whose

 poetry is known under their own names; and 'first' in the sense that he is

 highest in social rank, as the others are listed after him in order of lesser

 lords, knights, and so on. Puttenham's references to Oxford do not suggest

 that he considered the man either a great poet or a great playwright.

 Oxford's name tends to drift to the top of any list he is on simply because

 of his high rank, but there are many poets about whom Puttenham has far

 more to say and whom he praises in much higher terms, not least Queen

 Elizabeth herself:

 "But last in recital and first in degree is the Queen our sovereign

 Lady, whose learned, delicate, noble Muse, easily surmounteth all the

 rest that have written before her time or since, for sense, sweetness and

 subtility, be it in Ode, Elegy, Epigram, or any other kind of poem

 Heroic or Lyric, wherein it shall please her Majesty to employ her pen,

 even by as much odds as her own excellent estate and degree exceedeth

 all the rest of her most humble vassals".

 Flattery, no doubt, but the same could be said about the various references

 to a generous patron like Oxford.

 As for plays, Puttenham's remarks are even more tentative: "That for

 Tragedy, the Lord of Buckhurst, and Master Edward Ferrys for such

 doings as I have seen of theirs do deserve the highest price: Th'Earl of

 Oxford and Master Edwardes of her Majesty's Chapel for Comedy and

 Interlude". Does this mean that he has seen one of Oxford's works or

 several? Moreover, his list is hardly memorable or inspiring. Buckhurst?

 Ferrys? Edwardes?  Oxford is not exactly in exalted company here, but

 then we must remember that Puttenham was writing in 1589 and the great

 age of English drama lay in the future. Puttenham was complaining that,

 whereas in the past poets and other learned men were admired, in his own

 day too many courtiers disdained poetry and all learning and would rather

 have remained ignorant. Some courtiers, however, were not afraid to seem
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learned and to write poetry, and one of those learned poets was Oxford. In

other words, he was not afraid to write openly. We might even say that he

was vain enough to do so.

This view is confirmed by Meres. Writing towards the end of the

1590s, he extols Shakespeare as being the best for his poems and plays:

"As Plautus and Seneca are accounted the best for Comedy and Tragedy

among the Latins: so Shakespeare among the English is the most excellent

in both kinds for the stage". But he mentions Oxford and Shakespeare

separately: "The best for Comedy among us bee Edward Earle of Oxenforde,

Doctor Gager of Oxforde, Maister Rowley once a rare Scholar of learned

Pembroke Hall in Cambridge, Maister Edwardes one of her Majesty's

Chapel, eloquent and witty John Lilly, Lodge, Gascoyne, Greene,

Shakespeare, Thomas Nash, Thomas Heywood, Anthony Munday our

best plotter, Chapman, Porter, Wilson, Hathway, and Henry Chettle".

There is a hint that some of the earlier names are pinched from Puttenham's

list:  both mention Oxford and Edwards, yet no plays by either survive.

Meres also mentions 'Edward Feris' in a list of writers of tragedy.

Presumably this is the same man whom Puttenham calls 'Edward Ferrys' .

They may be referring to George Ferrers, a lawyer, courtier, and poet of

the mid-16th century, in which case they both made similar mistakes with

his two names, suggesting that perhaps Meres copied from Puttenham.

Perhaps he did likewise with Oxford.

And what of Henry Peacham?  Oxford heads his list which contains the

same first four names as Puttenham's list and in the same order. He even

refers to "the Lord Buckhurst", which was the appropriate title when

Puttenham wrote, but Buckhurst was named the Earl of Dorset in 1604.

Similarly, M[aster] Edward Dyer was the appropriate title in Puttenham's

time, but Dyer was knighted in 1596 and deserved the honorific "Sir". If

Peacham had made the list without cribbing from Puttenham, he would

have used the higher titles. Thus, the names of such minor poets as Oxford

and Paget make the list because they were lords whose poetry was known

to Puttenham. Oxfordians note that while Oxford is mentioned, Shakespeare

is not. Yet there is no one on the list who was primarily a playwright, or

who wrote plays at all for the public theatres.

Peacham's reference to Oxford, like Meres's, therefore tells us more

about Puttenham's reputation than Oxford's. Oxford's reputation as a poet

was based originally on a handful of poems in the Paradise of Dainty

Devices that William Webbe liked; Puttenham was familiar with some

other Oxford poems and a play or two; Meres we know had read both

Webbe and Puttenham, and copied not only some of their judgments but

also some of their errors, but he does not seem familiar with any works by
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Oxford that are unknown to us; Peacham essentially copied out a passage

 from Puttenham and pasted it into his text. There is no suggestion that

 Peacham is familiar with any poems at all by Oxford, even those known to

 Webbe, let alone works by him that have not come down to us under his

 name. In other words, as with the whole Shakespearean question, much

 so-called scholarship is merely theft.

 A careful consideration, then, of the four sources that Oxfordians

 claim as evidence that Elizabethans considered Oxford a great poet

 contradicts that claim. Oxford had some slight reputation as a poet, but

 nothing in any of the four sources suggests that Oxford produced work of

 both a quantity and quality far beyond what today we may safely attribute

 to him. Oxford was not just an occasional poet, he was also a patron of

 poets and other writers, and quite a few works were dedicated to him.

 Dedications to patrons are often written in a tone so obsequious and

 fawning as to make us doubt their author's sincerity. What is so surprising

 about the dedications to Oxford is that, while they are full of flattery and

 praise, their authors do not praise Oxford's skill as a poet. Of course, one

 expects a high-born patron to be praised for his high birth and generosity,

 but shouldn't a patron who is also a poet be praised for the excellence of

 his verses? Thomas Bedingfield in his dedication to Cardanus Comfort

 (1575) thanks Oxford for his support and encouragement—but he does

 not mention Oxford's writings. Anthony Munday's dedication to Oxford

 of his Mirror of Mutability (1579) praises, not Oxford's skill as a poet, but

 his generosity as a reader, noting his "courteous and gentle perusing my

 book entitled Galien of France". In 1580, Munday dedicated Zelauto to

 Oxford and mentioned Oxford's reputation not as a poet but as a patron,

 referring to "all the brave books which have been bestowed" upon the earl.

