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Actually, it's the 400th anniversary of the death of a semi-literate
businessman from Stratford. It's also the 400th anniversary of
Ben Jonson's 1616 Collected Works, in which he was careful to
spell the author's pen name as "Shake-Speare." The hyphen
joining two capitalized halves of the name is a format Jonson
used only for assumed names in that huge book.
The Stratfordians are desperate to put an end to authorship
research. But it's not going away.
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The desperation, it seems, is not on the Shakespearean
side of things as witnessed by this sally in the ongoing
Oxfordian social media campaign.
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Truly, it's the death of the Oxford Fallacy, the
ideas of a lot of semi-literate businessmen,
psychologists and other deluded hopefuls who
are finally getting some perspective on how
unimportant they are whilst seeing their cherished
myth crumble to dust.
The 400th anniversary celebrations have arrived
and they have no seat at the table.
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So tired of Oxfordian trolls: delusional, dishonest,
and unscholarly. They suck all the joy out of
Shakespeare by ranting about their conspiracy
theory.
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Hi Jerry! May I ask you, have you read any
Oxfordian writings? The thing is that

Oxfordians have an incredible amount of
evidence to back up their beliefs. If it were
not true, this would amount to an
extraordinary amount of coincidences. It is
very frustrating for us that Stratfordians
such as Stanley wells simply refuse to
read our findings. Stratfordians are very
behind on this debate because they refuse
even to examine it. I think this is why some
Oxfordians get a little exasperated on the
internet.
Your tricolon of descriptions for
Oxfordians is all very well, but it is not
backed up by any evidence. It is the
Stratfordians that are 'unscholarly'
because they refuse to examine both sides
of the debate. They are 'dishonest' when
they say that contemporary evidence
exists for Shakspere even though Stanley
Wells has admitted that this is not the
case.
Stratfordians are also 'delusional' because
they believe that a man from Stratford who
could barely sign his name, spoke with a
thick Warwickshire accent
(incomprehensible to Londoners at the
time) and had little to no education, whose
parents and children could not read or
write and who never travelled abroad or
learned English History, French, or Italian,
somehow became the most famous
playwright in London and wrote 10 history
plays (with no historical education), 13
plays set in Italy (where he had never
been) using untranslated Italian sources
(from a language he didn't speak). He also
wrote scenes in French (which he did not
speak) and suddenly had a vast
knowledge of the court and the law (which
he had never studied). He did all this when
there were no public libraries and he
owned no books and was spending a lot
of his time in Stratford. He also managed
not to leave behind a single shred of
documentary evidence of his learnings or
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of the fact that he ever wrote a single word
in a single play. This is all very implausible
to me and the bordering on 'delusional.'
Oh and he also kept repeatedly referring
the life of Edward de Vere (whom he had
never met) in his plays and poems and
dedicated poems to a man engaged to de
Vere's daughter (whom he never met) and
wrote in his sonnets 'my name be buried
where my body is' when his name was on
the front cover in massive letters. He also
edited his own name so that it resembled
a pseudonym 'Shake-speare' on many of
his plays, but continued to sign his name
'Shakspere' in very poor handwriting...
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May I ask you, have you read any
Oxfordian writings?
Sounds to me as if he's read more than
enough. You don't sound as if you've
done much reading, though.
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Lobbyist Leadbetter - how much was that
one worth?
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Worth more than your paper claiming that
Shakespeare's tomb originally had
monkey faces carved on the gilded
columns. But that was, after all, worthless,
except perhaps as a measure of the
desperation of the Oxfordians.
• Reply • Share ›
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Headlight, I have noticed that you are
obsessed with monkeys. Would you care
to offer an opinion on the evidence (or lack
thereof) for Shakspere of Stratford as the
author of the Shake-speare canon.
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I'll give you a clue... there is no
contemporary evidence.
1
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Please don't give me a clue, cc -- you
don't have any to spare.
As for monkeys, I was responding to the
man who first imagined them. For anyone
who bothers to read this thread and
wonders what the monkey face references
are about, it's in Mr. Waugh's laughable
article
here:http://shakespeareoxfordfellow.... It's
the purest expression of Oxfordian
desperation and the fantasy-based
Oxfordian theory.
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Back to monkeys again?
You ignore the main part of the article,
which solves the cryptic riddle on the
Stratford monument. Very interesting!
• Reply • Share ›
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There's no riddle on the monument and
like most of Waugh's material it was
gibberish, based on speculation. I
sometimes think Waugh is making fun of
Oxfordians with the stuff he makes up -he knows they'll believe anything he says.
• Reply • Share ›
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Well you've misunderstood the monument
then. Look at early pictures of it. There
were two cherubs, one holding an
hourglass and one a spade: 'time will
uncover the truth.'
The monument says 'read if thou canst' - it
is all a riddle. And Waugh solved it!
• Reply • Share ›
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Clocks and spades (or trowels) are wellknown funerary symbols -- the clock
symbolizing mortality and the passage of
time, the shovel or trowel has a similar
meaning. Unsurprisingly, there were a lot
of these kinds of somber symbols used in
monuments in those days, including
depicting the departed as skeletons or
including skull motifs. Here's a good site
that might give you a
clue.http://www.graveaddiction.com/...
The other Oxfordians might want to
intervene since you're badly losing this
argument.
• Reply • Share ›
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I wonder why these cherubs were
removed (EDIT: and replaced by very
different looking cherubs without an
hourglass) from the monument then? And
why it was edited to include a pen and
parchment which were not in original
sketches... And why Stanley Wells
described the monument as 'cryptic.'
All interesting... I would read Waugh's
article. It explains everything.
He explains why Nestor, Virgil and
Socrates are referred to on the monument
- something scholars have been
wondering for years! Why Virgil not Ovid?
And why Socrates and Nestor at all?
Waugh answers this!
Even if you don't believe the spade and
hourglass together represent a mystery,
that's ok! Just read Waugh's article, it
gives a comprehensive understanding of
the whole monument, something
Stratfordians have been puzzling over for
years!
• Reply • Share ›

headlight cc

•
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You *would* read Waugh's article? You
mean you haven't read it yet?? You really
should -- pay particular attention to the
part where Waugh suggests that the
original carved pillars had monkey heads
on them, apparently to ridicule the dead.
Crazy stuff!
By the way, the cherubs are still there.
• Reply • Share ›
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•
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It was a recommendation to you - I would
read Waugh's article if I were you.
You are stuck on the monkey part. Read
the rest, it is fascinating,
Sorry, the cherubs are still there. My
mistake. They have been replaced by
different ones though. The Dugdale sketch
(and others) show very different looking
cherubs, with their legs hanging over the
sides of the monument, which is not the
case now. One of the current cherubs still
has a spade, but it is harder to see, the
other no longer has an hourglass - I
wonder why not.
Here is what it used to look like (no pen
and paper, different cherubs - not looking
much like the author we see now):
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Speaking of the earliest sketches, Dugdale
explicitly stated in his notes that the
sketch was of the famous poet William
Shakespeare from Stratford-upon-Avon.
To ignore this earliest evidence or explain
it away indicates a suspicious motive for
doing so. As for me, I'm perfectly happy to
keep the Dugdale sketch, as it depicts the
Shakespeare coat of arms quite
specifically, which serves to corroborate
Dugdale's written statement. He
also included the inscriptions in his notes
which show that the person honored by
the Monument was an author, not a
merchant.
"In the North Wall of the Quire is this
monument fixed for William
Shakespeare the famous poet."
Why do Oxenfordians think they know

better than Dugdale?
As to the cushion, it appears that was a
conventional element of
statuary at the time. From an article by
Peter Farey:
"There was recently a discussion on this
subject on the Talk page of
Wikipedia's item "Shakespeare's funerary
monument" in which
Tom Reedy drew our attention to the
monument of a Dr Robert Hovenden.
He was Warden of All Souls College,
Oxford, where the monument is to
be found, and had died in 1614. So
presumably the monument was built
only very shortly, if at all, before the
Stratford one. It can be seen at

.
Many of the features are similar to
Shakespeare's, but I found the cushion
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of particular interest, since they are
virtually identical, even as far as the black
top and red underside, if they have both
managed to retain the original colours. His
right hand is resting on a skull, and in his
left hand is what appears to be a book (the
Bible?) his finger saving the page he is at.
That hand is also resting upon something
looking not all that different from
Shakespeare's piece of paper, although it
could be a cloth of some sort.
The inclusion of a black-on-top and redbelow cushion with gold tassels
seems to have been quite common at the
time. I've just come across the monument
to Thomas Neville in Canterbury
Cathedral, in which he is kneeling on one.
It's at http://www.geograph.org.uk/pho....
He also died in 1614."
I'd suggest reading Peter Farey's piece at
http://marlowe-shakespeare.blo...
[especially the comments and the citation
therein to the letter
written by a nephew of Parson Joseph
Greene, the man Oxenfordians blithely
accuse of committing fraud].
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Hi! If you read Waugh's article he explains
this all very well!
The fact that Dugdale said the sketch was
of the famous poet more than 10 years
after the FF and nearly 20 years after
Shakspere's death, is not very surprising.
The idea that Shakspere was the author
started with the FF in 1623, 7 years after
the man died. Either Dugdale had been
taken in by the folio, or he was keeping up
the myth himself.
What is interesting is how much the
monument has been changed since the
Dugdale sketch. His original sketch does
not at all match the description of a

9

poet/playwright. The words are cryptic and
never state that Shakspere was a
poet/playwright either.
When the monument was restored a pen
and paper were added, the face seems to
have completely changed as well, even his
moustache. The hourglass has gone. etc
etc. It is all very mysterious.
• Reply • Share ›
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•
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Formulations similar to "read if thou canst"
were used in tributes to other individuals
written by Jonson with no indication that
any of them were intended to indicate
some hidden riddle was present.
Shakespeare denialists simply ignore
these other works.
• Reply • Share ›
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Read Waugh's article. It explains
everything that Stratfordians have been
pondering for centuries about the
monument. Once you have read it all, you
will understand the riddle and how it has
been solved.
• Reply • Share ›
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•
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cc,
I'm not sure why you take Oxfordian fiction
as fact, while dismissing pro-Stratfordian
evidence, but I assure you, most
Stratfordians are interested in the truth
(not "TRUTH™, which seems to be
another way of saying "what I believe,
repeated ad naseum). The same thing
repeated over and over is not fact. It's a
repeated fallacy. Or a religion.
And, yes, I have read many antiStratfordian works, including the books
and essays of the Ogburns, Sobran,
Stritmatter, Linklater, and Diana Price.
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And, unlike a lot of Oxfordians, I have also
read several works of the proponents of
OTHER candidates (there are almost 90
other people proposed as the "true"
author of Shakespeare's works). They are
all based on logical fallacies (like arguing
ex silencio) and special pleading.
There is no proof or evidence that WS
"could barely sign his name," was illiterate,
uneducated, spoke with a think accent,
couldn't speak languages, or any of the
myriad "conclusion" you state. They have
ALL been refuted elsewhere, if you would
take the time to look (I suggest the
excellent http://shakespeareauthorship.c...).
I am not going to refute them here,
because it's YOUR responsibility to know
that what you cite as fact is actually
fiction. This is what irritates real scholars:
not that there are questions (questions are
great!), but that the same false statements
and leading questions get repeated and
repeated, over and over and over, despite
being refuted and/or answered!
As to "my name be buried where my body
is," from Sonnet 72: all that says is "forget
me and let my name be buried with me."
It's not some weird hint at some hidden
authorship.
Anyone interested in the authorship
conspiracy theory should, by all means,
read up on it. Don't just read the Oxfordian
side, though: read about several of the
others, and see how they all use the same
flawed techniques to bolster their claims.
Or, just do yourself a favor and read
CONTESTED WILL by James Shapiro.
Or, REALLY do yourself a favor: ignore it
and do something useful with your life: I
wasted many hours over the past 15 years
of my life examining this question, just to
come back around (yes, I was temporarily
convinced that there was merit to this
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question) to the fact that William
Shakespeare of Stratford upon Avon was
the author of the works attributed to him.
• Reply • Share ›
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•
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I'm sorry, but there is no evidence from
Shakspere's lifetime that he wrote the
plays and poems by William Shakespeare. That is a fact. One which Stanley
Wells admits to.
Stratfordians base their beliefs on the
cryptic and posthumous FF. But
examining this folio shows that Shakespeare was writing in the 1580s. Jonson
refusing to praise Shake-speare's 'name'
also suggests that it was a pseudonym.
The fact that Shakspere's coat of arms
and dates are missing is not good news
for your candidate either. The first poem
by Jonson is full of intelligent double
meanings. I did another post on that here
somewhere. The Droeshout portrait is
bizarre and unrealistic, and Shake-speare
seems to be wearing a mask.
I have read contested Will. It offered no
evidence from Shakspere's lifetime that he
wrote the plays - because there is none.
Shakespeare's signatures show pretty
conclusively that he was not good at
writing. We know that he never went to
university. It is highly doubtful that he went
abroad. His daughter signed her name
with a mark, etc. etc. The grammar school
didn't teach French, Italian, English history
or law. Shakspere owned no books. How
did he learn all these things without
leaving behind any evidence?
'My name be buried where my body is' is
not the only quote from the sonnets
showing Shake-speare is a pen name.
'Every word doth almost tell my name' is
another good one, 'heir of my invention'
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'keep invention in a noted weed' etc. etc.
I'm happy to hear you were at one point
convinced by the arguments. My suspicion
is that you got lazy. You could not decide
who the real author was so you went back
to the traditional theory. Actually it's OK
that we don't know! It's a fascinating
mystery! One thing we can be sure is that
Shakspere was not the author - the
evidence points to a pen-name, and the
evidence of Shakspere's life shows
nothing of him being an author.
1
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"My suspicion is that you got lazy. You
could not decide who the real author was
so you went back to the traditional
theory."
WRONG. A MILLION TIMES WRONG.
The real, documented evidence (as
opposed to the fictional parallels and
outright distortions Oxfordians use)
CONVINCED me that the real author is Mr.
William Shakespeare, Gent. of Stratford
upon Avon.
I was warned, repeatedly, that this would
be a circular argument and that facts that
contradicted the Cult of Ox(en)ford would
be ignored, but I still tried. I'm done.
However, in walking away, I'd like to state
that it is because there is no point in
continuing: cc will continue to argue as
long as anyone engages.
Anyone else reading this, if you are on the
fence and have not cemented your mind
to a conspiracy theory, please read
CONTESTED WILL by James Shapiro and
visit
http://shakespeareauthorship.c...
• Reply • Share ›
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Hi there!
Thanks for trying! But I'm afraid I would
need to see some actual evidence before I
believe the Stratford myth. You say that
there is documentary evidence, but you
are referring to the fact that the name
Shakspere is a similar name to Shakespeare. This is not evidence to point to a
specific Shakspere (spelled differently)
from Stratford, nor is it evidence that the
name Shake-speare was not a
pseudonym.
Other people seem to be happy to believe
things without any evidence. That's alright
as long as they will admit it. However,
Stratfordians love to claim that they have
contemporary evidence for their
candidate, even though none exists.
At least Stanley Wells has admitted that
there is no contemporary evidence! His
argument is that 'absence of evidence is
not evidence of absence.' I would argue
that absence of evidence is good grounds
for reasonable doubt, and that believing
something blindly without any evidence is
foolish.
Anyway, sorry I could't make you more
interested.
1
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You keep referring to "from Shakspere's
lifetime." Why is that important?
• Reply • Share ›

cc headlight

•
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Because one might expect that he would
have left behind some evidence. Diana
Price shows that he is the only playwright
at the time that leaves behind no literary
paper trail showing he wrote the works.
We know a lot about Shakspere's life and
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none of it suggests that he was the author
- this is extremely strange, and completely
unique.
The only evidence you have is the FF,
which is posthumous and full of double
meanings. It also shows that Shakespeare
was writing in the 1580s (which goes
against the Stratford mythos). It also
strongly suggests that Shake-speare was
a pseudonym. Jonson leaves one or two
ambiguous hints which maybe point to
Shakspere of Stratford (and it is these
ambiguous hints alone which form the
basis of the Stratford argument). But a
closer reading shows that he included
these hints to hide the real author who
was writing under a pseudonym. Jonson
never actually explicitly states that the
Stratford man wrote the works. No-one
ever did that until many decades after the
first folio, after the myth had spread.
Jonson refuses to praise Shakespeare's
'name' for a reason. The Droeshout
portrait is very unrealistic and seems to be
wearing a mask, and Jonson tells us to
ignore the picture of Shakespeare and
only to focus on his works. I have analysed
the first poem Jonson writes next to the
portrait elsewhere on this thread. It
includes many plays on words, which
suggest a 'hidden' author.
The only evidence you have is 1/
posthumous 2/ ambiguous 3/ all comes
from one source 4/ states that Shakespeare was actually writing in the 1580s
and 5/ strongly hints that the name was a
pseudonym.
It is not looking good for your candidate.
1
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Have you read Diana Price's list of criteria
from her website? She includes references
to back up her methodology, including
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three for "CONTEMPORANEOUS VS.
POSTHUMOUS EVIDENCE." The three are
Paul Murray Kendall, The Art of Biography
(1985); H.B. George, Historical Evidence
(1905); and — Robert C. Williams, The
Historian’s Toolbox: A Student’s Guide to
the
Theory and Craft of History (2003).
I found copies of all of these books.
Kendall and Williams were rather hard to
find -- they're rather simple textbooks that
seemed aimed at an undergraduate level.
George's tome is easily available
atArchive.org, since it's a century old.
Seems like an odd collection of
authorities, doesn't it -- two undergrad
texts and a century old work?
It gets odder. None of them use the term
Price uses throughout -- posthumous
evidence. Her authorities don't support the
criteria she uses at all, in fact. Instead,
they refer to contemporary, though they
each occasionally use the terms
contemporary and contemporaneous
interchangeably. But contemporary
evidence is what is generally called
primary evidence -- evidence provided by
an eyewitness to the events described.
So for all of Price's authorities, the
evidence of the First Folio, compiled by
Condell and Heminges, players and
partners of Shakespeare who would have
had intimate knowledge of his writing, and
by Ben Jonson, his contemporary, are
"contemporary" evidence, or evidence by
a witness based on a memory formed
contemporaneously with the events
described. The criteria that Price and the
Oxfordians have conjured out of the air are
inconsistent with the practices of real
historians, and Price was unable to find
even one who supported her rule.
Of course, we only get to your rule about