 In 1580 John Lyly dedicated Euphues and His England to Oxford, who is

 praised for his high birth and honour, and for the puissance of his protection–

 but not his writing.

 The most significant dedication to Oxford for our purposes is in

 Spenser's Faerie Queene. Spenser wrote 14 dedicatory sonnets for the

 work, and he praises Oxford for his high birth and for his kindness to

 poets:

 "And also for the love, which thou dost bear

 To th'Heliconian imps, and they to thee,

 They unto thee, and thou to them most dear:

 Dear as thou art unto thyself, so love

 That loves and honors thee, as doth behoove".

 "Helicon" is the legendary home of the muses and the "imps" are their

 offspring, so the "Heliconian imps" are poets. Oxford is called not a poet
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himself but a lover of poets, and his generous patronage surely entitled

him to that honour.

Spenser's friend Gabriel Harvey never dedicated a work to Oxford, but

he did once refer to his literary efforts in a Latin poem addressed to the

Earl in 1578 which has become a favourite passage of Oxfordians because

it seems to say that 'Thy countenance shakes a spear'. Is Harvey providing

the genesis of 'Shakespeare'? This is the relevant passage in the translation

by Oxfordian Captain B.M. Ward:

"Courage animates thy brow, Mars lives in thy tongue,

Minerva strengthens thy right hand, Bellona reigns in

thy body, within thee burns the fire of Mars. Thine

eyes flash fire, thy countenance shakes a spear; who

would not swear that Achilles had come to life again?"

A more accurate translation would be:

"Valour dwells on brow: Mars seizes the mouth:

Minerva in right hand lies hid; Bellona in body reigns:

Warlike heat's within; eyes spark: countenance

Missiles shakes: who would not swear Achilles reborn?"

The Latin is 'vultus/tela vibrat'. Ward makes 'tela' singular when it is

plural and translates it as spear (Latin, hastas). In any case, in this poem

Harvey is telling Oxford to stop writing and become a soldier instead.

Harvey does not call Oxford a great writer, but on the contrary one who

has wielded a "feeble pen". If Harvey had admired Oxford's poetry, this

was certainly the time to say so, but there is no suggestion here that he

considered Oxford a great poet or that Oxford's poetic output was

substantial, or that Oxford wrote plays.

Thus, in 1578, at least, Harvey did not consider Oxford a great poet.

When on later occasions he listed the best poets of his time, he still did not

include Oxford. For instance, in his marginal notes in an edition of

Chaucer, he mentions Sidney, Spenser, Warner, Daniel, Silvester, Chapman,

Dyer, Raleigh, Constable, Fraunce, Watson, and Shakespeare, but not

Oxford. The evidence of those who sought or received Oxford's patronage

does not suggest that any of them considered him a great poet. Even

though we would expect exaggerated praise in such works as dedicatory

poems and Harvey's Latin encomium to Oxford, what we find in them is

praise of Oxford's high birth, his learning, his promise, his generosity—

but not of his poetry.

It is really not very surprising. There are at least three major grounds

for rejecting Oxford's candidature, and the first is the quality of his

acknowledged work. C.S. Lewis, in his history of 16th Century English

literature, describes his poems as displaying "a faint talent, but... for the
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most part undistinguished and verbose". Some of it is no better than

 pretentious doggerel:

 "So he that takes the pain to pen the book

 Reaps not the gifts of golden goodly music;

 But those gains that, who on the work shall choose;

 For he that beats the bush the bird-not gets,

 But who sits still and holdeth fast the nets".

 As many Stratfordians have indicated, it is nonsense to believe that

 Oxford published mediocre work under his own name and masterpieces

 under Shakespeare's. Similarly, 77 Oxford letters and memoranda are

 known to survive, of which all but two are entirely in his own hand and in

 his own peculiar spelling, and they are frankly rather matter-of-fact and

 tedious. (They can be read online at:  http://socrates.berkeley.edu/~ahnelson

 /oxlets .) They simply do not display the intellect and expressive power of

 the Shakespeare mastermind. Moreover, they betray a faulty command of

 legal Latin and distinct traces of an East Anglian dialect. Thus, for example,

 Oxford spells likelihoods as 'leklywhoodes' and impudent as 'impodent'.

 These spelling eccentricities are not repeated anywhere in Shakespeare.

 Oxford's character is also against him. While there is not necessarily a

 correlation between virtue and genius, a chief characteristic of Shakespeare

 is his nobility of mind. He endures not least because he is not interested in

 himself but in the wider humanity around him. Oxford frankly doesn't fit

 the bill any more than William because his first aim in life seems to have

 been to serve himself, as was also the case with the man from Stratford.

 He admitted as much in a letter to Burghley:  "I have no help but of myne

 owne, and mine is made to serve me, and myself not mine". This self-

 centredness is apparent in his poems about love. Women exist for his

 pleasure or as trophies to brandish in the face of rivals. In Sitting alone

 upon my thoughts in melancholy mood, for example, a young woman

 laments her desertion by the poet, who treats her like dirt yet takes it for

 granted that she cannot escape his spell and exhibits no sympathy for her

 plight. On the other hand, another poem, The trickling tears that fall along

 my cheeks, depicts the opposite from the poet's view and ends with a

 prayer that the tables may be turned on the female object of his desire:

 "And let her mourn, and none lament her need", and it ends:

 "And let all those that shall her see,

 Despise her state and pity me".

 In other words, the poet hates the woman who has rejected him, and

 hopes that the rest of the world will hate her too. It seems a fair conclusion

 that these poems depict the feelings of a spoilt brat who was emotionally



141

incapable of creating the independent, spirited heroines so prevalent in

Shakespeare.

Although a nobleman of considerable talents, Oxford squandered his

financial resources, cheated on his wife, made himself unwelcome at

court, and had a high opinion of himself. His belligerence, as we have

seen, could lead to violence and tragedy. The best known example of his

feuding was the 'tennis court quarrel' with Sir Philip Sidney in 1578

during which Oxford called Sidney a "puppy" in front of various French

visitors, Sidney made a smart retort, Oxford sent Sidney a written challenge,

and the Queen intervened and put Oxford under house arrest for a fortnight.