16

posthumous evidence because Oxfordians
irrationally reject a lot of evidence from
Shakespeare's life -- his name on the
works, his relationship to the players -they are all contemporary evidence of
Shakespeare's authorship. You reject
them because you must to maintain your
theory.
2
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Please could you offer some
contemporary evidence then? It's all very
well arguing with Price's criteria, but I have
yet to see a single piece of contemporary
evidence that supports the idea that
Shakspere wrote the works. The fact that
his name is similar is not good enough.
Shakspere consistently signed his own
name differently to the names on the
plays, and all the church records show his
name to be 'Shakspere' not 'Shakespeare' - also there were many other
William Shakespeares at the time. Being
an actor does not make someone a
playwright.
You ignore all the evidence from the FF
that the name was a pseudonym and that
the author was writing in the 1580s. Also,
the FF is posthumous. I'm afraid you
cannot argue otherwise. It was written
after the death of the author.
1
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"The fact that his name is similar is not
good enough. Shakspere consistently
signed his own name differently to the
names on the plays, and all the church
records show his name to be 'Shakspere'
not 'Shake-speare' - also there were many
other William Shakespeares at the time.
Being an actor does not make someone a
playwright."
His name was not similar -- it was the
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exact same. In the Bellott v. Mountjoy
case, his deposition was attributed to
"William Shakespeare of Stratford vpon
Aven in the Countye of Warwicke
gentleman of the age of xlviij yeres or
thereaboutes." This is very specific
attribution to THE William Shakespeare. It
proves that during his life, he was known
by that spelling of his last name.
There is no evidence in the FF that the
name was a pseudonym.
You apparently didn't understand the point
about posthumous evidence. It's a made
up term that is meaningless. In any case,
the testimony in the First Folio are
statements made by Heminges, Condell
and Jonson about events they were
witnesses to -- do you imagine that when
a person dies, their friends instantly forget
everything they ever knew about them?
As an example, I think back to a coworker
of mine who died tragically in an auto
accident in 1993. I certainly recall his
name, what he did for a living, and even
the words of his father, who I only met
once at his funeral. It's simply idiotic to
think that "posthumous" evidence, as
Oxfordians (and nobody else) calls it, is of
no evidentiary value.
And, cc, even your own authorities, like
Price and Regnier, say that posthumous
evidence has evidentiary value, though
they claim that it is of lesser value.
1
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EVEN IF his name was 'exactly the same'
it doesn't matter. There were lots of
William Shakespeares at the time and the
hyphen in Shake-speare indicates a
pseudonym.
As I said the most important documents
signed by Shakspere and in church
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records show that his name was spelt
'Shakspere.' - On the document to which
you refer, he signs it 'Shakp.' - lots of
people sign this document (all with much
better handwriting that Shakspere)
My point is that the posthumous evidence
of the FF is unclear, indicates a
pseudonym and tells us that Shakespeare
was writing in the 1580s. Jonson never
states that Shakspere was the author. His
dates and coat of arms do not appear in
the FF. - even if you wish to count this
evidence, it goes against your claim.
The fact that there is no contemporary
evidence for Shakspere is detrimental to
your case.
• Reply • Share ›

headlight cc

•
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"EVEN IF his name was 'exactly the same'
it doesn't matter. There were lots of
William Shakespeares at the time and the
hyphen in Shake-speare indicates a
pseudonym."
So you believe that "William Shakespeare
of Stratford vpon Aven in the Countye of
Warwicke gentleman of the age of xlviij
yeres or thereaboutes" may refer to some
OTHER William Shakespeare who lived in
Stratford-upon-Avon, who was a
gentleman, and the exact same age as the
player/playwright. Rather than visiting the
Avon, you're in denial.
As for the hyphen -- there are many real
people at the time whose names in print
were hyphenated. It's another made-up
anti-stratfordian argument that doesn't
bear up when compared to the
documentary evidence. It's a measure of
how far anti-statfordians are from reality
that they thing "Shake-speare,"
Shakespeare, Shaxberd and Shakspere
are all so different from each other that
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they refer to different people. Anyone
familiar with early modern spelling knows
better.
I can see how you may have missed the
fleeting reference Jonson left that some
might argue indicates he thought Mr.
William Shakespeare was the author. It
was in his poem, "To the Memory of My
Beloved the Author, Mr. William
Shakespeare and What He Hath Left Us."
• Reply • Share ›

cc headlight

•
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No! Stop misrepresenting what I say, You
are all doing it and it is very annoying and
unscholarly.
"William Shakespeare of Stratford vpon
Aven in the Countye of Warwicke
gentleman of the age of xlviij yeres or
thereaboutes" CLEARLY refers to the man
from Stratford. But this reference DOES
NOT show that he is a playwright.
Shakspere signs this document very
poorly - I hardly think a playwright would
write like that!
You are meant to be trying to prove that
he was a playwright not that he existed!
We all now he existed! There is no
evidence that he was a playwright. There
is also no evidence that he was the 'exact
same age' as the playwright.
You haven't yet understood that William
Shakespeare the AUTHOR was a
pseudonym! Jonson cleverly shows us this
on many occasions. When he says "To the
Memory of My Beloved the Author, Mr.
William Shakespeare and What He Hath
Left Us" he is referring to the AUTHOR
Shakespeare (whoever he was), this was
not necessarily the man from Stratford or
any other William Shakespeare alive at the
time (of which there were many), and
Jonson NEVER specifies that it was the
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Stratford man.
• Reply • Share ›
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Good, now we're getting somewhere.
1. you acknowledge that "William
Shakespeare" refers to the man from
Stratford.
2. you have stated that "William
Shakespeare" was attributed as the author
of plays and poems published during his
lifetime.
3. There is no evidence that anyone other
than someone named William
Shakespeare wrote the plays and poems.
The best you can do is claim that
Shakespeare didn't spell his name exactly
that way (but you just acknowledged that
that name does refer to him) and that his
name being hyphenated indicates it was a
pseudonym (but you have no evidence of
this, and there are many examples of other
real people whose names were
hyphenated.)
4. To focus even more on this particular
Shakespeare, he was undoubtedly a
partner in the playing company that
performed Shakespeare's works for most
of his career, and the record of the court
performance of several plays during the
1604/5 Yuletide by the King's Men were
attributed to "Shaxberd," a homophone of
Shakespeare.
5. " not necessarily the man from
Stratford." You're making progress. "not
necessarily" shows that you're finally
admitting to yourself that the Stratford
man was the most likely person to be the
writer.
1
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There is no contemporary evidence that
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Shakspere ever wrote any plays or poems.
NONE. The documents from his life show
him to be a broker and (maybe) an actor.
The FF is the only 'evidence' you have.
However:
-The FF shows that Shakespeare the
author was writing in the 1580s.
- In the FF, Jonson never specifies that
Shakespeare was the man from Stratford
(or any other William Shakespeare around
at the time).
-There are many hints in the folio
suggesting a pseudonym.
- 'Avon' means 'Hampton Court' and does
not necessarily refer to Stratford. Also
there are many rivers called 'avon' in
England.
• Reply • Share ›

Sicinius cc

•

2 days ago

There is no contemporary evidence that
Shakspere ever wrote any plays or
poems. NONE. The documents from his
life show him to be a broker and
(maybe) an actor.
Mendacious. Hardly anyone except
Oxfordians now doubt that the three
pages written in Hand D are
Shakespeare's work.
1

• Edit • Reply • Share ›

cc Sicinius

2 days ago

•

Hand D is clearly not written by
Shakspere. Take another look at
Shakspere's signatures.
• Reply • Share ›

Sicinius cc

•

2 days ago

Denial.
You stick to your position. You and your
10 mates. http://oxfraud.com/HND-HandD-...
• Edit • Reply • Share ›
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cc Sicinius

2 days ago

•

The only supposedly 'undisputed'
examples of Shakspere of Stratford's
handwriting are his 6 signatures, which are
all different. Jane C of the national
archives has even written that these 6
signatures are not all in the same hand.
It is impossible to know from these
signatures whether hand D was written by
Shakspere. The signatures are too short,
too inconsistent, and written at a different
time. Signatures can also differ greatly
from ordinary handwriting. It is not enough
for a proper comparison.
Whether hand D was written by
Shakespeare, the AUTHOR is another
matter. Maybe it was, I don't know.
However, if you want to use hand D to
argue the authorship case, you have to
show that the handwriting of hand D and
the handwriting of Shakspere of Stratford
are the same. This, I'm afraid, cannot be
done on such a small amount of evidence,
especially since Shakspere's signatures
are all very different from one other.
• Reply • Share ›

Sicinius cc

•

a day ago

This is how the Certified Oxfordian works
(cc has yet to make it all the way).
Case: 1,2 and 3 add up to 6.
Oxfordian Case: It is impossible to know
what 1,2 and 3 add up to. I can refute your
argument by pointing out that 47, 36 and
19 also add up to 6. Take the 4 from 47,
subtract the 1 from 19 and add the 3 from
36. There! That adds up to 6.
However, if you want to use hand D to
argue the authorship case, you have to
show that the handwriting of hand D
and the handwriting of Shakspere of
Stratford are the same
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We have shown exactly that by collecting
all of the evidence here and linking it up
into argument.
You'll note that a whole page is allocated
to counter argument but despite the fact
that the section has been up for over a
year; despite the fact that we introduced
Disqus commenting to allay Oxfordian
fears of interference with comments;
despite the fact that the pages demolish
the entire Oxfordian case; the pathetically
small number of Oxfordian comments is
confined to blank denialism of the type
you are exhibiting here.
When you do become a Certified
Oxfordian, you'll learn to leave Hand D
alone, too.
• Edit • Reply • Share ›

cc Sicinius

a day ago

•

That link you sent me provides no
conclusive evidence. I notice that is isn't
even brave enough to put the writing
samples next to each other for
comparison, because then it would be
obvious how different the samples are.
You even admit: "Sir Edward Maunde
Thompson, one of the 20th century's
foremost palaeographers .... managed to
communicate doubt to others and this
scepticism has lingered long."
This is an ongoing debate. And from the 6
very different signatures, it cannot be
established that Shakspere wrote the
words penned by Hand D.
• Reply • Share ›

Sicinius cc

•

a day ago

I intended to give up on you but:
I notice that is isn't even brave enough
to put the writing samples next to each
other for comparison,

24

is such an outstanding example of
yourarrogant negligence in the face of
evidence, I can't resist.
Firstly, not only are all the signatures
shown in close proximity but, by making a
tableau of photographs of the signatures
and placing it next to the PMT of the 200
year old engraving which, when further
damaged by compression artefacts, is
what all Oxfordian websites use, we show
what can be learnt from looking at better
images of the
originals.http://oxfraud.com/HNDhandwri...
Secondly we reproduce, from Maunde
Thompson, a table in which every letter of
the signatures is reproduced against every
occurrence of that letter in Hand D. That's
every letter of the signatures next to every
corresponding letter in Hand D.
You're not very much of an advert for
Oxfordian argument at the moment, if you
don't mind me saying. You're doing far
more damage to your own case than you
ever will to Shakespeare's.
• Edit • Reply • Share ›

cc Sicinius

•

a day ago

HI! That's not the link you sent me! You
have now sent me a new link! The
signatures are all there, yes.
Thank you for this. I am still not convinced.
The signatures are too small a sample.
They show many differences with hand D
as well as maybe a couple of similarities.
Hand D could well be matched to many
other people, as it previously has been.
As you can see, all of Shakspere's
signatures are different from each other.
Jane C of the national archives has written
that the signatures on the will are not even
in the same hand. Also you have only
provided tiny samples of hand D, here.
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(but doubtless you will now tell me I'm
being 'negligent' again and link me to
another page, as you did last time)
I'm afraid it is far from conclusive. This is a
well acknowledged fact. See Arthur Kinney
(1999), Werstine (1999 and 2013), Gerald
Downs (2007), Ward E Y Elliott and Robert
J Valenza (2010)
For anyone interested, here are
Shakspere's signatures. As you can see,
they are all very different from each other:
(Hand D, on the other hand, is very
consistent)

• Reply • Share ›

Sicinius cc

•

a day ago

Do buttons with "Read More..." always
confuse you? If you click on them, you'll
generally find there is more to read. An
experienced internet researcher's tip for
you there.
I warned you that you were making
yourself ridiculous. Now you've
reproduced the the very Photo Mechanical
Transfer, with its missing bits and
compression artefacts, which is referred to
in the article.
You're so far down now, the light from the
surface is no longer illuminating the sides
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of the hole into which you are digging
yourself. You are still neglecting both the
evidence and the argument and
regurgitating Oxfordian Catechism.
I think you'll make a fine Certified
Oxfordian.

• Edit • Reply • Share ›

cc Sicinius

a day ago

•

Anyone can see that the Shakspere's
signatures are all different from one
another. Jane C of the national archives
has written that the signatures on the will
are not even in the same hand.
Hand D is very consistent. It has NOT
been confirmed that they are the same
hand.
Best,
cc
• Reply • Share ›

Sicinius cc

•

a day ago
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Deluded, incorrect, unsupportable
dogmatism.
Once again cc ignores the evidence and
recites the Oxfordian catechism.
If you knew how to use "Read more..."
buttons, you would have discovered that
there have been three, professional indepth examinations of the signatures and
Hand D comparisons. All conclude, with
successively increasing certainty, that
Hand D is the hand of the person that
signed the will and the leases.
Squealing like flogged nuns, there have
been dozens of amateur efforts by
Oxfordians, all failing at anything that can
properly be called analysis, yet all of them
conclude with 267% certainty that the
signatures are not the same and are not
relatable to Hand D.
Nothing in the entire Shakespeare universe
is so misguidedly, wilfully, absurdly wrong
as Oxfordian handwriting analysis.
Is handwriting analysis enough to attribute
Hand D to Shakespeare? Almost. Nearly,
Not quite. Even DNA testing doesn't result
in absolute certainties. But the case is for
linking them is very, very strong. Too
strong for doubt based on cursory visual
examinations. In fact, anyone looking at
good examples (instead of Oxfordian
travesties) can see the resemblances.
Does it leave enough room for Oxfordian
doubt? Nowhere near. And when taken
with the rest of the evidence it is
conclusive.
As is this.
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• Edit • Reply • Share ›

cc Sicinius

a day ago

•

" Is handwriting analysis enough to
attribute Hand D to Shakespeare? Almost.
Nearly, Not quite " - you said it yourself.
Although I would add to your list of
decreasing certainty: "not at all." The
handwriting is not enough based on 6
shaky and inconsistent signatures. Anyone
can tell you that. See Arthur Kinney (1999),
Werstine (1999 and 2013), Gerald Downs
(2007) and Ward E Y Elliott and Robert J
Valenza (2010) who all agree with me.
Even if hand D WAS written by Stratford
Shakspere (which I HIGHLY doubt) - that
does not show us that Shakspere was the
author of the Shake-speare canon.
• Reply • Share ›

Sicinius cc

•

a day ago

Typed before you had time to watch the
video. Typed before you checked the
accounts of the handwriting analysis work.
Nothing goes in. Nothing ever gets
absorbed. What is the point of discussing
anything with you? We read the
contentions that you call evidence. You
never so much as look at the opposing
case.