(Oxfordians believe that Polonius in Hamlet refers to this incident in

talking of young men 'falling out at tennis'. The incident was so well

known, however, that almost any nobleman could have brought it into the

play.) He also waged a deadly vendetta with Sir Thomas Knyvett, the

uncle of his mistress Anne Vavasor, a lady-in-waiting whom he abandoned

after the birth of their son. He himself was wounded in one of the frays,

and several men were killed. The feud was so strong that in The Crisis of

the Aristocracy 1558-1641 the historian Lawrence Stone compared Oxford

and Knyvett to Al Capone and Dion O'Banion in the Chicago of the 1920s.

The ultimate blow to the Oxfordian case is a mortal one. He died in

1604 and therefore could not have written some of the works. In The

Mysterious William Shakespeare  Charlton Ogburn writes that "proof is

wholly lacking that any of Shakespeare's plays were written after 1604".

Maybe not proof beyond any doubt, but pretty strong presumption,

nonetheless. For example, as we shall see, an inspiration for The Tempest

was almost certainly the wreck of the Sea Venture off Bermuda in 1609

(the play explicitly refers to the 'still-vex'd Bermoothes'). Macbeth was

probably inspired by the accession of James I in 1603, when Oxford was

suffering from the plague which ultimately killed him. The play also

alludes to the Gunpowder Plot in 1605. King Lear refers to 'these late

eclipses', a probable allusion to an eclipse of the moon in September 1605.

There are also references in 1613 by contemporaries to performances of

Henry VIII  which call it a new play. Altogether, between 1608 and 1622

the Sonnets and three plays were published, and in the 1623 Folio a further

18 plays appeared in print for the first time and most of the others were

extensively revised.

It seems clear, then, that much of Shakespeare was written after Oxford's

death, but this fact does not preclude his contribution prior to the year

1604. Oxfordians are probably partly correct in arguing that at least some

of the plays were originally written earlier than is generally supposed. The

conventional assumption is that they started around 1590 and ended
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around 1610-13. As we have seen, for example, Henslowe's Diary refers

 to some of them, including King Lear, in the early 1590s, and Nashe refers

 to a Hamlet of 1586. They may well have been early versions of the

 incomparable masterpieces, which were then constantly revised in

 succeeding years. And Oxford may have contributed to these early versions,

 perhaps to some of the comedies set in Italy. But the Shakespeare

 mastermind he patently was not.

 Other Claimants

 Most of the other claimants to the Shakespeare throne do not merit

 detailed examination. Before turning to the real mastermind, we shall

 briefly consider just two, the Earl of Rutland and Anthony Bacon. Roger

 Manners, 5th Earl of Rutland (1576-1612), is advocated, for example, by

 the Russian professor Pierre Porohovshikov in Shakespeare Unmasked

 (1955).  Rutland had a brother named Oliver with whom he quarreled (As

 You Like It), attended the University of Padua (The Taming of the Shrew

 and the Italian plays generally), where his fellow students included two

 Danes named Rosenkrans and Gyldenstjerne (Hamlet), was a friend of the

 Earl of Southampton (dedicatee of the narrative poems), headed an English

 embassy to Denmark in 1603 (Hamlet again), and died at the same time

 that the author ceased writing. Yet all of those coincidences mean nothing.

 Rutland was born too late to be a plausible author. It strains credulity that

 he produced at least 15 of the plays and the two narrative poems by his

 21st birthday. There is, furthermore, nothing in the fairly copious

 documentation of his life to hint at any connection with literature.

 Then there is Francis Bacon's brother, Anthony. He is advocated by,

 among others, Olive Wagner Driver in The Bacon-Shakespeare Mystery

 (1960). Anthony Bacon was born in 1558 and died in 1601. He was a

 sickly child and he records in one of his letters that at the age of 14 he was

 in danger of losing both eyes. It also seems likely that as a young man he

 contracted arthritis or disseminated sclerosis which affected all his limbs

 and caused pain in the joints. In 1573 he entered Cambridge along with

 Francis. They both remained there for nearly three years and then together

 they were admitted to Gray's Inn in 1576. In 1579 Anthony went to France

 in the service of Francis Walsingham, head of the English secret service.

 Altogether he spent 12 years abroad, mostly in France.

 The first piece of evidence in his favour is a letter to him from Nicholas

 Faunt in 1583 in which he thanks Anthony for his 'enclosed sonnets'. No

 sonnets under his name have survived. Another letter, from his mother's

 chaplain, pastor Wyborn, wished him 'success in literature'. Part of his

 time in France was spent at the court of King Henry of Navarre. In 1917
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the passports of Anthony and three of his entourage were discovered in the

British Museum. They are signed 'Biron', 'Dumain', 'Longaville' and

'Boyesse'. The fact that they are four of the characters in Love's Labour's

Lost, also set in Navarre, clearly links the play with Anthony's visit. It

does not prove that he wrote the play. It rather points us again in the

direction of his younger brother Francis, who had visited Navarre earlier

and with whom he assuredly discussed his travels on his return to England

in 1592. At any rate, this passport evidence is important and so far has

elicited no satisfactory explanation from orthodox scholars.

The next item brings Anthony into close physical proximity to William

of Stratford. In April or early May 1594 Anthony took up lodgings in

London's Bishopsgate Street, almost next door to the Bull Inn, where

plays were performed. The records clearly show that William Shaksper,

then one of the actors in the Burbage company, was also lodging in

Bishopsgate at this time. Did Anthony meet William and did he arrange

for the Stratford man to act as a go-between for the plays?

Two facts, however, are sufficient to discount Anthony Bacon's sole

authorship of Shakespeare. He died in 1601, so on this ground alone his

claim is even weaker than that of Oxford. The second disclaimer is his

style as displayed in his letters, many of which are published in Daphne du

Maurier's Golden Lads (1975), a biography of the Bacon brothers. Reading

them makes it obvious that Anthony lacked the poetry and intellect of

Francis. Examples from both brothers are quoted in the book and it is

apparent that, while Francis is forever clothing his thoughts in the most

splendid dress, Anthony is content to write in a dry, matter-of-fact style.