Anyone can tell you this is not the way to
convince people. But that's so Oxfordian,
isn't it? Blanks are all you have to fire.
How's about you go read the articles,
which spell out the connecting arguments,
step by step, so that even you should be
able to follow it?
I'm done until you get to grips with Thing
One. Perhaps you never will.
• Edit • Reply • Share ›

cc Sicinius

a day ago

•

I've looked at the video. That is of Ian
Mckellen stating categorically that 1/
Thomas More is written by Shakespeare,
which is NOT true - (it is thought to be by
Munday and Chettle). And that 2/ Hand D
was Shakespeare's handwriting, which we
do NOT know.
I've looked at your analysis, I am not
convinced. And I'm afraid many
Stratfordians and palaeographers are also
not convinced. This is a contentious issue,
because the evidence we have is not
enough to be certain, as you yourself
admitted, and because Shakspere's
signatures are all so different to one
another.
Here is palaeographer Samuel A
Tannenbaum on the matter:
'[O]n the basis of the six unquestioned
signatures the weight of the evidence is
overwhelmingly against the theory that in
folios 8 and 9 of The Booke of Sir Thomas
Moore we have a Shakspere holograph.'
• Reply • Share ›

Sicinius cc

•

a day ago

I've looked at the video.
Only after I caught you addressing
evidence you haven't read for the tenth
time today.
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You are incapable of understanding
anything unless it is spelt out for you. The
article on acting Sir Thomas More and
McKellen's performance of it are evidence
of the quality of the work. This is a subject
no Oxfordian feels safe with. As you can
see and hear from the McKellen video, this
isn't just Shakespeare, this is Shakespeare
on a good day. This wasn't written by just
anyone. There is just a single handful of
candidates and we can eliminate almost all
bar Shakespeare on handwriting evidence.
There's simply nobody else good enough
to have written it who doesn't have an
alibi.
And of course you failed to spot that he
reuses parts of the Hand D addition in
Coriolanus. Why would you have? You
haven't read the analysis, you haven't read
the Hand D extract and I'm pretty sure you
haven't read Coriolanus.
And once again, for the umpteenth time,
you posit imaginary people on my side of
the argument who disagree with me. For
someone who quotes as often as you do
from The Ladybird Book of Logic for
Junior Schools, you don't seem to have
understood much of what it teaches.
List 'em. Actually, don't bother. We really
are done this time.
And Tannebaum is an amateur, famous for
authenticating a forged Shakespeare
signature. Forget him.
• Edit • Reply • Share ›

cc Sicinius

•

a day ago

Some people who oppose your theory
include: Arthur Kinney (1999), Werstine
(1999 and 2013), Gerald Downs (2007),
Ward E Y Elliott and Robert J Valenza
(2010), Michael L Hays, and Samuel A
Tannenbaum (whom I have quoted above).
Any links between the contents of hand D
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and any Shake-speare works are not
relevant here, since we are arguing about
who wrote the Shake-speare canon. The
quality of the work is irrelevant here, and
whether Shakespeare the AUTHOR wrote
the work is irrelevant here. You are trying
to show that Shakspere of Stratford wrote
the extract. To do this you have to show
that the handwriting of hand D is the same
as his 6 surviving signatures. If (which is
basically impossible) you do manage to
show that the handwriting is the same, you
then need to compare the style and
somehow prove that Shake-speare the
author wrote the passage (again not an
easy task).
Based on handwriting, you don't have
enough evidence. For one thing, only 11
letters of the alphabet even appear in the
signatures (the W only appears as a
capital) and these letters vary considerably
from signature to signature. The samples
were not written at the same time either.
Furthermore, the Hand D pages contain
instances of eyeskip, a characteristic
consistent with scribal transcription
(Downs, “Book,” 5-15). So there can be no
certainty that the Hand D additions are
authorial; they could as easily be scribal
copy (Werstine, Early, 252)
• Reply • Share ›

Sicinius cc

•

a day ago

You are trying to show that Shakspere
of Stratford wrote the extract. To do this
you have to show that the handwriting
of hand D is the same as his 6 surviving
signatures.
Once again you have understood nothing
because the Oxfordian curtains in front of
your eyes are tightly closed and you have
not troubled to understand the evidence or
heed the argument. If Hand D is canonical,
it's connected to the man from Stratford
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by all the other evidence AS WELL
ASthe signatures.
When you go through your mail, you can
recognise the handwriting of 200 people or
more just from the way they write the small
see more
• Edit • Reply • Share ›

cc Sicinius

a day ago

•

Stylometry is irrelevant here (whether or
not it is legitimate). Stylometry can only
connect hand D to Shakespeare the
AUTHOR, it cannot connect hand D to the
man from Stratford. Also there is evidence
that hand D was actually a scribe.
The only way you can connect hand D to
the man from Stratford is using his 6 shaky
and inconsistent signatures. This cannot
be done. And I have given you many
examples of people who disagree that the
signatures match hand D.
Would you kindly make your posts shorter
and more relevant.
Also you keep saying that I am being 'fed'
information. I don't really know why you
think this (not that it is relevant anyway),
but all the information I have found is
readily available online and in books. It's
called research.
• Reply • Share ›

Sicinius cc

•

a day ago

I'm going to interpret the fact that I have
knocked down the last 15-20 Aunt Sally's
you have raised without any further
reference to them from yourself, as your
resignation.
It's clear that your next tactic is going to
be running around in circles revisiting
issues that have already been dealt with.
Don't wear out the carpets.
Edit

Reply

Share ›

33

• Edit • Reply • Share ›

cc Sicinius

a day ago

•

You haven't dealt with any of the issues I
have raised, which is why I tend to have to
repeat them, and you certainly haven't
'knocked down' any 'Aunt Sallys,' let alone
'15-20' of them! You're very good at
forgetting or ignoring my arguments.
Every time you are about to lose an
argument you proclaim that you have won,
without giving any evidence as to why you
think this is the case. You just run off
shouting 'Hallelujah , I've won, your
arguments have crumbled!' when the
opposite is the case. This is very babyish.
The bottom line is that the only way you
can connect hand D to the man from
Stratford is using his 6 shaky and
inconsistent signatures. This cannot be
done. The sample is not big enough. Only
11 letters appear in the signatures and all
the signatures are different from each
other. I have given you many examples of
people who disagree that the signatures
match hand D.
• Reply • Share ›

Sicinius cc

•

a day ago

Go back a bit. Two posts up I list 7 ways
you can connect Hand D to the canon
(which is already well-connected to the
man from Stratford). You don't refer to any
of them individually. You simply start
anew, dismissing them all.
Go three posts back. You produce a list of
people whom you claim disagree with the
handwriting analysis, none of whom are
actually handwriting experts or say what
you claim they said. When I point this out
we hear no more.
Etc, etc, etc. Kindly refer to my previous
remarks.
• Edit • Reply • Share ›
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cc Sicinius

•

a day ago

I saw that. I explained to you that the only
way you can connect Shakspere of
Stratford to hand D is with the
handwriting. ALL of the other ways you
mention could be used to connect the
AUTHOR of the Shake-speare canon
(whoever he was) with hand D, but they
would NOT connect Stratford Shakspere
specifically to hand D. Anyway, you fail to
address my point that the writer of hand D
could be a scribe taking notes from the
author.
Whether or not Shake-speare the
AUTHOR wrote it is irrelevant unless you
have already shown that the signatures
match hand D (which you have not). Even
if Shake-speare the AUTHOR did write the
passage, he could have been dictating it,
as there are occurrences of 'eyeskip' in
the hand D passage, which suggest it was
being dictated.
The signatures alone are not enough to
compare with the hand D passage. There
are only 11 letters in 6 signatures, and all
Shakspere's signatures are different from
one another. Arthur Kinney (1999),
Werstine (1999 and 2013), Gerald Downs
(2007), Ward E Y Elliott and Robert J
Valenza (2010), Michael L Hays, and
Samuel A Tannenbaum, all agree on this. You say that you have pointed out that
these people are not to be trusted for
some reason or other, but you have not
given me any good reason why not. You
had one objection because Samuel
Tannenbaum (a handwriting expert)
apparently previously made a mistake (as
everyone in the world has) .
You say that the Shake-speare canon is
'already well-connected to the man from
Stratford' - I'm afraid you have failed to
show me ANY connections. This hand D

nonsense is your last desperate attempt to
show a connection, and it is failing,
because the signatures are not enough to
go by and they are all different from one
another. Also it is not even certain that
Shake-speare the author wrote hand D.
Stanley Wells has admitted that there is no
contemporary evidence which suggests
that Stratford Shakspere wrote the Shakespeare canon.
I wish you would stop making me repeat
myself. Please read what I say.
• Reply • Share ›

Sicinius cc

•

21 hours ago

Etc, etc, etc. Kindly refer to my previous
remarks.
• Edit • Reply • Share ›

cc Sicinius

21 hours ago

•

I did refer to your previous remarks. I said
that none of these points would connect
hand D specifically to Shakspere of
Stratford, they would connect hand D to
the author Shake-speare, whoever he was.
You are trying to come up with evidence
that proves that Shakspere of Stratford
was Shake-speare the author. You have
failed to do this. Shakspere's signatures
cannot be matched with hand D (whether
or not hand D was Shake-speare the
author- which we do not know), since
there is not a large enough sample and all
his signatures are different to each other.
• Reply • Share ›

Sicinius cc

•

21 hours ago

There is a series of articles which connect
it up on the Oxfraud site, none of which
you have understood, You have displayed
your lack of understanding handsomely.
This thread will now be preserved in pdf
form on Oxfraud for connoisseurs of
irrational thought to admire at their leisure.
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Etc, etc, etc. Kindly refer to my previous
remarks.
• Edit • Reply • Share ›

cc Sicinius

•

21 hours ago

As I explained, the only article on Oxfraud
which is relevant is the one on
handwriting, which is a highly contested
topic, since there is no sample large
enough to match hand D with Shakspere's
signatures, which are all different to each
other. Jane C of the national archives has
written that the signatures on the will are
not even in the same hand.
I'm very pleased to hear that you're
preserving all this. I presume you will be
editing it to make yourself sound cleverer,
otherwise it will be a self-defeating
exercise.
• Reply • Share ›

frodo cc

•

2 days ago

"I hardly think a playwright would write like
that!"
This, IMHO, is the fundamental problem
with the whole Oxfordian enterprise. It
proceeds from an anachronistic disbelief
and relies on impression and feeling to
produce what is then called "evidence.'
Jonson uses "author" in the poem
because it's a dedication to a book
authored by Shakespeare--it need not
(isn't) some cryptic reference to some
other guy.
2

• Reply • Share ›

cc frodo

•

2 days ago

That was ONE of my many points - try
refuting some of the others.... And have a
look at his signatures.
Jonson never specifies that Shakespeare
was the man from Stratford.
• Reply • Share ›
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frodo cc

•

2 days ago

Why should Jonson specify something
that wasn't a mystery?
I have refuted your incorrect and
tendentious reading of the lines about
Lyly, Kyd, and Marlowe--you just don't
agree with the refutation.
• Reply • Share ›

cc frodo

•

2 days ago

The fact that Jonson didn't specify shows
that Stratfordians are making
assumptions. Their evidence is weak. Noone ever said that Shakspere was the
author in his lifetime. And no-one specified
as much in the FF. His dates and coat of
arms are missing from the book.
Why would Jonson make something seem
like a mystery if it wasn't? Why would he
refuse to praise the name? Why would the
portrait be so odd, wearing a mask, and
different from any of Droeshout's others?
Why would he include double meanings
hinting at a pseudonym?
No you haven't refuted it- you couldn't
make your mind up how to refute it! One
moment you were trying to define the
word 'peers' ignoring the word 'years.' The
next moment you were trying to pretend
that the 1600s was 'basically' the same as
the 1580s so it doesn't matter.
The bottom line is, Jonson says that the
people writing in the same years as
Shakespeare were writers of the 1580s.
This contradicts Stratfordian datings
(which I have found from talking to Sicinius
are based on pure guesswork).
• Reply • Share ›

frodo cc

•

2 days ago

1. How in the world does Jonson's poem
show that "Stratfordians" are making
assumptions? You proceed from an
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assumption that he's not talking about
Shakespeare and then pass the poem
through that assumption to create
readings that fit your conclusion. "Blind
affection" and "seeliest ignorance"
characterize your reading, not mine, alas.
2. Jonson doesn't make it seem like a
mystery. That's your reading, and it's a
bizarre outlier.
3. You're either misunderstanding or
misrepresenting what I've written
regarding the years/peers thing. As I've
said (and others too!), there's nothing
weird there at all and if you had a better
understanding of theatre and print history
you might see it.
4. The bottom line says nothing like what
you wish it did.
• Reply • Share ›

cc frodo

•

2 days ago

1/ Not what I said... I said Stratfordians are
assuming that Shakspere is the author
with no real evidence.
2/ We will have to disagree on this one. I
interpreted the first poem elsewhere on
this thread, it is a very clever poem.
3/ I do have an understanding of theatre
and print history. It is odd that all three of
these writers were writing in the 80s and
stopped in the early 90s (two of them died)
while Shakespeare was only just beginning
his 23-year-long career.
4/ If you understood the word 'years' you
would have a different opinion.
• Reply • Share ›

frodo cc

•

2 days ago

"The fact that Jonson didn't specify shows
that Stratfordians are making
assumptions." Your words, cc. And, you
have heard of the "moving the goalposts"
fallacy, haven't you?
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One last time: Jonson's praising
Shakespeare as a poet-playwright whose
career begins in the late 1580s-early
1590s. Lining him up with those writers
makes perfect sense, especially since
they're iconic writers of the professional
stage like Shakespeare. "Peer" and
"years" work this way--not the overelaborate way you want them to. Which to
say that saying that "it's odd" doesn't
make it so.
• Reply • Share ›

cc frodo

•

2 days ago

Those were my words, and I was not
specifically referring to the 'poem' as you
said I was. Jonson NEVER specifically said
that Shakspere was the author.
I'm glad to see that you have picked an
argument! However, I do not agree with
you. To me, the 1580s and the 1590s1600s are different time periods. (Also Lyly
certainly didn't begin his career in the late
80s, one of his works was published in
1580, and we don't know exactly when
Marlowe and Kyd began their careers - all
we know is that all three of them were
writers of the 80s) It is striking that Jonson
says that Shakespeare's 'peers' who
wrote in the same 'years' as him were all
writers of the 1580s, who all ceased
writing in the early 1590s, just when
Shakespeare was supposedly beginning
his 23-year-long career.
• Reply • Share ›

frodo cc

•

2 days ago

Goalposts, cc. There's no need for Jonson
to specify, because the identification is
simple. Your Oxfordian argument is the
one that needs to be specified, and you
can't without resort to these frankly absurd
readings.
You can have your decade distinctions,
but don't imagine that they are those that
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early moderns would recognize. Repetition
does not an argument make.
• Reply • Share ›

cc frodo

•

2 days ago

The identification is not simple. There were
many William Shakespeares (and
Shaksperes if you wish to include those)
and none of them (including the Stratford
man) appeared to have been writers if we
examine the documentary records. Also
there are many allusions that suggest that
Shake-speare was a pseudonym. It would
help your case enormously if anyone had
ever stated that Shakspere was the
author, either by writing about meeting
him, or going to his hometown to find him
or anything. This never happened.
Thank you for finally recognising the
decade distinction. It does quite clearly
exist and cannot simply be ignored, that
would be lazy.
• Reply • Share ›

frodo cc

•

2 days ago

I'm going to stop commenting after this.
First, there are sufficient documents
identifying Shakespeare. You (and the
Oxford crowd) just refuse to acknowledge
them. Your demand for something like a
letter is an example of moving the
goalposts, and I think you know this.
Second, the "allusions" you allude to
aren't what you want them to be and
there's no reason to think that there was a
pseudonym. You're seeing what you want
to see because you can't acknowledge
that Shakespeare might actually be
Shakespeare. There's no shortage of irony
in the accusations about assumptions
you've been lobbing around here.
Finally, I'm *not* recognizing the decade
distinction in the way you want--it's not
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meaningful, or at least not how you think it
is. Periodization is much much more
complicated than this. I can't think of a
period writer who thought in those terms,
so I'm not sure how you can make Jonson
do it.
• Reply • Share ›

cc frodo

•

2 days ago

You say there is 'sufficient documents' yet
you provide none. This statement is simply
not true. There are NO contemporary
documents at all which connect the two
men.
I have shown you only a few of the many
allusions, including many from
Shakespeare's own sonnets, which show
the name was a pseudonym, i.e 'my name
be buried where my body is' 'every word
doth almost tell my name' and many from
the FF. You do not want to acknowledge
these. That is your own choice. You are
happy to believe something without
evidence, because it is a tradition. That's
fine.
Jonson said that Shakespeare's peers,
who were writing in the same 'years' as
him were writing in the 1580s. We both
recognise this. Shakespeare stopped
referring to any events or sources first
printed after 1604. - These facts both
indicate that the current supposed dating
of Shakespeare's plays is off. Sicinius
elsewhere on this thread has failed to give
any good evidence to suppose that any of
Shakespeare's plays were written post
1604.
• Reply • Share ›

Nat Whilk cc

•

2 days ago

cc perseverates: "Shakespeare's
signatures show pretty conclusively that
he was not good at writing."
Counter: Oxford's 77 letters and
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memoranda--all but two of them in
holograph--show pretty conclusively that
he was not good at =writing=. They're in
his own rather precious italic, in his own
peculiar spelling, in his own amorphous
style. His running on and on was not
facility, but sheer indifference. This was
not a man who concerned himself with the
shape of sentences, the sound of words.
He dribbles.
Lovely penmanship. Shame about the
language.
Shakespeare, on the other hand, could
=write=. He had words to get on paper,
and no patience with calligraphy.
On the evidence of how he wrote, Oxford
was only about seven-eighths literate. His
secretaries, Lyly and Munday, must have
written those interludes that he was
praised for. That was accepted practice,
that a nobleman took credit for the labors
of his falconers, his tailors, his secretaries:
all those busy feet paddling under the
swan.
• Reply • Share ›

cc Nat Whilk

2 days ago

•

Hi Avon Lady! Shame there's no evidence
from the time that Shakspere ever wrote
anything! Also his signatures are very
poor, unlike any other playwright at the
time.
p.s Avon is another word for Hampton
Court
• Reply • Share ›

Nat Whilk cc

•

2 days ago

You and Waugh minimus (the gorilla of 3B)
seem to find that ding-dong stuff most
frightfully witty. Little boys will be boys.
There is considerable evidence that
Shakespeare of Stratford was
Shakespeare. You deal with it by shutting
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your eyes, stuffing your fingers in your
ears, and babbling nonsense.
"...unlike any other playwright at the time."
And how many have you looked at?
Even if Shakespeare's signatures were
poor—and they are not—his penmanship
is irrelevant.
What actually matters is Oxford's illiteracy.
His poetry ranges from faintly talented to
"make it stop!"; his prose, from plod to
dribble. Absolutely, he could not have
written Shakespeare. Heck, he couldn't
have =passed= Shakespeare, unless he
got Lyly and Munday to write his essays
for him.
P.S. "Avona" or "Avondumum" were
Leland's pet words for Hampton Court,
Northampton, and Southampton. A few of
his followers copied him in Latin, though
Camden criticized his etymology, and
pointedly used "Hampton Court" in Latin
prose, and "Hamptonam" in poetry. No
one ever called Hampton Court "Avon" in
English--least of all Ben Jonson.
Royal performances of Shakespeare were
at Whitehall, overwhelmingly, Elizabeth
saw just six theatrical performances at
Hampton Court between Christmas
1577/8 and her death. It was used as a
fallback in the plague years 1592/3 and
1593/4. Two or three of those
performances may have been of
Shakespeare's plays. James saw a
handful in another plague year, 1603/4,
and possibly one summer performance in
1606.
Maybe Sherlock Holmes lived elsewhere
for a week or two while 221b Baker Street
was being fumigated; but calling him the
"sleuth of Maida Vale" is about as silly as
calling Shakespeare the "swan of
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Hampton Court."
• Reply • Share ›

cc Nat Whilk

a day ago

•

Oxford's writing was juvenilia. All of his
later plays, which were written about, have
not been discovered, because he was
using a pen name, as people attested to at
the time.
There isn't 'considerable evidence' Stanley Wells admits that there is no
contemporary evidence.
It's not true that no-one ever called
Hampton court 'Avon' in English - read
Waugh's article on the matter. He gives
examples in English as well as Latin and
French.
The number of performances the King and
Queen saw at Hampton Court is irrelevant.
They both enjoyed Shakespeare's plays
on the banks of the Avon at Hampton
Court. That is a fact. And that is what
Jonson is saying in the passage. Also
'Avon' is clearly a pun on 'Hampton Court'
and any number of rivers in England called
Avon. This pun would not have worked
had Jonson chosen another theatre.
• Reply • Share ›

Nat Whilk cc

•

20 hours ago

The ineducable cc bleats: "Oxford's
writing was juvenilia. All of his later plays,
which were written about, have not been
discovered, because he was using a pen
name, as people attested to at the time."
Classic. As Elliott and Valenza write in "My
Other Car is a Shakespeare," there's been
"a giant change in the Oxford we read
about in the days of Louis Benezet and the
Ogburns as all but indistinguishable from
Shakespeare. Now his signed poems are
properly recognized as a mismatch, a
juvenile misadventure, and an
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embarrassment for his claim. Good
researchers should put them aside as a
distraction and make it plain that the best
evidence for his claim is precisely the
evidence we don’t have, not the evidence
we do have. The case for Oxford would be
much enhanced if we could make his
known poems go away and dwell only on
the conjectured ones."
Don't look here. Look over there.
cc: "Oxford's writing was juvenilia."
My critique was of both his poetry and
prose.
His earliest datable poem appeared in
1573, under his name; another eight in
1576, in The Paradyse of Daynty Deuises.
By then, he was 26, hardly a precocious
child. Keats was dead at 25.
Tragically for you, we have a full run of
Oxford's holograph letters, dated, signed,
and sealed, from 1569 to 1604. Fifty
thousand words--a Hamlet and a half--of
plodding, stilted, whining, dribbling prose,
There's scarcely a well-formed sentence in
the lot.
cc: "All of his later plays, which were
written about..."
What plays? Meres merely lists him as
among "the best for comedy," along with
others, both obscure (Master Rowley) and
immortal (Shakespeare). He is no more
Shakespeare than he is Doctor Gager or
Master Rowley. Such comedy as he was
given credit for would have been
interludes or entertainments for the court,
not plays for the common stage. None are
"written about" or even named.
cc: "...have not been discovered..."
So you're admitting that he wasn't
Shakespeare?
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cc: "...because he was using a pen name,
as people attested to at
the time."
Attested? "Sworn, vouched for, certified,
proved"? Really?
Think about it: if it were proved at the time
that Oxford used a pen name, it wasn't
much of a secret, was it?
You make no sense at all.
• Reply • Share ›

cc Nat Whilk

19 hours ago

•

The works we have by Oxford were written
before the Shakespeare plays, when he
was younger. That was my point. It still
stands. It is also true that we know he was
writing anonymously or under a pen name
after his earlier works. It is your opinion
that Oxford's letters are no good (because
it suits your cause). Many people would
disagree with you.
As I have previously said, I am not a
confirmed Oxfordian. I am certain that
Shakspere was not the author, and I think
that Oxford is the most likely candidate at
the moment, however I am open to other
options. So can you all stop bringing the
subject back to Oxford? I notice that you
do this whenever you are on the back foot.
But it is creating a false dichotomy. If the
author is not Oxford that doesn't mean the
author is Shakspere. We were talking
about evidence for Shakspere (of which
there is none during his lifetime).
It would be good if you could provide
some...
• Reply • Share ›

Nat Whilk cc

•

16 hours ago

cc: "The works we have by Oxford were
written before the Shakespeare plays,
when he was younger."
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That's not the same as "juvenilia."
http://www1.cmc.edu/pages/facu...
You do realize that some of your ilk (like
Malim) date the plays 1576-1590, so that
the late works overlap with "Helpe birds
and wormes"?
cc: "It is also true that we know he was
writing anonymously or under a pen name
after his earlier works."
We don't know. You believe.
cc: "It is your opinion that Oxford's letters
are no good (because it suits your cause).
Many people would disagree with you."
Their poverty of thought and feeble
expression is evident to anyone who's
reasonably well-read.
cc: "I am certain that Shakspere was not
the author...'
Many people are certain that evolution is a
wicked lie. The strength of their belief is
not a validation.
cc: "I think that Oxford is the most likely
candidate at the moment..."
On no rational grounds. This is sheer
family romance: "You're not my =weal=
Shakespeare! My =weal= Shakespeare
has a cwown!"
cc: "So can you all stop bringing the
subject back to Oxford?"
You've argued no one else.
cc: "We were talking about evidence for
Shakspere (of which there is none during
his lifetime)."
We've been telling you for days that
"during his lifetime" is a bit of
gerrymandering invented by Diana Price,
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and of no value whatever in the weighing
of evidence.
cc: "It would be good if you could provide
some..."
We have. You're in denial.
Those who mourned the poet knew
exactly who he was. William Browne of
Tavistock, who served as the official poet
of the Herbert family, who wrote elegies
for "Sidney’s sister, Pembroke’s mother"
and for Susan de Vere, copied out William
Basse's lines on the late playwright, and
headed them: “On Mr Wm. Shakespeare
he dyed in Aprill 1616.”
He could not have been clearer:
Shakespeare was the Stratford gentleman.
• Reply • Share ›

cc Nat Whilk

•

8 hours ago

Sorry I didn't notice any evidence for
Shakspere at all in that long post apart
from one tiny point which I will address
below.
Could you kindly write less and make it
more relevant?
The title of the Basse poem: “On Mr Wm.
Shakespeare he dyed in Aprill 1616” was
not originally part of the poem, there are
many previous versions of the poem which
do not include this title. The title was
added much later, well after the First Folio,
when the Stratford myth had already
begun. The poem was first published with
the title in 1640, as though no-one had
believed the Stratford myth the first time
around, so they added a further clue to
keep people of 'seeliest ignorance' happy.
If you have to come up with 'evidence'
that late to support your claim, you clearly
don't have much of a case.
I'm looking for evidence before the first
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folio please.
Furthermore, in the book in which your
poem appears with the title for the first
time, there is also a mockery of the
Droeshout engraving and the following
lines: 'This Shadowe is renowned
Shakespear's? Soule of th'age The
applause? delight? the wonder of the
stage.' - That's a lot of question marks...
He seems to have replaced most of
Jonson's exclamation marks with question
marks here. Interesting?
• Reply • Share ›

Nat Whilk cc

•

12 hours ago

I've already disintegrated Waugh's article.
You can read my response.
http://oxfraud.com/100-braver-...
cc: "The number of performances the King
and Queen saw at Hampton Court is
irrelevant."
The Queen may have seen 1 or 3 Henry VI
at Hampton Court; or just possibly Richard
III, at Christmas 1592/3. That's it. Two or
three early plays, getting on for a quarter
century before Jonson wrote his poem.
Between 1603 and 1614, James saw 156
performances by the King’s Men
alone. Of these, 146 were at Whitehall.
One was at Wilton, one at
either Cecil’s or Southampton’s house,
and just eight were at Hampton
Court: seven in the plague year 1603-4,
plus one more for the King of
Denmark in August 1606 (another
outbreak). That’s 5.1% He reigned
until 1625, and never saw another play at
Hampton Court.
Shakespeare at Hampton Court was an
exception to the rule, a second-best, a
fallback, like a provisional capital in times
of war.

cc: "They both enjoyed Shakespeare's
plays on the banks of the Avon at
Hampton Court. That is a fact."
That is a fantasy. They both enjoyed
Shakespeare's plays on the banks of the
Thames (which no one but Leland called
the Avon): overwhelmingly at Whitehall,
but also at Richmond and Greenwich, and
in times of plague, at Hampton Court.
cc: "And that is what Jonson is saying in
the passage."
Balderdash. You haven't a clue what he's
saying, as you hadn't a clue what Brome is
saying: you have neither the grammar nor
the vocabulary to parse early modern
English.
cc: "Also 'Avon' is clearly a pun on
'Hampton Court'..."
Do you even know what a pun is?
cc: "...and any number of rivers in England
called Avon."
So you admit that? Good. In particular, the
one in Warwickshire that Stratford is on:
that is clearly and straightforwardly what
Jonson meant.
cc: "This pun would not have worked had
Jonson chosen another theatre."
The quatrain isn't about theatres but
contrasted rivers: the Avon (which the
Swan was =of=, the place he came from)
and "our waters," the Thames (where he
appeared, made flights). The poem
doesn't work unless they're =not= the
same river.
• Reply • Share ›

cc Nat Whilk

•

8 hours ago

Hi Avon lady. As I say, you have not
'disintegrated' Waugh's article. You have
agreed with it, that Avon was another word
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for Hampton Court. Eliza and James
enjoyed Shakespeare plays on the banks
of the Thames at Hampton court, nothing
that you have written here shows me
otherwise.
• Reply • Share ›

MDHJohnson Richard M. Waugaman, M.D.

•

5 days ago

The desperation of the Oxfordian vandals who feel
compelled to spread their Oxfordian graffiti on every
internet page having to do with the man, Mr. William
Shakespeare, Gent., of Stratford, is evidenced here by
the poster's blatant denial of the evidence that the same
William Shakespeare was an actor in the Lord
Chamberlain's men and the King's Men, the very acting
companies which performed the plays of Shakespeare,
and was a shareholder and householder in the Globe and
Blackfriars theaters, where those very plays were
performed on the stage. In order to indulge his fantasy
about his Lord, Dr. Waugaman must reduce the man to
being "a semi-literate businessman from Stratford," and
he must deny documentary evidence in the historical
record.
Additionally, the good doctor must neglect the fact that
Jonson also listed the actor Shakespeare in one of his
cast lists without using the allegedly singificant hyphen.
And he must ignore the fact that the hyphenated names
in Jonson's 'Works' are not assumed names at all but
the names of characters in his plays and have no
similarity to the actual name of the actor, William
Shakespeare, who played roles in Jonson's plays.
I'd suggest that "physician, heal thyself" might be
appropriate here, but with denial this deep I doubt there
is any mechanism for self-diagnosis.
EDIT: Here is what Stanley Wells actually said:
“I would love to find a contemporary document that said
William Shakespeare was the dramatist of Stratfordupon-Avon written during his lifetime.
So, what he was wishing for was a piece of documentary
evidence that directly states that Will Shakespeare the
author. came from Stratford. And it would have to be a
contemporary record to satisfy the demands of the
denialists. [edit] That is not the same thing as saying that
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there is no contemporary evidence which suggests that
he was the author. As has been shown above, there is a
case based on contemporary documents.
6

• Reply • Share ›

cc MDHJohnson

•

5 days ago

Hi Johnson! Actually, whether or not Shakspere
was an actor is sort of irrelevant. The debate is
about whether he was a PLAYWRIGHT.
Unfortunately, there is no contemporary evidence
which suggests that he was a playwright, as
Stanley Wells has kindly admitted.
2

• Reply • Share ›

headlight Richard M. Waugaman, M.D.

•

5 days ago

There's no desperation to put an end to authorship
research, but it would be nice if you'd stop publishing
junk articles attempting to attribute authorship to the Earl
of Oxford to anonymous poems and plays with no extant
text, based only on the title in a list.
And of course, Dr. Waugaman is simply lying. 'It's also
the 400th anniversary of Ben Jonson's 1616 Collected
Works, in which he was careful to spell the author's pen
name as "Shake-Speare."' He actually wasn't all that
careful. He used a hyphen in the cast list of Sejanus; he
didn't use a hyphen in the cast list for Every Man In His
Humour. Using two different spellings for the name in the
same volume is a clear example of the variability of
spelling in early modern texts. Dr. Waugaman knows
this, of course, but telling the truth gets in the way of
making his argument.
8

• Reply • Share ›

Mike Gordon Richard M. Waugaman, M.D.