Despite the eulogy of 'La Jessée', there is not the slightest hint that he was

capable of writing great poetry. On the Northumberland Manuscript front

cover are scribbled the words 'Anthony comfort and consorte'. This may

imply that Anthony was a minor partner with Francis in the writing of

works under the Shakespeare name.

The Master-Workman

There is one other theory—that the original drafts of the plays were

made, not by a collection of noblemen including Derby, Oxford and the

Bacon brothers, but by a group of contemporary professional playwrights.

These two positions are not exclusive, for it could be that the first group

polished and refined the original compositions of the second. Moreover,

there was certainly one 'editor-in-chief'. He is the man who has always

haunted the authorship controversy. And justifiably so because, as we

shall see, he was the man who possessed all the necessary qualifications.

If the Shakespeare works had been published anonymously and people
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had sought the real author, then they would not have had to look far and

 the mystery would have been solved immediately. If anyone had suggested

 it was the Stratford actor, they would have been laughed out of court.

 Everyone would have instantly recognised the imprint of the unique

 genius in their midst. The man, of course, is Francis Bacon. Yet, as Hitler

 infamously put it, the bigger the lie, the more likely it is to be believed.

 And that is what happened here. The myth has been preferred to the truth.

 Sherlock Holmes put it rather differently. "Once you have eliminated the

 impossible", an ascetic Holmes instructed the fleshy Watson, "what remains,

 no matter how improbable, must be the truth".

 In 1904 a book appeared in America which may have revealed the

 basic truth of the Shakespeare enterprise. Written by Judge John

 Stotsenburg, An Impartial Study of the Shakespeare Title named eight

 professional playwrights as participants in the original compositions of

 many of the plays but also posited the view that the plays, "or some of

 them, were not originated by but were polished and reconstructed by

 Francis Bacon". In other words, the truth is a variant of the group theory of

 the Shakespeare authorship: there were indeed many pens involved in at

 least some of the plays, but one master mind–unmistakably Bacon–stamped

 his genius indelibly on the works.

 Much of Stotsenburg's case rests on the evidence of Henslowe's Diary,

 to which we referred earlier. It is so important that it is worth dwelling on

 further. Philip Henslowe was part owner of the Rose Theatre, the Hope

 Theatre, the Fortune Theatre and ones in Newington Butts and Paris

 Gardens. The Diary, which covers the years 1591 to 1609, was found at

 Dulwich College in 1790. It records not only the number of times that

 different plays were performed and generally the day when they were first

 acted but also sometimes the author(s) and dates of composition. The

 Shakespeare Society reprinted the Diary in 1845, with a preface by

 Collier. He writes:
 "Henslowe was an ignorant man, even for the time in which he

 lived, and for the station he occupied; he wrote a bad hand, adopted

 any orthography that suited his notion of the sound of words, especially

 of proper names (necessarily of most frequent occurrence), and he

 kept his book, as respects dates in particular, in the most disorderly,

 negligent, and confused manner. Sometimes, indeed, he observes a

 sort of system in his entries; but often when he wished to make a note,

 he seems to have opened his book at random and to have written what

 he wanted in any space he found vacant. He generally used his own

 pen, but, as we have stated, in some places the hand of a scribe or clerk

 is visible; and here and there the dramatists and actors themselves

 wrote the item in which they were concerned, for the sake perhaps of
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saving the old manager trouble; thus in various parts of the manuscript,

we meet with the handwriting, not merely the signatures, of Drayton,

Chapman, Dekker, Chettle, Porter, Wilson, Hathaway, Day, S. Rowley,

Haughton, Rankins, and Wadeson."

Now, although the names of nearly all the dramatists of the day are

found frequently in this Diary, and sometimes in their own handwriting,

one name is conspicuous by its absence, namely Shakespeare. Yet if he

had written plays, Henslowe would almost certainly have employed him

for that purpose. And indeed he does seem to have employed Shakespeare

because several of the plays are entered, though not the author. As

Stotsenburg comments:

"The fact that William Shaksper's name nowhere appears in any

part of Henslowe's Diary, while having some weight as against his

authorship of the plays, would not in itself have much significance

were it not for the fact, not much known and heretofore not dwelt

upon, that the company of which Henslowe was the manager and chief

proprietor, owned and purchased some of the Shakespeare plays, and

if Shaksper had written them or any part of them, or had disposed of

his right and title to them as author, his name would certainly have

appeared in the diary" (op.cit, p39).

Stotsenburg's argument that Henslowe purchased some of the Shake-

speare plays is supported by many Stratfordians. Thus in his Life Sir

Sidney Lee writes that "the Rose Theatre was doubtless the earliest scene

of Shakespeare's pronounced successes alike as actor and dramatist"

(Greenwood, Shakespeare Problem Restated, pp35-36). Halliwell-Phillips,

referring to a production of Titus Andronicus in 1594, goes so far as to

say: "It appears that  Shakespeare, up to this period, had written all his

dramas for Henslowe, and that they were acted, under the sanction of that

manager, by the various companies performing from 1592 to 1594 at the

Rose Theatre and Newington Butts" (Outlines, 6th edn, Vol. 1, p97).

The orthodox are of course forced into this position by the fact that

seven plays with identical or almost identical titles to those of Shakespeare

are entered in the Diary. They are: Henry VI (1592); Henry V (1592); Titus

Andronicus (1594); King Lear (1594); Hamlet (1594); The Taming of a

Shrew (1594); and Troilus and Cressida (1600). No author of the first six

is mentioned, which is in keeping with the eight Shakespeare quartos

published before 1598, which were anonymous.

Of the seven plays it is Troilus and Cressida which is most revealing. It

is a vital thread in the unravelling of the Shakespeare mystery, and

Stotsenburg could have placed greater emphasis on it. In this case Henslowe
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does name authors. On page 147 he notes: "Lent unto Thomas Dounton, to

 lende unto Mr. Dickers and Harey Cheattell, in earnest of ther booke

 called Troyeles and Creassedaye the some of 3 pounds Aprell 7 day 1599

 (1600)".  Later, he writes: "Lent unto Harey Cheattell and Mr. Dickers, in

 prte of payment of ther boocke called Troyelles and Cresseda the 16 of

 Aprell 1599, xxs". The orthodox claim that the Troilus and Cressida of

 Thomas Dekker and Henry Chettle is a rival play and not the one written

 by Shakespeare is totally unwarranted. On the contrary, Stotsenburg's

 claim that the 'Shakespeare' play was indeed in outline the work of Dekker

 and Chettle but added to and philosophically dressed by Francis Bacon

 has considerable evidence in its favour. It is important to consider it in

 some detail.

 First, even orthodox scholars accept that the Shakespeare name was

 often attached to plays which the Stratford man did not write. For example,

 they do not believe that he wrote Sir John Oldcastle, even though it was

 published in 1600 with the name 'William Shakespeare' on its title page.

 Indeed, Henslowe's Diary supports this view. On page 158 we read: "This

 16 of October 99 Received by me of Philip Henslowe to pay Mr. Monday,

 Mr. Drayton and Mr. Wilson and Hathway for the first prte of the lyfe of

 Sir John Oldcastell and in earnest of the second prte, for the use of the

 company ten pounds. I say received". Later, on page 236 we read: "Lent

 unto the companye, the 17 of Auguste 1602 to pay unto Thomas Deckers,

 for new adicyons in Ouldcaselle the some of xxxs". So the Diary clearly

 states that the play was written by Monday, Drayton, Wilson and Hathaway,

 with revisions by Dekker. Thomas Dekker was often employed as a play

 reviser and dresser, and here I should say that, when a play was revised

 and dressed up by whoever, it was sometimes the practice to use the name

 of 'Shakespeare' as its author, partly because 'Shakespeare'—the master

 mind—was known partly as a polisher and reviser himself and as someone

 who would not interfere in the use of this name. At any rate, if Henslowe's

 Diary is evidence that William of Stratford did not write Sir John Oldcastle,

 then it can also be taken as confirmation that he had no hand in the writing

 of Troilus and Cressida.

 Second, even Stratfordian scholars admit that there is more than one

 style in the Shakespeare Troilus and Cressida. Stotsenburg believes there

 are three and that they are the marks of Dekker, Chettle and Bacon. He

 shows that the oaths, exclamations and ejaculations in the play were

 commonly used by Dekker and Chettle in other works. Moreover, Dekker,

 as parodied by Jonson in The Poetaster, was renowned for his use of big,

 clumsy words. Stotsenburg gives a list of examples from the Shakespeare

 play and from Dekker's other works to show the similarities. He also notes
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words used only once in the play and also used by Dekker:  blackamoor,

brainless, inveigled, lifter, mealy, plaguy, unclasp, waftage, wenching. He

further shows Dekkerian phraseology in the play and claims that only the

creator of Simon Eyre and Orlando Friscobaldo could have written the

following abusive phrases in the play:

"Now the rotten disease of the south, the guts-griping, ruptures,

catarrhs, loads o' gravel i' the back, lethargies, cold palsies, raw eyes,

dirt-rotten livers, wheezing lungs, bladders full of imposthume, sciaticas,

lime kilns i' the palm, incurable bone-ache, and the rivelled fee simple

of the tetter, take and take again such preposterous discoveries... thou

damnable box of envy... you ruinous butt; you whoreson in-

distinguishable cur... thou idle immaterial skein of sleyd silk, thou

green sarcenet flap for a sore eye, thou tassel of a prodigal's purse,

thou" (ibid, p.377).

The Baconian signs in the play are also very apparent, especially in the

frequency of the similes and in the pervasive philosophical dialectic. As

Stotsenburg says, it is as if Bacon had taken the work of another or others

and incorporated some of his philosophical views and reflections in it.

Thus in The Advancement of Learning, referring to Aristotle, Bacon

writes: "And as he elegantly expoundeth the ancient fable of Atlas that

stood fixed and bore up the heaven from falling, to be meant of the poles

or axletrees of heaven, whereupon the conversion is accomplished, so

assuredly men have a desire to have an Atlas or axle tree, within to keep

them from fluctuation".  In Act 1 Scene 3 of Troilus and Cressida, Ulysses

says:

"And such again

As venerable Nestor, hatch'd in silver,

Should with a bond of air, strong as the axle-tree

On which heaven rides, knit all the Greekish ears

To his experienc'd tongue".

Stotsenburg also mentions that the phrase 'discourse of reason', used by

Hector in Act 2 Scene 2, is employed in the Advancement. But he omits an

even more telling parallel between that work and the play. Discussing

moral culture in the Advancement, Bacon quotes Aristotle as saying that

"young men are no fit auditors of moral philosophy" because "they are not

settled from the boiling heat of their affections, nor attempered with time

and experience". In Act 2 Scene 2 of the play Hector says:

"Paris and Troilus, you have both said well;

And on the cause and question now in hand

Have gloz'd, but superficially; not much

Unlike young men, whom Aristotle thought
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Unfit to hear moral philosophy.

 The reasons you allege do more conduce

 To the hot passion of distemper'd blood

 Than to make up a free determination

 'Twixt right and wrong".

 This passage seems to have taken its basic idea almost verbatim from

 Bacon's Advancement. It also contains a mistake, for Aristotle was not

 referring to moral but to political philosophy. So Bacon and Shakespeare

 make the same peculiar error, as well as clothing the central idea in the

 same dress. The Advancement was published in 1605; Troilus and Cressida

 first appeared in print 4 years later in 1609. The man who wrote the words

 in the play must therefore have seen or written the passage in the

 Advancement.

 G. Wilson Knight includes an essay on 'The Philosophy of Troilus and

 Cressida' in his book The Wheel of Fire (1930;  pp50-78). He says that the

 central thesis of the play is the dynamic opposition in the mind of the two

 faculties of intuition and intellect. According to him,

 "the language of the play is throughout pregnant with close reasoning.