•

5 days ago

Dear Rick, whilst your persistence is to be admired, your
antagonism and resentment... evident in your denigration
of Shakespeare and towards those you describe as
desperate Stratfordians ‘trying to put an end to
authorship research’... seem motivated by failure and
resentment.
The failure I refer to is this: You believe the poems and
plays were written not by “the man from Stratford” but
by Edward de Vere, Earl of Oxford. Quoting the same
Times Higher Education article by Matthew Reisz,
September 11, 2014, it refers to your rejected
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submission to Memoria di Shakespeare: “the conscious
and unconscious psychological factors behind the taboo
against openly discussing the authorship question”,
citing examples from the history of science, “where new
discoveries that ultimately lead to paradigm shifts are
often bitterly opposed by adherents of traditional
theories”.
Where’s the evidence for a paradigm shift? As we head
toward April 2016, organisations of great renown and
reputation are celebrating Shakespeare of Stratford upon
Avon.
Perhaps it’s understandable if you harbour feelings of
rejection and academic censure. And you were
absolutely right to point up Professor Gary Taylor’s
clumsy and inappropriate remarks about conspiracy
theories and the Holocaust.
However, in defending his rejection of your paper he
wrote ““work like Waugaman’s is fundamentally
unscholarly, irrational and illogical. I compared it to the
work of Holocaust-deniers not because the damage to
Shakespeare is comparable to the damage to the
millions of people killed by the Nazis, but because
Waugaman’s work depends upon the same kind of
conspiratorial claims. You cannot reason with such
claims, because they dismiss empirical evidence as just
another conspiracy. The idea that anti-Stratfordian
zealots are ‘censored’ is ridiculous.”
The kerfuffle between you and Memoria di Shakespeare
has served you well. you can always drag it up and
imagine the academy closing ranks, and use it as an
excuse for not having every publication and website on
the planet CTRL F Shakespeare > Replace with de Vere.
Further, the December 2015 edition of Memoria di
Shakespeare is largely devoted to the topic of
Shakespeare and biography. You might be surprised to
read of the authorship question which you claim is
ignored by orthodoxy. It has certainly not been, as you
well know. The censure (not censorship) I mentioned is,
from my perspective, directly related to the poor quality
and emotional bias of anti-stratfordian conjecture.
Admittedly it’s not what I assume you’d like to see. But
here’s a snippet from the foreword by Rosy Colombo,

54

senior professor of English at the Sapienza University of
Rome. Remember her, Rick?
“Shakespeare’s identity remains a compound and
enigmatic one, in spite of the variety of modes in which
narrative forms of biography have coped with the
disjecta membra of his multiple theatrical personality: at
once player, share-holder and writer; a company man, a
collective character – consistent with the collaborative
textuality of his plays. With that having been said, it must
be added here – so that misunderstandings and
misplaced expectations may be dispelled once and for
all – that the editors of this issue take full responsibility
for their decision to turn down contributions from
supporters of the antiStratfordian cause, which are
mostly non literary-minded – as proven by a number of
unscholarly and badly written biographies, better suited
to debates on Wikipedia or to the commercial demands
satisfied by biography shelves in bookshops. When not
the products of intellectual snobbery for Shakespeare’s
middle class status, deemed by some (Sigmund Freud
and Henry James are just two examples) to be
incompatible with the stature of his artistic achievement,
resentment is the emotion they grow out of and foster.
Resentment may of course be attractive – even when
treated by serious scholarship as in the case of James
Shapiro’s Contested Will (2010) – but above all it sells:
and it matters little whether the target of the challenge is
the authority of tenured academic professors, or the
prestige of the literary over the theatrical, or the ghostly
authority of a powerful father-figure, a founder of the
British nation. Not to mention the bitter ideological
resentment in some North American circles against the
cultural hegemony of the ‘Englishness’ that is incarnated
in the myth of Shakespeare and therefore rejected, by
Emerson and Whitman among others, so that an
American identity may be built along the lines of a selfcreated Adam, with no past at his back, and with no
need of a Shakespeare that is identified as an archetype
of the founding origin of a nation. An attitude which may
be relevant, for example, in Delia Bacon’s first challenge
to Shakespeare’s name. Today, however, those who
openly contest historical evidence are using the Internet
as their weapon of choice, with the clear intention to
expand the ‘conspiracy theory’ by making it pass as
supremely democratic – the legitimate speculation of
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‘open minds’: in fact coming across as extremely
aggressive and mean.”
Over to you, Rick…..
http://ojs.uniroma1.it/index.p...
6
kjohnf

•

• Reply • Share ›

5 days ago

How do I find out where in each state it will be?
3

• Reply • Share ›

MLAnotzi kjohnf

•

5 days ago

http://www.folger.edu/first-fo...
3
cc

•

• Reply • Share ›

5 days ago

The poem shown in the photograph of this article is full of
double meanings:
This figure that thou here seest put,
It was for gentle Shakespeare cut,
Wherein the graver had a strife
With nature, to out-do the life:
O could he have but drawn his wit
As well in brass, as he has hit
His face; the print would then surpass
All that was ever writ in brass:
But since he cannot, reader, look
Not on his picture, but his book.
- A 'figure' also meant a phantasm or imaginary form
- 'for' can mean 'instead of'
- 'gentle' normally meant 'noble'or 'high born' in Jonson's time other references also suggest that Shakespeare was actually a
nobleman.
- 'hit' could also mean 'hidden' - the graver has 'hidden'
Shakespeare's face (He does appear to be wearing a mask in
the portrait)
- 'as well' could be part of 'as well as' or it could mean 'also,'
whilst 'as' means 'like,' again leading to two different meanings
in lines 5-7
Jonson was right when he said: 'look not on his picture, but his
book.' - This poem is telling us that the author is not Shakspere
and so we should focus on the works instead of looking at the
picture. In this same book, Jonson later refuses to praise
Shakespeare's 'name' and will only praise his 'writings.' -
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Shakespeare himself said in his sonnets 'my name be buried
where my body is.'
The portrait in the FF is unlike any of Droeshout's other
portraits. It is very unrealistic and full of purposeful oddities.
Shakespeare seems to be wearing a mask and his head is much
larger that it should be. His suit is very uneven and it has been
shown that his right arm is actually the back of his left arm.
Droeshout's other portraits are all much more realistic.
In the same book, Jonson later says that Shakespeare's 'peers'
were Marlowe, Kyd and Lyly, who were all dead by the end of
1606 and writing in the Earl of Oxford's generation, not in
Shakspere's. Maybe the Earl of Oxford was this 'gentle' i.e
'noble' Shakespeare?
4

• Reply • Share ›

frodo cc

•

5 days ago

Marlowe (born 1564) was Shakespeare's (born 1564)
almost exact contemporary. Kyd (born in 1558) was six
or so years older (and eight years younger than your
Oxford who was born in 1550). Lyly was born in 1553.
In Marlowe and Kyd's case that's not precisely the same
"generation" as Oxford--which is to say that you're
misrepresenting facts. Or, you could say that they were
all in the same generation which makes your claim
meaningless. That they were all dead doesn't signify
anything here.
2

• Reply • Share ›

cc frodo

•

5 days ago

I will specify that they were WRITING a generation
before Shakspere was supposedly writing. I
apologise if you understood the word 'generation'
in terms of their dates of birth, I was really talking
about when they were meant to be writing.
According to the orthodox dating, Shakespeare
wrote 32-34 of his 37 plays after Marlowe died.
Odd then to list Marlowe as his 'peer.' Similarly,
Shakespeare supposedly wrote 27-31 of his plays
after Kyd died - the large majority - and 5 of these
plays are squeezed into the last year of Kyd's life.
Kyd's own most famous work 'the Spanish
tragedy' was probably written in the mid-late
1580's. Again, not exactly a 'peer' in terms of
writing. Lyly's comedies were printed between
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1584 and 1592 and his most famous works
'Euphues: the anatomy of wyt' and 'Euphues and
his England' were published in 1578 and 1580 all long before Shakespeare was SUPPOSEDLY
writing. If we imagine for a moment that
Shakespeare was the Earl of Oxford, he would
have been writing around the same time as these
three men, thus it would be natural to compare
their writings and name them as 'peers.'
When Jonson lists Kyd, Marlowe and Lyly as
Shakespeare's 'peers' he is talking about their
writings. He is comparing their writings to
Shakespeare's unfavourably. It is strange that he
did not choose to comment on any 'peers' that
were actually writing most of their work at the
same time as Shakespeare supposedly wrote his.
4

• Reply • Share ›

frodo cc

•

5 days ago

Marlowe is a terrible example for you. His
career took off in the same years as
Shakespeare's and was only cut short
because he was murdered. His plays
remained in repertory and in print too. By
either definition, the two men were in the
same generation. Kyd too--his most
influential play is from the same years and
he too died young.
Lyly's plays appeared in the later 1580s
and early 1590s and were quite influential.
There's nothing even remotely strange
about Jonson's comments.
3

• Reply • Share ›

cc frodo

•

5 days ago

Emma Smith, a Stratfordian Shakespeare
expert at Oxford, writes in her latest book
'the making of Shakespeare's first folio'
that Jonson "perhaps pointedly [he] does
not compare Shakespeare to any
contemporary poets: Marlowe, Kyd and
Lyly are all poets of two generations
ago.....Shakespeare is memorialised as a
figure from the literary past, rather than its
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present" - I suppose she too was struck
by the fact that all of Shakespeare's
'peers' were writing in the late 70's to early
90's whilst Shakespeare supposedly only
just began his 23-year-long career in the
90's.
Of course, to an Oxfordian, this is not
strange at all. We know that Shakespeare
did not use any sources first printed after
1604 (although he famously borrowed
from numerous printed sources).
Stratfordians put this down to a 'midlife
crisis.' Another possibility is that
Shakespeare died in 1604, hence he could
not possibly refer to any events or
publications which occurred after that
date.
3

• Reply • Share ›

frodo cc

•

5 days ago

There's nothing strange here. Emma Smith
isn't making a claim that there's anything
strange about memorializing Shakespeare
in terms of writers whose careers began
(more or less) when his did.
Your supposition is baseless.
2

• Reply • Share ›

cc frodo

•

4 days ago

Their careers did not 'begin more or less
when Shakespeare's did.' Have you read
anything I wrote? According to orthodox
opinion, Shakespeare's career
(supposedly) began in the early 90's. Lyly
was writing from the late 70's at the very
latest, Kyd was also a playwright in the
80's and died in 94. Marlowe was a
playwright of the 80's and died in 93.
Shakespeare is unique in that he was
supposedly NOT a writer of the 1580s, but
one of the 1590s and 1610s. Emma Smith
very clearly explained that this was
something worth noting. She calls them
writers 'of the Elizabethan past' and
ponders as to why more recent writers
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were not mentioned as Shakespeare's
'peers'.
I'm afraid that there is a lot of evidence to
backdate Shakespeare's plays and place
them solely in Elizabethan times.
Stratfordians obviously refuse to do this,
because it would flag up the fact that the
Shakespeare canon could have been
written by the 17th Earl of Oxford.
3

• Reply • Share ›

Sicinius cc

•

4 days ago

there is a lot of evidence to backdate
Shakespeare's plays
"Lot" is here used in its sense of "none at
all" and "evidence" is used in the
Oxfordian sense of "completely
unsupported guesswork".
There are two Oxfordian alternative
chronologies. The first, by Eva Turner
Clark, makes less sense than dating
Shakespeare's plays by putting them into
alphabetical order or letting a roomful of
monkeys stick their titles onto a
blackboard. Turner sees nothing wrong
with dating Coriolanus to 1580, a late play
reflecting the social unrest in England in
1607. Using the same random 27 year
displacement would see Beethoven writing
his 9th Symphony three years before
starting his 1st.
Knowing that random re-ordering not only
screws up Shakespeare's stylistic
development and the Elizabethan and
Jacobean zeigeist, Ron Hess came up
with the idea of simply moving the critical
consensus on the order of the plays back
12 years. He offers absolutely no reason
for doing this with over half of the work,
other than it fits better with Oxford's life
and death in 1604—10 whole years before
Shakespeare stopped work. This places
Othello in the same year as Kyd's Spanish
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Tragedy. Oxfordian 'scholars' see no
inconsistency in inventing new
chronologies based on nothing other than
wish fulfilment whilst discrediting as
insufficient the whole historical record and
the evidence of the Stationer's Register.
One mistake lies at the root of all this
nonsense, all this insane invention. When
their founder, J Thomas Looney, chose his
runner in the already crowded authorship
field, he picked a candidate who didn't live
long enough to write the work.
Only Oxfordians are obliged to
contradicteveryone who has ever written
anything on Shakespeare's style and
development. Only they have to contradict
or dismissevery item of record
and every item of circumstantial evidence
from the time.
And yet they do this quite cheerfully. They
do this without a single item of evidence
which supports their own, alternative
contentions. They do this without a
thought that it might be they who are out
of step with tens of thousands of
Shakespeare scholars, rather than the
scholars themselves who await their
enlightenment.
And they do it quite confidently. They call
themselves 'doubters' yet they never
exhibit the slightest doubt that they are
right and absolutely everyone else is
wrong.
They are, in short, the living embodiment
of The Dunning Kruger Effect.
3

• Edit • Reply • Share ›

Alexander Waugh Sicinius

•

4 days ago

Lobbyist Leadbetter (aka 'Sicinius') - looks
like you're being paid by the word rather
than by the point. Were I your paymasters
I would insist on quality over quantity.
You're bubbling up with emotion. Try and
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focus on cc's question. Why does
Jonson's 'judgment' of Shakespeare's
work which is 'of years' refer to three
playwrights of the 1580s as Shakespeare's
'peers'?
4

• Reply • Share ›

cc Sicinius

4 days ago

•

Actually, Oxfordians agree with the
documentary evidence of the first folio that
Shakespeare was a writer in the 80s like
Marlowe, Kyd and Lyly. It is Stratfordians
who refuse to accept Jonson's clear
testimony.
On the other hand, they bang on and on
about 'Avon' which is much less clear and
is clearly a pun on Hampton court and any
river called Avon (of which there are many
in England).
Read Kevin Gilvary's 'dating
Shakespeare's plays' it is very good and
shows that they could all have been
written before 1604.
Please could you explain to me why you
think Coriolanus was written in 1607? I
have seen no reason to suppose this. I
tend to agree with Jonson on the matter,
he was there after all.
2

• Reply • Share ›

Sicinius cc

•

4 days ago

It does not surprise me that you do not
understand the difference between plays
written in the 1580's and plays written 25
years later. Every time you post, the list of
things you obviously do not understand
increases.
Still, if you agree with Jonson, that wraps
up the authorship debate.
In the company he worked for there was
only one Shakespeare who wrote, acted
and owned a shareholding and a
householder's share, only one

62

Shakespeare who bought a property in the
same street as Jonson and only one
Shakespeare with whom he discussed
Julius Caesar in an alehouse. And you can
hardly claim you have evidence of Jonson
and Oxford working together, can you?
There used to be an Alexander Waugh
who was interested in the authorship
question. Is the one that follows you
around related in any way? Child?
Grandchild? Seems a bit jejune. And
incoherent. That's not him in the
Smithsonian ad announcing a new site for
teachers is it?
2

• Edit • Reply • Share ›

cc Sicinius

4 days ago

•

Hi Sicinius, I see that you can offer no
evidence that Coriolanus was written in
1607... this does not surprise me.
That Shakespeare was a shareholder and
(possibly) an actor does not show that he
was a playwright. You have yet to provide
any evidence that he was a playwright.
Shakespeare and Jonson never talked
about 'Julius Caesar' in a alehouse, and
they never lived on the same street. This
Stratfordian rumour you have produced is
not backed up by any evidence.
Jonson clearly shows that Shakespeare's
'peers' were writing from the late 70s to
early 90s - unlike your Stratford man.
1

• Reply • Share ›

Sicinius cc

•

4 days ago

No. I have plenty of evidence for
Coriolanus. I just refuse to waste time
discussing it with someone who, on
current evidence, might not be able to tell
a Shakespeare play from the sports pages
of USA Today. Read this.
The e-v-i-d-e-n-c-e says that Shakespeare
lived and worked in London, invested in
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the professional theatre and acted and
wrote plays for the Lord Chamberlain's
(later the King's) men.
The e-v-i-d-e-n-c-e says that the three
pages of manuscript in the BL (British
Library-MS. Harley 7368) were written by
the canon author, Shakespeare. The same
William Shakespeare of Stratford who
signed his will and made bequests to his
partner and fellow actors.
The e-v-i-d-e-n-c-e says that the First
Folio and most of the Quarto editions of
his work, along with The Sonnets, Venus &
Adonis and The Rape of Lucrece were
written by William Shakespeare. You'll be
able to see some of that evidence as a
result of this tour.
Oxfordians say that their made-up
evidence trumps the real evidence. In fact,
they say all sorts of silly things.
Fortunately, there are only a few of them
left, these days.
1