 Many of the persons think hard and deep: the most swift and fleeting

 of love's glances are subject to piercing intellectual analysis, and the

 profoundest questions of human fate discussed, analysed, dissected"

 (1989 edn, p51).

 Knight's essay totally confirms the view that the play is pervaded with the

 intellect and opinions of Francis Bacon.

 Stotsenburg also believes that some Shakespeare plays are entered in

 Henslowe's Diary under different names, though again Shakespeare is

 never mentioned in connection with them (or with anything else). Thus

 'Burone' (also 'Beroune') may be Love's Labour's Lost; 'The Rising of

 Cardinal Wolsey' may be Henry VIII; and 'Caesar's Fall' may be Julius

 Caesar. But one other example is worth a closer look. On page 230 of the

 Diary there is the following entry: "Ld owt at the apoyntment of Thomas

 Hewode, in earnest of a play called Like quits Like unto Mr. Harey

 Cheettell and Thomas Hewode, the 14 of Janewary 1602 xxxxs". Clearly,

 in that year Thomas Heywood and Henry Chettle wrote a play for

 Henslowe's company which Henslowe called 'Like quits Like'. Yet, if we

 turn to Act 5 Scene 1 of Measure for Measure, first published in the 1623

 Folio, we find the Duke saying:

 "The very mercy of the law cries out

 Most audible, even from his proper tongue,

 'An Angelo for Claudio, death for death!'

 Haste still pays haste, and leisure answers leisure;

 Like doth quit like, and Measure still for Measure".
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Orthodoxy again has to fall back on the absurd notion that the work by

Chettle and Heywood was a rival play. As Stotsensburg notes, Chettle's

rendering of the part of Babulo in Patient Grissel is the same style and

manner as is found in the comic episodes of Shakespeare's play.  (Meres

mentions Chettle in Palladis Tamia as 'one of the best for comedy'.)

According to Stotsenburg, therefore,

"Francis Bacon took the original play of Measure for Measure and

dressed and beautified it with his views upon life, death, justice and

mercy. I think so because no other poet of the time could have so

revised, amended and embellished the play. It probably came hastily,

roughly, and crudely in the first instance from the hands of Heywood

and Chettle, who certainly earned their forty shillings for its production...

if it did start from them in a crude state, it was probably revised and

dressed for the entertainment of the Court between 1602 and 1604, and

if Bacon was the reviser and beautifier, he did so as a concealed poet,

and in the name of Shakespeare" (Stotsenburg, op.cit, p393).

I believe that Stotsenburg is basically correct in that Francis Bacon

often took works written for the stage by professional playwrights and

transformed them by the touch of his genius into the works of 'Shakespeare'.

Rawley's remark of him that he "would light his torch at every man's

candle" springs to mind. However, it would be wrong to suppose that all

the works were composed in this way: many of the plays, including

Hamlet and The Tempest are wholly Baconian, as clearly are Venus and

Adonis and The Rape of Lucrece.

The Sonnets

The question of other noble contributions, and in particular the

authorship of the sonnets, presents a more difficult problem. Stotsenburg

believes that the sonnets are the work of Sir Philip Sidney and therefore do

not lead us to the true Shakespeare, but his argument is unconvincing.

More probably, they were written in the style of Sidney. According to

Stotsenburg, 'love' is their chief word and argument, and Sidney called

himself Astrophel, or Star of Love. So in sonnet 76 the poet writes:

"Why write I still all one, ever the same,

And keep invention in a noted weed,

That every word doth almost tell my name,

Showing their birth and where they did proceed".

Stotsenburg says that he is thus hinting that 'love' is the word which

almost tells his name. An Oxfordian, on the other hand, would argue that

the same lines hint unmistakably at Edward de Vere—'every word' almost

gives us his name. This does look suspiciously like a pun, but perhaps the
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poet is really suggesting that the 'design', the 'strength', the 'way of

 colouring' all point us in the direction of the one supreme craftsman of the

 age. One thing is certain: he is explicitly informing us that he writes

 poetry under a disguise, for there is no other reasonable interpretation of

 the reference to his invention being presented in a 'noted weed' or mask ("I

 have, though in a despised weed, procured the good of all men"—Bacon).

 Two other references could point to Oxford. The first occurs in sonnet 2:

 "When forty winters shall besiege my brow

 And dig deep trenches in thy beauty's field..."

 If this is taken to refer to the poet's age, then Oxford was forty in 1590,

 and it was precisely this period when the marriage of Southampton, the

 leading candidate for the 'lovely youth', was first mooted. Secondly, the

 opening of sonnet 125—"Were't aught to me I bore the canopy"—could

 allude to Oxford's function as Lord Great Chamberlain. One fact against

 Oxford, however, is that he opposed the marriage of the young Earl to his

 daughter, which does not quite fit with the appeals of the poet to marry in

 the first 17 sonnets.

 In favour of Anthony Bacon's authorship of at least some of the

 sonnets we have already cited the letter from Nicholas Faunt in 1583,

 thanking him for his 'enclosed sonnets'. Yet the date here seems a little too

 early for the poems under consideration. Then again, sonnet 37 says: "So

 I, made lame by fortune's dearest spite...". If 'lame' is meant to be taken

 literally, and line 9's repetition of the description ('So then I am not lame,

 poor, nor despised') suggests that perhaps it is, then Anthony fits because

 he was lame. Of course, gout afflicted many people in those days, including

 Francis, so the poet may only have been lame when the sonnet was

 written.

 Love for a youth fits Oxford, Anthony and Francis. Of Oxford, Charles

 Arundel, who called him a 'monstrous adversary', said:

 "I will prove him a buggerer, of a boy that is his cook... I have seen

 this boy many a time in his chamber, doors close-locked, together with

 him, maybe at Whitehall and at his house in Broad Street; and, finding

 it so, I have gone to the back-door to satisfy myself, at the which the

 boy hath come out all in a sweat, and I have gone in and found the

 beast in the same plight"  (Charles Arundel: Public Record Office 12/

 151/45, ff. 100-102 1).

 If Arundel's story is true, then Oxford was not averse to physical

 intimacy with boys or young men. Nor, it seems, was Anthony Bacon.

 While in France, he was arrested, charged and found guilty of pederasty

 with his French pages. He was apparently saved from almost certain death

 by the intercession of Henry of Navarre.
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Of Francis Bacon's homosexual or bisexual inclinations, we have, first,

the testimony of Sir Simonds d'Ewes, who informs us that, even after his

fall, he would—

"not relinquish the practice of his most horrible and secret sin of

sodomy—keeping still one Goderick, a very effeminated youth, to be

his catamite and bed-fellow... men generally after his fall began to

discourse of that his unnatural crime, which he had practised many

years, deserting the bed of his lady, which he accounted—as the

Italians and Turks do—a poor and mean pleasure in respect of the

other... nor did he ever, that I could hear, forbear his old custom of

making his servants his bed-fellows" (quoted in Lisa Jardine and Alan

Stewart: Hostage to Fortune, 1999, p464).

One of these servants was Henry Percy, and in 1593 Bacon's mother

wrote to his brother Anthony: "And surely though I pity your brother, yet

so long as he pitieth not himself but keepeth that bloody Percy, as I told

him then, yea as a coach companion and bed companion—a proud, profane

fellow, whose being about him I verily fear the Lord God doth mislike and

doth bless your brother in credit and otherwise in his health". A.L. Rowse

believes that the name as written is not 'Percy' but 'Perez'.  Antonio Perez

was Philip II's secretary of state and a recognised homosexual, who

lodged with Francis Bacon during his exile in England. He was probably

the model for Armado in Love's Labour's Lost.*

Most parties to the authorship dispute seem anxious to deny the charge

of homosexual or bisexual behaviour on the part of their champion, but it

is surely a futile endeavour.  Rowse believes that Shakespeare was a full-

blooded heterosexual and that his affection for the lovely boy was entirely

platonic. But a degree of Platonism does not preclude a physical attraction

as well, as continual references to his beauty and to 'lusty days' clearly

indicate. We should remember that in Elizabethan and Jacobean times

homosexual behaviour was not uncommon among the nobility and male

friendships were often considered deeper and more noble than love for a

woman.

Another way of approaching the identity of the author of the sonnets is

to consider the identity of the youth. The majority of critics are probably

correct in suggesting Henry Wriothesley, third Earl of Southampton, for

this honour, at least in the formal sense. He was born in 1573. His father

died when he was only eight and he was placed under the wardship of

* In his will, Bacon bequeathed a legacy of £100 to Henry Percy, as well as a letter to
the Secretary of State recommending Percy to his Majesty's service on 26th January
1626. It isn't clear that this is the same Percy of whom his mother complained to his
brother more than 30 years earlier, but perhaps Bacon had sexual relationships with
both Percy and Perez.
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Lord Burghley, Bacon's uncle. He spent the rest of his childhood at

 Theobalds in Hertfordshire, thus becoming a neighbour of the Bacon

 family. He went to Cambridge at the age of twelve and received his MA at

 the age of sixteen. A year earlier, in 1588, he was admitted to Gray's Inn

 and placed under the protection of Francis Bacon. By 1590 Burghley was

 eager for the young Earl to marry his own granddaughter Elizabeth Vere,

 but neither Southampton nor her father, the Earl of Oxford, was keen on

 the marriage. This alarmed his mother, the Countess of Southampton,

 because if he refused Burghley had the right to demand compensation.

 The first 17 of Shakespeare's sonnets can be regarded as an appeal to a

 young man, the only son of a widow, to marry and so pass on his qualities

 to future ages. All this fits perfectly with the Southampton theory, and

 there is even a suggestion by some commentators that Southampton's

 mother commissioned these early sonnets to help make up her son's mind.

 The fact that the two long poems Venus and Adonis (1593) and The

 Rape of Lucrece (1594) are dedicated to Southampton—the latter stating

 affectionately that 'the love I dedicate to your lordship is without end'—

 lends weight to his claim to be the sonneteer's youthful friend. Indeed

 sonnet 82 could contain a reference to these dedications:

 "I grant thou wert not married to my Muse,

 And therefore mayst without attaint o'erlook

 The dedicated words which writers use

 Of their fair subject, blessing every book

 Thou art as fair in knowledge as in hue".

 Southampton, too, was fair. Again, in Venus and Adonis Venus tries to

 persuade a young man of the delights of congress. The tone of the early

 sonnets is thus in tune with these two long poems and their dedications.

 The probable dating of the sonnets also coheres with Southampton's

 claim. In 1591 John Florio, then secretary to Southampton, published his

 Second Fruits which, as we mentioned before, contains a sonnet called

 'Phaeton to his friend Florio', a poem which many experts agree was by

 Shakespeare. It seems natural that he should write one to Southampton's

 learned secretary at the same time that he was writing sonnets to his

 employer. Then in 1598 Francis Meres, Florio's brother-in-law, published

 his Palladis Tamia in which he refers to Shakespeare's "sugred sonnets

 among his private friends". And, again, in 1599 the printer Jaggard

 published a volume called The Passionate Pilgrim, containing two of the

 Shakespeare sonnets (138 and 144). The bulk of the evidence therefore

 points to most or even all of the sonnets having been written between the

 years 1588 and 1598. Why, then, were Shakespeare's Sonnets not published

 until 1609? Ivor Brown in his biography of Shakespeare offers the following
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reasonable explanation, which I summarise. Lady Southampton, the Earl's

mother, died in 1607, leaving 'the most part of her stuff' to her third

husband, William Harvey. He would have looked through the family

papers and might have found the sonnets to his stepson. As a man of

literary interests, he would have realised that they were too good to be lost

to the world and therefore handed them over to the printers. If so, then 'Mr

W.H.' becomes William Harvey, the procurer of the manuscript

(Shakespeare, 1949, pp187-211).