• Edit • Reply • Share ›

cc Sicinius

•

4 days ago

Again you provide no evidence that
Coriolanus was written in 1607... no
surprises there.
Then you repeatedly state 'e-v-i-d-e-n-c-e'
without showing any understanding of
what the word means or actually GIVING
any evidence for your candidate, which
suggests that the name 'Shake-speare'
was not a pseudonym and was associated
with the man from Stratford during his
lifetime ... again no surprise. I am used to
your tactics now.
Stanley Wells admits there is no
contemporary evidence for Shakspere.
The evidence you have is the posthumous
first folio, which shows that Shakespeare
was a writer in the 1580s, going against
your pet theory of a 'Jacobean' playwright.
1
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1

• Reply • Share ›

Sicinius cc

•

4 days ago

Can't click on a link?
• Edit • Reply • Share ›

cc Sicinius

4 days ago

•

Your link fails to give any evidence. What
do you think was its strongest point?
There were corn riots in the 1590s as well.
There were also other frosts in 1598 etc...
Is that your best?
I would read Kevin Gilvary on the matter.
His interpretation makes much more
sense.
The fact that you yourself are unprepared
to offer any evidence shows that you do
not have much faith in the accuracy of
your claim.
1

• Reply • Share ›

Sicinius cc

•

4 days ago

You leave us with three options. Since
there are half a dozen items of evidence
on that page, you either cannot click,
cannot read or cannot recognise evidence.
Option 3 seems the most likely. You keep
being shown evidence yet you don't admit
its existence. You keep being asked for
evidence which supports your fanciful
ideas yet you never produce any.
So we'll go for option 3 unless you'd like
to fess up to one of the others.
Either way, we're done with you.
• Edit • Reply • Share ›

cc Sicinius

•

4 days ago

I read it. I explained that it was easily
refuted and not at all convincing. I directed
you to Kevin Gilvary.
Please could you offer me the best
evidence you have for this assertion of

65

yours that Coriolanus was written in 1607?
I have refuted the ones I have read about
corn riots and frosts (which happened in
the 90s as well). Could you offer me your
best?
I'm afraid the fact that you will not do this
shows that you yourself do not find the
evidence convincing enough.
Also, you haven't answered me on the
Jonson reference yet. I asked you whether
a light in the 1580s could 'outshine' three
other lights in the 1580s. I presume your
answer is 'no' because you see some
'temporal significance' in the word
'outshine' although you fail to see any
'temporal significance' in the word 'year.'
1

• Reply • Share ›

Sicinius cc

•

4 days ago

It's been fun but it's mostly been been like
talking to a backward pet.
And Kevin Gilvary merely sprinkles Oofle
Dust on the guesswork of others. If you
point me at an Oxfordian chronology, I'll
explain to you why it's an impossibility.
• Edit • Reply • Share ›

cc Sicinius

4 days ago

•

Hi... sorry, any evidence that Coriolanus
was written in 1607, other than the
evidence I have already refuted? No? ... I
thought not.
1

• Reply • Share ›

Sicinius cc

•

3 days ago

I don't think I've ever seen you refute
anything. You just keep blankly refusing to
engage. Anyway, you can't refute
evidence you have not addressed. There is
no such thing as immaculate refutation.
Now it's your turn to do as you've been
asked.
Produce a complete Oxfordian alternative
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chronology and when we've all finished
laughing, we'll show you where you're
going wrong.
2

• Edit • Reply • Share ›

cc Sicinius

3 days ago

•

I refuted your points about corn riots and
frost being proof that Coriolanus was
written in 1607, because there were many
other frosts and corn riots before that.
I refuted the 'Mr' and 'gentleman'
argument as proof that Shakspere was the
author, and plenty of other propaganda.
I see that you have turned the question
around to focus on me, because you
cannot prove that Coriolanus was written
in 1607. I do not presume to know a
'complete chronology,' but evidence
shows that all the plays were written
before 1604, as Shakespeare refers to no
events or sources first printed after that
date, also Jonson writes that
Shakespeare's 'peers' were writing in the
1580s.
It is up to you now to try to show me that I
am wrong. I'll leave you on Coriolanus, you
are clearly not sure of that one yourself.
Pick another play, any other play, and try
to prove to me that it was written post
1604.
1

• Reply • Share ›

Sicinius cc

•

3 days ago

I said higher up that I didn't think you had
read much on the subject and since it
seems impossible to get you to read
anything, I may have been underestimating
your problems. Here are the items of
evidence you claim to have immaculately
refuted.
1. The first scene draws on William
Camden's Remains of a Greater Work
concerning Britain. (1605) England
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became Britain after James' accession.
Shakespeare writes whole plays about
Britain after the Earl died in 1604.
2. At 1.1.171 her refers to 'coal fire upon
the ice', a novelty and a reality on the
Thames in the winter of 1607.
3. There is a reference to the widely
anticipated plan to interrupt rivers and
build a new source of fresh water to
London at 3.3.310.
4. There are two 1609 references to
Coriolanus in other plays, one by Armin,
one by Jonson. These are made when the
plays are fresh in the mind of the
audience.
5. All stylistic tests and stylometry place it
after the well-researched and dated plays,
Lear, Macbeth and A&C.
6. The country was still shuddering after
the Midlands revolts of 1607. These
weren't the only food riots in the history of
Britain but they were the only riots in the
immediate vicinity of the date of
Coriolanus.
There is no play from the period less likely
to have been written by an Earl than
Coriolanus, the favourite of Hazlitt, Marx,
Engels and Brecht. Hazlitt said it would
save you the trouble of reading Tom
Paine's The Rights of Man.
So now it's definitely your turn.
If you have an alternative to thechronology
that every scholar accepts, produce it.
Otherwise, leave the entire subject of
Shakespearean chronology alone.
You are not qualified to discuss it.
2

• Edit • Reply • Share ›

cc Sicinius

•

3 days ago

These are all extremely weak arguments
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and very easy to refute:
1/ You wrote: "The first scene draws on
William Camden's Remains of a Greater
Work concerning Britain." No it doesn't.
There are only two possible allusions to
Camden, and both are extremely weak. 1/
the word 'gulf' for 'belly' also appeared in
Spenser who died in 1599. 2/ Camden
lists body parts and their functions,
Shakespeare only lists their functions,
suggesting that Camden may have
borrowed from Shakespeare. Gillespie
says in 'Shakespeare's books' 2001 that it
is 'highly doubtful as to whether
Shakespeare ever read Camden's
remains.'
2/ You wrote: "'coal fire upon the ice', a
novelty and a reality on the Thames in the
winter of 1607." There were other severe
frosts. Stowe informs us that In December
1598, the Thames froze over. Why could
Shakespeare not be referring to this or any
other similar occurrence?
3/ You say: "There is a reference to the
widely anticipated plan to interrupt rivers
and build a new source of fresh water to
London at 3.3.310" The plan to which you
refer, Myddleton's ploy to bring water to
London (1609-12) was being considered
as early as 1596. The Romans were
famous for channeling water via ditches
and aqueducts - and incase you don't
know, Coriolanus is a Roman play.
4/ You said: "There are two 1609
references to Coriolanus in other plays" Plautus' plays are also mentioned in 1609,
what does that tell us about the dates
when they were written?
5/ You said: "All stylistic tests and
stylometry place it after the wellresearched and dated plays, Lear,
Macbeth and A&C." - Even if 'stylometry'
is correct in dating Coriolanus after Lear,

69

Macbeth and A&C (which I doubt), this
does not mean Coriolanus was written in
1607. You have not offered any evidence
that Lear, Macbeth or A&C were written
post 1604.
6/ You say: "The country was still
shuddering after the Midlands revolts of
1607. These weren't the only food riots in
the history of Britain but they were the only
riots in the immediate vicinity of the date
of Coriolanus." This is a classic example of
Stratfordian circular reasoning.
I am not convinced by your 'evidence' - do
you have anything else to offer?
Unlike you, I am not presuming to know
exactly when Coriolanus or any other
plays were written. You are the one who
insists on these datings, and you have
provided no good evidence for this.
Coriolanus can be dated anywhere
between 1579 and 1623. There is no good
evidence that any of Shakespeare's plays
were written post 1604, that is the only
point I am making.
1

• Reply • Share ›

Sicinius cc

•

3 days ago

Where's your complete alternative
chronology? You must have one. Thanks
anyway for finally looking at some
evidence. Once you've produced your
complete alternative chronology I'll deal
with your individual misunderstandings
and misreadings in Coriolanus.
1

• Edit • Reply • Share ›

cc Sicinius

•

3 days ago

Dear Sicinius, I do not have a 'complete
alternative chronology' because, unlike
you, I am not so rash as to attempt to
provide an exact year based upon flimsy
evidence that allows for a wide range of
dates. No intelligent historian would dare
to do such a thing, and I can only imagine
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that you are driven by a quasi-religious
zealotry, born from your unhealthy and
irrational obsession with Oxfordianism.
1

• Reply • Share ›

Sicinius cc

•

3 days ago

So you haven't even bothered to look at
the consensus on chronology?
What on earth are you wasting your time
and everyone else's for if you don't
understand thing one about dating
Shakespeare's plays?
Whoever is schooling you over on
ShakesVere isn't doing a very good job.
Run along do some proper reading.
Come back in a year. No one will care
what you say about the 1604 question
then.
1

• Edit • Reply • Share ›

cc Sicinius

3 days ago

•

Of course I've looked at the consensus
chronology, and I was hoping that you
would come up with some better evidence
for these datings. Since you can't come up
with any good evidence, I'm afraid I will
not just blindly follow 'consensus.'
You have yet to show me any good
evidence that a single one of
Shakespeare's plays was written post
1604 and Jonson tells us that
Shakespeare's 'peers' who were writing in
the same 'years' as him, were writers in
the 1580s, which implies that the
'consensus chronology' is quite far off.
1

• Reply • Share ›

Sicinius cc

•

3 days ago

If I gave you 10 lines from Chaucer and 10
lines from the lyrics of Eleanor Rigby,
would you be able to tell which was
written first?
• Edit • Reply • Share ›
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cc Sicinius
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3 days ago

•

Yes. Obviously. If I showed you ten lines
from Eleanor Rigby and ten lines from Hey
Jude, would you be able to tell which was
written first?
You have yet to show me any good
evidence for your 'consensus chronology'or any evidence which shows that a single
one of Shakespeare's plays was written
post 1604, which would contradict
Jonson's assertion that Shakespeare was
a playwright mainly in the 1580s.
1

• Reply • Share ›

Sicinius cc

•

3 days ago

Hallelujah!!!!!!!! Hall-e-lu-jah
Now that you have collapsed your own
arguments by admitting you can sequence
poetry into a timeline with stylometric
analysis we might be able to get those
eyes open at last. I might not be able to
sequence Penny Lane and Hey Jude
accurately but its far from impossible.
There are certainly people capable of
sequencing the Beatles oeuvre with high
degrees of accuracy. It's not that hard at
the basic level. Early on they were learning
their instruments, then experimenting with
new vocal harmonies, they introduced
other instruments, choral effects, recorded
with more people in the studio, more
tracks, less effort at chart-topping, longer
see more

1

• Edit • Reply • Share ›

cc Sicinius

•

3 days ago

Citing hundreds of 'hours of work' and
'experts' is not helping your argument. If
all that these 'experts' could come up with
(after 'hundreds and thousands of hours')
for their dating of Coriolanus was the
easily refutable list you provided above,
then they are not doing well enough, and
they should get together and rethink their

philosophy. Your 'appeal to authority' is
not going to work with me.
You said: "there was only one instance of
ice thick enough to allow coal fires to be lit
on the Thames in Shakespeare's lifetime."
Why does Shakespeare have to only write
about events in his lifetime? He wrote
histories didn't he? The Thames has iced
over MANY times. We know that
see more

1

• Reply • Share ›

Sicinius cc

•

3 days ago

So you admit your entire argument has
collapsed?
• Edit • Reply • Share ›

cc Sicinius

3 days ago

•

No. I think your argument is looking very
shaky though, it is entirely based on an
'appeal to authority'. Read what I said.
1

• Reply • Share ›

Sicinius cc

•

2 days ago

Pointing out that with just one or two
deluded exceptions, every English scholar
on the planet (and every English scholar
who ever lived) thinks your ideas are
barking mad is not an appeal to authority.
It's an appeal for sanity,
You have admitted the reality of stylistic
analysis and its role in sequencing artistic
work. Yet you can't make it work for you.
You cannot produce an alternative to the
consensus, hammered out over hundreds
of years, by all these real scholars. Without
a credible alternative chronology, you are
nowhere.
Instead of producing one you try and
pretend that one cannot be produced. You
pretend that consensus does not exist (a
see more

1
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cc Sicinius

2 days ago

•

You did appeal to authority when you were
talking about the 'qualifications' of your
'experts' in some imaginary football
stadium. Now I notice that you are
appealing to 'numbers.' If you think that
the greatest number of people is always
right you have to read Bertrand Russell.
The Earl did not have to write the plays
after he was dead. I agree that it would be
preposterous for someone to write after
they are dead. But no-one is claiming this.
As I have already said, there is no
evidence that any of the plays were written
post 1604. Jonson says that Shakespeare
was writing in the 1580s, and Shakespeare
never makes any references to events or
sources which are printed after that date.
I did not 'deny the existence' of your
evidence. I refuted your 6 points one by
one and showed that they were rubbish.
Please try to come up with ANY evidence
that one of Shakespeare's plays was
written post 1604, which is not easily
refuted.
Only idiots think that they can date
Shakespeare's plays to exact years with
the flimsy evidence available. It is a fools
game, and I am not going to participate.
Also I never said half of those things that
you claim I did.
• Reply • Share ›

Sicinius cc

•

2 days ago

As I have already said, there is no
evidence that any of the plays were
written post 1604.
You've been shown examples. QED.
You didn't refute anything. In the examples
you did not ignore, you merely struck out
the word 'topical' from 'topical references'
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and set about finding other references
from decades earlier.
Only idiots think that they can date
Shakespeare's plays to exact years with
the flimsy evidence available.
Are you EVER going to read the
documents you have been pointed at?
Only idiots would believe, in the absence
of any tangible evidence, that their feelings
about the authorship of Shakespeare's
plays were strong enough to shift the
credit for them from a Bankside
Playwright, in every sense the peer of his
Bankside colleagues, to a dilettante Earl
who writes poetry like a 13-year-old.
You qualify, I'm afraid.
1

• Edit • Reply • Share ›

cc Sicinius

•

2 days ago

I did refute it. And I have read your
documents.
Here is my refutation again, you seem to
have forgotten it:
1/ You wrote: "The first scene draws on
William Camden's Remains of a Greater
Work concerning Britain." No it doesn't.
There are only two possible allusions to
Camden, and both are extremely weak. 1/
the word 'gulf' for 'belly' also appeared in
Spenser who died in 1599. 2/ Camden
lists body parts and their functions,
Shakespeare only lists their functions,
suggesting that Camden may have
borrowed from Shakespeare. Gillespie
says in 'Shakespeare's books' 2001 that it
is 'highly doubtful as to whether
Shakespeare ever read Camden's
remains.'
2/ You wrote: "'coal fire upon the ice', a
novelty and a reality on the Thames in the
winter of 1607." There were other severe
frosts. Stowe informs us that In December
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1598, the Thames froze over. Why could
Shakespeare not be referring to this or any
other similar occurrence?
3/ You say: "There is a reference to the
widely anticipated plan to interrupt rivers
and build a new source of fresh water to
London at 3.3.310" The plan to which you
refer, Myddleton's ploy to bring water to
London (1609-12) was being considered
as early as 1596. The Romans were
famous for channeling water via ditches
and aqueducts - and incase you don't
know, Coriolanus is a Roman play.
4/ You said: "There are two 1609
references to Coriolanus in other plays" Plautus' plays are also mentioned in 1609,
what does that tell us about the dates
when they were written?
5/ You said: "All stylistic tests and
stylometry place it after the wellresearched and dated plays, Lear,
Macbeth and A&C." - Even if 'stylometry'
is correct in dating Coriolanus after Lear,
Macbeth and A&C (which I doubt), this
does not mean Coriolanus was written in
1607. You have not offered any evidence
that Lear, Macbeth or A&C were written
post 1604.
6/ You say: "The country was still
shuddering after the Midlands revolts of
1607. These weren't the only food riots in
the history of Britain but they were the only
riots in the immediate vicinity of the date
of Coriolanus." This is a classic example of
Stratfordian circular reasoning.
You still have provided no good evidence
that any of the plays were written post
1604. And you ignore the fact that Jonson
said that Shakespeare was a playwright in
the 1580s.
• Reply • Share ›