There is some evidence that they were published without the full

approval of either 'Shakespeare' or Southampton. The sonnet form had

become popular and sonnets normally went through several printings, as

did the two long poems above mentioned. Yet the next edition of

Shakespeare's Sonnets did not appear until 1640 when John Benson the

publisher stated that they were "of the same purity as the author then

avouched". Brown thinks, and it is a fair conclusion, that there is some

smell of scandal here: "The first edition is snuffed out—or at least kept

very small. Then the author has to 'avouch' the purity of the poems"

(p200). It may not merely be the possible homosexual nature of the

relationship between the author and Southampton that had made them

scandalous; it may also have been the fact that relations between Bacon

and Southampton had cooled considerably since the Essex affair, though it

seems certain that Bacon's intervention saved Southampton's life

(remember, too, that the 1623 Folio is not dedicated to Southampton).

The 1609 quarto of Shakespeare's Sonnets is clear proof of the

Shakespeare mystery. No work of English literature has aroused greater

controversy. It is therefore not a little ironic that critics who engage in

heated debate over the identities of Mr W.H., the lovely youth, the dark

lady, and the rival poet, nevertheless almost unanimously deny the existence

of the central mystery—the identity of the work's author(s).

While there is good reason to believe that Southampton is nominally

the addressee of the first 126 sonnets (and also some grounds for the

notion that the dark lady is Southampton's mother), it also seems reasonable

to conclude that the poet's emotional expression is as much, if not more,

directed towards himself. As Eagle has argued in The Secrets of the

Shakespeare Sonnets (1965), the 'dear love' or 'better angel' is promised

immortality through many of the sonnets but, since nobody is named, only

the poet himself can live in them. Eagle points out that Ovid called his

mind, muse or genius 'the better part of me' and twice Shakespeare uses

this identical phrase for the 'friend' addressed (sonnets 39 and 74). The

poet promises immortality for his own genius, but he cannot do it openly

because he would be guilty of self-love, so he makes an imaginary
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separation between himself and it whereby he can express his admiration

 for his creative art while apparently bestowing it on another.

 Another important clue for Eagle is found in sonnet 144 where the poet

 writes:

 "Two loves I have of comfort and despair,

 Which like two spirits do suggest me still;

 The better angel is a man right fair,

 The worser spirit a woman colour'd ill".

 Here the poet divides his mind into two opposites, naming them his

 'better angel' and his 'worser spirit'. The latter is personified as a woman

 'colour'd ill' (Shakespeare nowhere uses the term 'dark lady'). According

 to Eagle, she is the material side of his mind which he pursued for a time,

 finding her false and fickle. Indeed, says Eagle, he invests her with all the

 evil attributes of fortune so often found in Shakespeare and in Elizabethan

 literature generally.

 This conflict between literature and worldly pursuits lay at the heart of

 Francis Bacon's struggle throughout his life. Yet Eagle's theory would

 also allow the possibility of a group effort. It is entirely possible that

 Edward de Vere, Anthony Bacon and perhaps even the Earl of Derby

 added their contributions to those of Francis on this theme of poetic praise

 of poetic genius.

 The Use Of 'Good Pens'

 What was the motive of the 'master mind' in his use of other 'good

 pens'? One obvious reason is that Francis Bacon was not a professional

 playwright. He did not occupy his career in writing plays for performance

 on the stage. But he was concerned deeply with the human condition and

 the need to communicate his ideas with maximum force. He realised that

 drama was the most potent known medium of intellectual power. Why,

 therefore, should he not used the characters, plots and dialogue originally

 created by others to his own ends? Even Stratfordians themselves recognise

 that most of the plots are borrowed from other sources. Shakespeare was

 not interested in stories for their own sake but was primarily concerned

 with the fundamental springs of thought, behaviour and social interaction.

 The job of the 'good pens' was thus to supply the basic materials, while

 the role of the master mind was to mould these materials into something

 rich and strange that would endure. There is a letter from Francis Bacon to

 Fulke Greville that expresses this very process:

 "I do confess I would have you gather the chiefest things and out of

 the chiefest books yourself, and to use your other collectors in gathering
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arguments and examples to prove or illustrate any particular position

or question. For they should like labourers bring stone, timber, mortar,

and other necessities to your building. But you should put them together

and be the master-workman yourself; and instruction is easier given

and will be better followed in one point than in many".

I venture to suggest that in this letter we have the essence of the

Shakespeare enterprise. The master-workman allowed others to provide

him with plots, names and even words, but he dominated the final works

of 'Shakespeare' and gave to them the mark of his incomparable genius.

Francis Bacon placed great emphasis on the importance of co-operative

endeavour. He frequently compared himself to a bellman: "I have taken

upon me to ring a bell to call other wits together", he wrote. In the famous

letter to Burghley, he wrote that he wanted a position in government

because it would "bring commandment of more wits than of a man's own".

In Solomon's House in New Atlantis the scientific work is carried out as a

collective effort. Bacon was more than once regarded by his contemporaries

as himself the leader of a collective effort. One poem in the Manes

Verulamiani collection describes him as "Apollo, the leader of our choir".

So, when Francis wrote to his brother Anthony, saying that "I have here an

idle pen or two... I pray send me somewhat else for them to write",

perhaps he was indeed asking his brother, then lodging in theatreland, to

forward plays which could be refined and polished by him and his 'idle

pens'. We should recall that on the Northumberland Manuscript front

cover, which lists works in Bacon's possession, appears Thomas Nashe's

Isle of Dogs. One possible reason that the manuscript of another dramatist

was in Bacon's possession was that he was considering whether it could be

embellished and refined for future publication.

The Isle of Dogs and the 'idle pens' letter both relate to the 1590s. It

was in this period that Shakespeare burst on the literary scene in an

unparalleled manner. I believe that it was initially a group enterprise, led

by Francis Bacon, perhaps aided by the Earl of Oxford, Anthony Bacon,

the Earl of Derby, and some of the professional playwrights of the day

(though in their case it was an uninvited participation). By the beginning

of the 17th century the other noble contributors had either died or dropped

out, and the professional playwrights were beginning to get their own

back by using the Shakespeare title for their own works. The 'leader of the

choir' was therefore left largely on his own to continue to inspire the

English literary renaissance under the mask of 'William Shakespeare'. The

rest of this work will present the case for Francis Bacon as the Shakespeare

mastermind.