Sicinius cc

•

2 days ago
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1, Not a refutation. You claim the case is
weak. Taken together with the other
references it's not cast iron (unless you
compare it to pirates and Hamlet or
Polonius and Burghley) but you haven't
made it go away.
2. Not a refutation. The ice has to be very
thick to support fires. It was thick enough
in 1607. The Thames froze regularly until
the 1860's. This is a very specific indicator
of a very cold winter. Go and find another.
Not that it will help since this is an attempt
at misdirection.
3. Another attempt at misdirection.
4. Another attempt at misdirection.
5. Another attempt at misdirection.
6. Another attempt at misdirection.
You haven't addressed any of those items
(or the play's indoor features) as evidence.
You are merely trying to distract attention
from their existence with implausible
distractions. You are also ignoring the
heavyweight evidence of stylometry.
Arguing with you is a waste of time, as
others have observed. As I said earlier, it's
like trying to reason with a pet.
Produce YOUR evidence that there is a
plausible alternative to the dating scheme
that all scholars use. You won't hear from
me again until you do.
1

• Edit • Reply • Share ›

cc Sicinius

•

2 days ago

1/ Gillespie (a stratfordian) said it was
weak and that it is 'highly doubtful as to
whether Shakespeare ever read Camden's
remains'
2/ Ice on the Thames was definitely thick
enough before. Stowe (65) writes of more
people than on any street in London on
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the Thames and people playing football
completely safely. We know Shakespeare
read Stowe. Also it is MUCH more likely
that Shakespeare was referring to the
Tiber, which was described as freezing
over by Livy in the very same book from
which Shakespeare drew the story of
Coriolanus.
3/ Not misdirection - evidence that the
very reference you are using to date the
play to 1607 would have equally applied in
1596. Also you keep forgetting it is a
ROMAN play - the Romans were famous
for redirecting water!
4/ Not misdirection - Here I show you that
a late reference to a play, without
mentioning any dates, gives no indication
as to when the play was written.
5/ Not misdirection - you need to offer
evidence that Lear, AandC and Macbeth
were written post 1604. You have not
done this.
6/ Not misdirection - you were using
circular reasoning. There were corn riots in
the 1590s and before that.
Hampton Court was an indoor theatre
where Shakespeare's plays were
performed. I don't really see what you are
trying to argue here.
By 'misdirection' you clearly mean
something that you have no means of
refuting.
• Reply • Share ›

Sicinius cc

•

2 days ago

Last post.
As well as trying to put together a
chronology could you please find
something to read on putting an argument
together?
You want evidence that is helpful in dating,
I've given it to you. It's supported by
stylometric analysis.
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You can't say you have refuted it by
finding other instances of similar
references which are not topical. You can
only find evidence which contradicts it.
This would mean you having to read the
play. Something new for you, no doubt.
As for Hampton Court, once again, we
have an example of leading cc to culture
but being unable to make him think. Go
and read http://oxfraud.com/100braver-.... Keep reading it until you
understand how historical events can be
sequenced from the records and how
evidence bears on argument.
• Edit • Reply • Share ›

MDHJohnson Sicinius

•

2 days ago

You are wasting your time on this
individual. Without a trace of selfawareness, he can say, "But I'm afraid I
would need to see some actual evidence
before I believe the Stratford myth," while
at the same time claiming that subjective
interpretations of Jonson's poem qualify
as evidence. One argument that he has
definitely not refuted is the one which
demonstrates that not only is there no
direct evidence for Oxford having written
the works [a stipulated fact], there also
isn't anything that qualifies as actual
circumstantial evidence for him having
done so. He [and his organ grinder] have
been challenged to do so, but they, like all
other Oxfordians, run from the argument in
order to protect their denailism. There isn't
a shred of actual evidence for the
Oxfordian conspiracy theory and yet he
believes that myth.
• Reply • Share ›

cc MDHJohnson

•

2 days ago

Hi! We are talking about Stratford here, not
Oxford!
Understanding that Shakspere could not
have been the author is level 1.
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Examining other possible candidates (who
would have been writing in the 1580s
when Jonson said Shakespeare was
writing) is level 2. You haven't passed level
1 yet, don't get ahead of yourself!
• Reply • Share ›

cc Sicinius

•

2 days ago

You say they are 'topical references'
because you PRESUME that the play was
written in 1607! If I PRESUMED that the
play was written in 1598, I could also
come up with 'topical' references - the
plan for waterworks which started as
1596, corn riots in the 90s, the Thames
freezing over in 1598 etc. etc. This is
classic 'circular reasoning.'
You have still provided no good evidence
that the plays were written post 1604.
Shakespeare stops referring to specific
events and works published after this
date. Jonson says that Shakespeare was a
writer in the 1580s.
• Reply • Share ›

MDHJohnson Sicinius

•

2 days ago

I would suggest that anyone who doesn't
believe that *Macbeth* was written after
the Gunpowder Plot had occurred should
read two books on the subject:
1. The Royal Play of Macbeth, by Henry N.
Paul [1950]
2. Witches and Jesuits; Shakespeare's
Macbeth, by Garry Wills
Both of the books demonstrate that there
is a confluence of topical allusions which
support the dating of the play to the post
GP period.
Of course, I sincerely doubt that any of the
Shakespeare denialists will actually read
either of these books for fear that their
belief in their Lord might be challenged. I
also have no doubt that even if one
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intrepid Oxenfordian were to read one of
the books, he or she would most likely
revert to the same old tired arguments
they have presented to try to deny that
confluence of allusions [even while touting
the alleged importance of coincidence].
• Reply • Share ›

Sicinius MDHJohnson

2 days ago

•

Enough has to be enough.
You show them the documentary record
as evidence, they prefer fairy tales. You
show them the relationship between 1, 2
and 3 and the way they add up to 6 and
they insist that 47, 36, and 19 also add up
to 6 if you look at them the right way.
No scholar has ever dated Coriolanus
before 1605 partly because of Camden,
partly because of the subject matter, partly
because of the metre and partly because
of the possibility that it may have been
written for The Blackfriars.
After scoffing at the half dozen or so items
of topical evidence, based on an
alternative version of just a single item of
exactly the same evidence, they are happy
move the date back to 1580, a stylometric
impossibility. The odds of Evita being
written in 1580 are not a great deal longer.
In fact, cc accused a poster of
argumentum ad absurdum when he
suggested that the play was written by
space aliens. Actually, the odds of
Coriolanus being written by The Earl of
Oxford are almost certainly higher than it
being the work of space aliens.
Troglodytes. Philistines.
2

• Edit • Reply • Share ›

MDHJohnson Sicinius

•

2 days ago

Without even reading the books I cited
and considering the topical references set
forth therein, which set out the numerous
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references to the Gunpowder Plot and its
aftermath, little Chuckie states
unequivocally that, "There is no good
evidence that Macbeth was based on the
gunpowder plot."
Of course, I never said that the play was
"based" on the plot, so Chuckie is
wrestling with a straw man of his own
invention. In addition, he now appears to
believe that he is so omniscient that he
can "refute" an argument without even
knowing the particulars of that argument.
One thing we can know for sure is that, as
predicted, he isn't ever going to read
either of the two books cited.
I notice that Chuckie has chastened others
for argument by appeal to authority, but,
lately, without a hint of self-awareness, he
has been answering factual posts with the
assertion that all one has to do to
ascertain ultimate "truth" is to read Waugh
on the subject. At this point he is little
more than Waugh's little monkey.
1

• Reply • Share ›

Sicinius MDHJohnson

•

a day ago

Are you saying that the organ-grinder's
monkey has a monkey of his own? Who
knew??
I've christened cc's techniqueImmaculate
Refutation—the ability to refute
arguments without understanding them or
exposing oneself to the evidence which
supports them. It's THE essential skill for
The Certified Oxfordian and a large part of
the final exam.
2

• Edit • Reply • Share ›

cc MDHJohnson

•

2 days ago

Hi! There is no good evidence that
Macbeth was based on the gunpowder
plot.
It is unlikely that Shakespeare would have
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written a play mocking King James in such
a way (a Scottish King who was terrified of
witches) when he was also King of
England. That would not be very wise.
• Reply • Share ›

frodo cc

•

4 days ago

Worth noting is not the same as strange
and in need of frankly bizarre explanations.
I stand by more or less and you ignore
stage dates of Lyly's plays.
1

• Reply • Share ›

cc frodo

•

4 days ago

?? Are you denying that Marlowe, Lyly and
Kyd were writers of the 1580s, whereas,
according to you Shakspere was writing
between 1590 and 1613?
We are not talking about stage dates,
stage dates can be infinite, I could put on
a Lyly play right now if I wanted, that
doesn't change the fact that he was a
playwright between the late 70s and early
90s.
Jonson says that if he were to judge
Shakespeare's work in terms of the 'years'
they were written, he would compare him
with was his 'peers' : Marlowe, Kid and
Lyly, all writers of the 1580s. I'm afraid this
particular quote does not tie in very well
with your Stratford mythos.
2

• Reply • Share ›

frodo cc

•

4 days ago

I'm denying that the decade marker has as
much significance as you need it to.
And, as other posters have argued, "peer"
need not necessarily only refer to age--it
can mean similar in ability too.
Stage and print dates *are* relevant.
1

• Reply • Share ›

cc frodo

•

4 days ago
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Hi there - what about the word 'year'
then?
" For if I thought my judgment were of
YEARs,
I should commit thee surely with thy peers,
And tell how far thou didst our Lyly
outshine,
Or sporting Kyd, or Marlowe's mighty line.
"
I'm sorry but you have not addressed my
main argument. Do you contest that
Marlowe, Kid and Lyly were writers of the
1580s whereas (according to you)
Shakspere was a writer between 1590 and
1613?
• Reply • Share ›

frodo cc

•

4 days ago

You are, in my view, making too much of a
generational narrative that isn't apposite
here. It does make sense to place
Shakespeare in company with these
writers at the advent of the Elizabethan
professional stage and doing so hardly
makes any kind of case for Oxford.
Moreover, Kyd and Marlowe are writers of
late (very late) 1580s which muddies your
claim further. {fixed a typo}
As far as your "main argument," I deny
that it's relevant. And, please don't put
words in my mouth about dates for
Shakespeare's career.
1

• Reply • Share ›

Sicinius frodo

•

4 days ago

I've argued with cc before and you have to
take things very slowly with him and spell
everything out.
Lyly, Marlowe and Kyd were famous
playwrights at the beginning of the 1590's.
The top of the playwrighting tree. Marlowe
is still up there in fact.
Then along comes this guy from
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Warwickshire and outshines them all. He
needed a bit of time to outshine them but
he managed it. Of course, he didn't need
to outshine playwrights who came along
AFTER he'd made his reputation. They
might try to outshine Shakespeare but
they couldn't. And didn't.
Simples!
2

• Edit • Reply • Share ›

cc Sicinius

4 days ago

•

"Lyly, Marlowe and Kyd were famous
playwrights at the beginning of the 1590's"
- they were playwrights writing between
the late 70s and early 90s. Stratty only
started in the early 90s according to you
and continued until 1613.
You totally ignore the fact that Jonson is
comparing them as 'peers' who were
writing in the SAME 'years' not different
ones... Shakspere is the ONLY one who
was not writing in the 80s and who
continued his career after the early 90s.
Therefore it is odd that he should be
compared to earlier writers as 'peers' who
wrote in the same 'years,'.
1

• Reply • Share ›

Sicinius cc

•

4 days ago

You totally fail to understand the meaning
of the word 'outshine' and its temporal
significance.
You may not understand what 'peers'
means, either.
2

• Edit • Reply • Share ›

cc Sicinius

•

4 days ago

Are you suggesting that two writers who
are PEERS in the same YEARS cannot
outshine one another?
I'm afraid it is the words 'YEARS' and
'PEERS' which offer 'temporal
significance' here.
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Imagine, if you will, four shining lights in
the 1580s.... is it not possible for one of
them to 'outshine' the rest? I think you'll
find that it is.
1

• Reply • Share ›

Benjamin Hackman cc

•

4 days ago

cc, You wrote, ""Lyly, Marlowe and Kyd
were famous playwrights at the beginning
of the 1590's" - they were playwrights
writing between the late 70s and early
90s."
But a few posts later you claim, " I never
said that Marlowe was writing in the late
70s."
But, young grasshopper, you did.
And I'm still waiting for you to provide any
works by Marlow or Kyd from "late 70s."
As for peers, whenever we think of the the
great playwrights of the Eliz Age, we think
Shakes. Marlowe, and likely Kyd, and thus
we think of them as peers, except that
Shakes outlived them both by 20+ years.
And they did overlap.
And why is it that you have to spend all
this time explaining away the evidence for
Shakes. Doesn't that strike you as odd?
Not to mention a great burden? Especially
since we never have to spend any time
explaining away the "evidence" for
Oxford--because there still isn't any.
Which means it's time, again, to ask The
Great SAQ : Do you have any actual direct
or circumstantial evidence for Ox yet?
His name on a quarto?
A snark in a play (Parnassus, EMOOHH)
showing him in media res?
Or a poem of genuine praise, like
Barnfield's or Jonson's in FF? (Formulaic
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fluffery to his Earlness doesn't count.)
Any private notes (Harvey, "the wiser sort")
or journal entries (Timber)?
Any evidence of him owning shares in
LCM or KM?
Any mention in Camden's comprehensive
Remaines?
Any mention of him in anywhere in the FF?
Pick any one from the menu above and
offer such a piece of evidence for Oxford.
Remember, can't be base on conjecture,
idiosyncratic interpretation, inference, or
coincidence.
Oops.@! That pretty much rules out all
your "evidence. N'est ce pas?
2

• Reply • Share ›

cc Benjamin Hackman

•

4 days ago

I've realised, Hackman, that your problem
is that you don't understand the English
language. Are you foreign? What is the
problem that you have with words that
others find so simple?
I said that the three authors were all
writing BETWEEN the late 70s and early
90s. This is a fact, and it does not mean
that Marlowe was writing in the late 70s,
which is not what I said. He was writing at
some point BETWEEN the two dates I
gave, as were the others.
So there was an extremely short overlap.
That does not change the fact that L, K
and M were writers of the 80s who ceased
to write in the early 90s, and Shakespeare
was (supposedly) a writer of the 90s to the
1610s. - There is a clear distinction.
I presume that the 'evidence' you list there
is supposedly 'evidence' for Shakspere.
We all know it isn't. We all know that the
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name Shake-speare on a play (or
referenced as an author) does not show
that a SPECIFIC Shakspere (spelt
differently) from Stratford was the author,
or that the name wasn't a pseudonym as
the hyphen suggests. We also know that
someone being an actor does not make
them a playwright. Etc etc.
There is no evidence for me to explain
away. You need to actually provide some
first.
1

• Reply • Share ›

cc frodo

•

4 days ago

You don't think it's interesting that
Shakespeare's 'peers' who wrote in the
same 'years' as him actually wrote in the
80s before Shakspere was SUPPOSEDLY
writing, I do find this interesting. So does
Emma Smith, a noted Stratfordian.
Kyd and Marlowe were both DEAD by the
end of 94 . How you think they managed
to be writers of the 'late (very late) 1590s'
when they were DEAD is beyond me! Or
maybe you are a Marlovian?
Anyway, this is just one piece of evidence
to date Shakespeare's plays as written pre
1604.
1

• Reply • Share ›

cc frodo

•

4 days ago

Whilst this is not proof for Oxford, it is
evidence firmly against Shakspere writing
in the 1590s-1613. It is evidence for
anyone who would have been writing in
the 1580s at the same time as Lyly, Kyd or
Marlowe, which includes Oxford.
It is also further evidence against the
traditional dating of Shakespeare's plays.
Please see Kevin Gilvary on this - he is
very good! He shows that all the plays
could easily have been written before
1604.
1

Reply

Share ›
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• Reply • Share ›

frodo cc

•

4 days ago

It's not evidence against Shakespeare
writing in the 1590s. It's a praise poem
about Shakespeare written after his death
and the phrasing makes sense that way
without resorting to the kind of reading
you've indulged in.
1

• Reply • Share ›

cc frodo

•

4 days ago

It is evidence against Shakespeare being a
Jacobean poet or a poet mainly writing
from 1590-1616, as it shows that he was a
poet writing between the late 70s and
early 90s. I'm sorry, but that's just a fact.
1

• Reply • Share ›

frodo cc

•

4 days ago

Alas, only in your mind.
2

• Reply • Share ›

MDHJohnson frodo

•

4 days ago

Sadly, that's the best so-called evidence
that the Oxfordians have....and it isn't
actually evidence at all.
EDIT: The Oxen are so dumb that they
believe, sincerely it appears, that their
interpretations of poems qualify as factual
premises, and must therefore be accepted
as evidence in arriving at ultimate
conclusions.
Thus, according to the irrational
Oxenfordian, the assertion that Jonson's
poem states that Shakespeare was writing
during the 1580's, an assertion which is
not factual but merely a subjective
interpretation of Jonson's words [and a
rather mangled one at that], MUST be
accepted as a fact -- presumably because
the Oxenfordian says that it is so.
Of course, the poem may also be
interpreted to be Jonson saying that

Shakespeare is an equal to the best poets
writing during the years that he and his
audience have been going to plays. There
is absolutely nothing in the poem that ties
the "years" comment to the specific years
of the 1580's. Neither interpretation
qualifies as evidence. Now, if the idiot
Oxenfordian simply said that he was
making an argument that the poem says
what he is claiming it says and that he
considers that to be an argument for the
proposition that Shakespeare was writing
in the 1580's, that would be correct.
Instead of doing that, the moron contends
that his opinion as to what the poem says
is to be considered as evidence. The
poem is evidence...his spin on it is not
evidence. That he doesn't realize the
difference between the actual evidence
and his argument derived from the
evidence is troubling, as it indicates
someone who is divorced from rationality.
Argument is not evidence.
There are some lawyers who, lacking facts
in support of their case and lacking any
rational theory of their case, will try to treat
their arguments as if they are evidence. cc
is a lot like those lawyers.
1

• Reply • Share ›

cc MDHJohnson

•

4 days ago

I told you, evidence is 'something
presented to support an assertion.' You
are a lawyer, you should already know
this.
My 'assertion' is that Shakespeare was a
writer during the 1580s. My 'evidence' i.e.
'support for that assertion' is that Jonson
said that Shakespeare wrote in the same
'years' as Lyly, Kid and Marlowe, who
were all writing in the 1580s.
I'm worried that if any of your clients see
this you might lose a lot of money. Maybe
you should keep quiet about the fact that
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you do not know the meaning of the word
'evidence.'
EDIT: I see that you are too scared to reply
to me properly so you resort to editing
previous posts. The fact that Kid, Lyly and
Marlowe are ALL playwrights of the 80s
and Shakespeare is (supposedly) not, and
yet they are compared as 'peers' and their
works are judged together in terms of
'years' clearly can be taken as evidence
that Shakespeare was also writing in the
1580s.
Really the quote speaks for itself here. As
you correctly state, the quote is
'evidence':
"For if I thought my judgment were of
years,
I should commit thee surely with thy peers,
And tell how far thou didst our Lyly
outshine,
Or sporting Kyd, or Marlowe's mighty
line."
1

• Reply • Share ›

cc frodo

•

4 days ago

And in the minds of anyone who
understands the meaning of the word
'year.'
1

• Reply • Share ›

MDHJohnson frodo

•

4 days ago

Thomas Kyd's 'The Spanish Tragedie”
was published in 1592 [the earliest
text we know of]. It was acted for many
years thereafter.
John Lyly's plays appeared separately in
quarto form in the following
years:
'Campaspe'(1584)
“Sappho and Phao'(1584)
'Endymion' (1591)
'Gallathea' (1592)
'Midas'(1592)
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'Mother Bombie' (1594)
Chrisotpher Marlowe:
'Dido, Queen of Carthage' was Marlowe's
first play and was performed by the
Children of the chapel between 1587 and
1593. It was first published
in 1594.
Marlowe's first play performed on the
regular stage in London, in 1587, was
'Tamburlaine the Great'...
It is among the first English plays in blank
verse, and, with Thomas Kyd's 'The
Spanish Tragedy', generally is considered
the beginning of the mature phase of the
Elizabethan theatre. . Tamburlaine was a
success, and was followed with
Tamburlaine the Great, Part II. [wikipedia]
The two parts of Tamburlaine were
published in 1590.
'The Jew of Malta': The first recorded
performance was in 1592; the play was
acted by Lord Strange's men seventeen
times between 26 February 1592 and 1
February 1593. It was performed by
Sussex's Men on 4 February 1594, and by
a combination of Sussex's and Queen
Elizabeth's Men on 3 and 8 April 1594.
'Edward the Second': The play was
entered into the Stationers' Register on
6 July 1593, five weeks after Marlowe's
death. The earliest extant edition was
published in octavo in 1594,
'The Massacre at Paris': The Lord
Strange's Men acted a play titled The
Tragedy of the Guise, thought to be
Marlowe's play, on 30 January 1593. The
Admiral's men performed The Guise or
The Massacre ten
times between 19 June and 25 September
1594. The Diary of Philip
Henslowe marks the play as "ne," ...
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'Doctor Faustus': The Admiral's Men
performed Doctor Faustus twenty-five
times in the three years between October
1594 and October 1597.
Does someone care to explain how these
men were not considered to be peers with
Shakespeare in a temporal sense as well
as in relation to their ability to write? The
only thing that kept Marlowe from being
even more of a contemporary, and maybe
equaling Shakespeare's greatness, is that
he got killed.
As for Oxenford, there is no evidence that
he wrote anything like a play, much less a
Shakespeare play, in any year.
2

• Reply • Share ›

cc MDHJohnson

•

4 days ago

Your list is boring. We all know that K, L
and M were writing in the 80s and stopped
in the early 90s (two of them died at this
point). Shakespeare (supposedly) only
started his long career in the early 90s and
continued until 1613 - a clear difference.
Mentioning 'performances' of their plays is
irrelevant. Also plays are often published
long after they are written (i.e the FF).
1

• Reply • Share ›

Tom Reedy cc

•

4 days ago

It is evidence that you do not understand
the poem. So far that's about it. And that's
a real fact.
1

• Reply • Share ›

Sicinius Tom Reedy

•

3 days ago

If you insist on putting one foot in front of
another, cc will not be able to follow you.
How did he delight James 1 if he was not
Jacobean playwright?
1

• Edit • Reply • Share ›

cc Sicinius

•

3 days ago

It was his 'flights' - 'plays' which delighted
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'Eliza and our James.' James enjoyed the
plays at Hampton court on the banks of
the Thames. This could have been before
or after Shakespeare died, or before or
after James became King, it makes no
difference.
Also you STILL have not provided any
satisfactory evidence that a single one of
Shakespeare's plays was written after
1604. Why did Shakespeare stop referring
to any contemporary events or sources
first printed after that date? And why does
Jonson say that Shakespeare was a
playwright in the 1580s?
1

• Reply • Share ›

Tom Reedy cc

•

3 days ago

I think it's very evident that arguing against
such irrationality as this is bootless.
Oxfordism requires an indeterminable
number of idiosyncratic serial
interpretations, all of which slaughter
Occam, in order to survive, and no amount
of argument can prevent their invention of
further ridiculousness. The mind of a
fanatic is an inexhaustible storehouse of
such nonsense, as exemplified in this
person's posts.
1

• Reply • Share ›

cc Tom Reedy

•

3 days ago

What, 'idiosyncratic serial interpretations'
like pretending that the word 'out-shine'
has more 'temporal significance' than the
word 'year'? - oh, wait! That was a
Stratfordian.
1

• Reply • Share ›

Sicinius cc

•

3 days ago

So by the same token they could all have
been plays written for Henry VIII, none of
which delighted him. If James was happy
to sit through 10 year old plays, why not
50 year-old plays? See below for a longer
response on sequencing.
1

Edit

Reply

Share ›
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1

• Edit • Reply • Share ›

cc Sicinius

•

3 days ago

What? I said James could have watched
the plays before or after Shakespeare's
death, and before or after he was King. It
was the 'plays' which delighted him.
Whether or not James enjoyed 50 year old
plays is another matter, and not what we
are discussing here.
1

• Reply • Share ›

Nat Whilk cc

•

3 days ago

"...before or after James became King"?
James never set foot in England until
1603. Until his accession, he would have
been an invading foreign power.
And after that first unfortunate Christmas,
when he was forced by circumstance to
hold his revels at an inferior venue, he
avoided Hampton Court like the plague.
He saw hundreds of plays at Whitehall and
just eight at your precious palace at East
Moseley.
1

• Reply • Share ›

cc Nat Whilk

•

3 days ago

DING DONG! Avon Lady! I missed you! It's
always fun when Cambridge wakes up. I'm
sorry we haven't been talking about
Hampton Court enough, but I'm glad to
see you're putting us on the right track.
As I say, it doesn't matter at all when
James watched the plays at Avon
(whoops, Hampton Court). It was the
'plays' which delighted him.
Your statistics are wrong. And you still
admit that he watched plays at Hampton
Court.. (Ooops, I mean Avon), so it doesn't
matter anyway how many times this
occurred.
1

• Reply • Share ›
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Nat Whilk cc

•

3 days ago

"...'flights' - 'plays'..."
No, it means "sojourns."
The figure here is of a bird of passage, one
native to the Avon, who
alights upon "our waters," the Thames.
The rivers here are set in
opposition: thine Avon, our Thames. And
note that “our”: Jonson’s
Shakespeare played for all of us on
London river. Upon its banks stand
Whitehall and Blackfriars, Greenwich and
the Globe. Note the transience implied in
"yet appeare" and "flights." Appear: "To
come forth into view, as ... from a
distance." Comets appear. So do actors.
Arrows come in flights, swift and gone. As
Jonson knew, his friend the poet didn't
nest here, but returned to the Avon.
Shakespeare of Stratford never made his
home in London.
The figure is perfectly exact. Jonson took
care to make it so: as a grammar-school
boy, he'd learned to build sentences.
None of you Oxfordians can read plain
English--if you could, you wouldn't be
Oxfordians.
3

• Reply • Share ›

cc Nat Whilk

•

3 days ago

Lost the plot Avon?
How do Shakespeare's 'sojourns' delight
Eliza and James on the banks of the
Thames at Avon (Hampton Court) ?
Eliza and James don't care if Shakespeare
'sojourns' in London, that's not going to
delight them. They are interested in his
plays! It is the plays ('flights') which
pleased them! And why would Jonson
want to see Shakespeare ‘sojourn’ in
London? He has been talking about his
plays until now. No, he is clearly talking
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about the works, which delighted Eliza and
James on the banks of the Thames at
Hampton Court (otherwise known as Avon)
You keep changing your interpretation of
this passage to avoid the obvious.
Stratfordians have always said that 'flights'
were 'plays,' I'm sad to see you now think
they are 'sojourns.' You have introduced a
new definition of 'flights' which makes a
complete mess of the entire sentence.
And where are these 'sojourns'
supposedly taking place? I can't see any
other place in the sentence other than
'Avon' (Hampton Court) can you? Eliza
and James never went to public theatres
and they are more likely to be delighted by
'plays' at a theatre than by watching
Shakespeare 'sojourn.' Or do you think
that Shakespeare, Eliza and James had a
'sojourn' at the bottom of the Thames?
Also, you are forgetting that in the same
poem, Jonson shows that Shakespeare
was mainly writing in the 1580s, before
James was King. However, his plays still
did delight James at Hampton court. Just
before the 'swan of Avon (Hampton Court)'
line, Jonson is talking about how
Shakespeare's plays and poems mean
that he lives on, even though he is dead.
He is talking about the works here, not
'sojourns' with the King and Queen.
1

• Reply • Share ›

cc Tom Reedy

•

3 days ago

I have shown you elsewhere on this thread
that it is you who has misunderstood the
poem. You seem to be stuck on the word
'years.'
I can see that Avon lady is watching this
thread very carefully. She keeps liking
everything you say. I wouldn't take this
very seriously. On the last thread she liked
everything Hackman said and then
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promptly disagreed with it (because it was
unarguable). She just wants to show her
support for any Stratfordian propaganda.
I'm looking forward to her joining the
discussion.
1

• Reply • Share ›

Tom Reedy cc

•

4 days ago

Good God! Perhaps you should begin a bit
lower down the poetry scale--say, Mother
Goose's Nursery Rhymes--and work your
way up to explicating Jonson.
"Years" means a limited period of time, in
this case Shakespeare's career. "For if I
thought my judgment were of years" (If I
were judging you as merely the best
during the time of your career, which I'm
not, because later I will say that you are
not of an age but for all time), I would
compare you with other playwrights who
also were at the top of their careers during
their time (thy peers), and tell how you
were even better than they were at their
peak.
About half of the poem is written in the
subjunctive, "if A, then B, but I'm not going
to because you are A to Z." In the first 16
lines Jonson tells the reader he is going to
do that, and also that he is praising
Shakespeare for the right reasons, Jonson
being a critic who can discern true quality,
unlike others who praise Shakespeare for
the wrong reasons.
And yes, he does talk about Shakespeare
the man: he says he was a natural wit who
improved his art through diligent practice.
He says his character was as graceful as
his writing, and that anyone who saw him
when he was living cannot help but see
him anew while enjoying his works on the
stage.
Seriously, if you don't have the ability to
understand Jonson's poem, please stop
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parroting the lines you are being fed. It
makes you appear stupid, as opposed to
merely ignorant. The latter can be
mended; the first cannot.
2

• Reply • Share ›

cc Tom Reedy

•

3 days ago

Why does Avon lady keep appearing to
'like' rubbish, without offering any opinions
of her own?
Your interpretation is bizarre. You get
most of it right and then you get a little
confused.
He says 'IF I were to judge you in terms of
years, (as you correctly say 'a limited
period of time') THEN I would compare
you to your peers: L, M and K ( who were
writing in the same 'years' or 'limited
period of time' as you like to say.)
EDIT: Having reread your response I can
see that you actually basically agree with
me on this point. I don't quite understand
your problem...
You are correct he later shows he doesn't
want to compare him with his peers and
calls him 'not of an age but for all time.'
However he has already shown that IF he
were to judge him in terms of the years in
which he was writing, he WOULD compare
him to Lyly, Marlowe and Kid, all writers of
the 1580s.
Jonson never said he knew Shakespeare.
He wrote about the author. He may have
known him, sure. But he does not specify.
Please provide a quote for all this rubbish
and I will show you that Jonson was
talking about the AUTHOR Shakespeare:
" he says he was a natural wit who
improved his art through diligent practice.
He says his character was as graceful as
his writing, and that anyone who saw him
when he was living cannot help but see

99

him anew while enjoying his works on the
stage. " - Tom Reedy (attempting to
paraphrase Jonson to fit his own
argument)
1

• Reply • Share ›

Tom Reedy cc

•

4 days ago

Uh, Jonson is praising Shakespeare for his
literary merit, not for the year of his birth or
his style (which was out of date by the
time of his death). In this case "peers"
means equal in literary merit, not exact
contemporary careers (Lyly would not
have been included were that so, having
peaked and declined long before Kyd and
Marlowe came upon the scene). Lyly, Kyd,
and Marlowe were all considered the best
playwrights in their times. Even so, Lyly
was born 1554; Kyd 1558, and Marlowe
1564, the same year Shakespeare was
born, so even temporally they could be
considered contemporaries.
2

• Reply • Share ›

cc Tom Reedy

•

4 days ago

Correct (some of it). Jonson is praising
Shakespeare for his literary merit by
comparing his writings to those of his
'PEERS,' who were writing in the same
'YEARS.'
I enjoy the fact that you are all ignoring the
word 'years' in this context.
I'm afraid that Lyly, like Kyd and Marlowe
were all writing in the 1580s. Shakespeare
(according to the Stratfordian mythos) is
clearly the odd one out in this equation.
But if you imagine that Shakespeare was
Oxford, the comparison makes sense.
I don't think their dates of birth are
relevant as you say very cleverly: "Jonson
is praising Shakespeare for his literary
merit, not for the year of his birth"
1

• Reply • Share ›
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frodo cc

•
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4 days ago

Even the word "years" taken as literally as
you want here doesn't make the case
you're saying that it does. Shakespeare is
a peer in the sense of being as important
as Marlowe and Kyd--more important,
really--and because his work appeared at
around the same time as theirs. That's a
fact, unlike your willful and forced reading.
It is *not* complicated.
• Reply • Share ›

cc frodo

•

4 days ago

My meaning is very very simple! It is not
forced at all. I'm afraid you are all going a
bit bonkers over this. Here is the quote
again:
"For if I thought my judgment were of
years,
I should commit thee surely with thy peers,
And tell how far thou didst our Lyly
outshine,
Or sporting Kyd, or Marlowe's mighty
line."
He is saying that he will compare
Shakespeare's works to works written in
the same YEARS as Shakespeare was
writing, thus lumping him with his PEERS.
It's actually so simple I can't believe none
of you understand it.
Also make up your mind as to what you
are arguing. Are you arguing that 'peers'
does not mean writing in the same 'years'
even though Jonson specifies as much?
Or are you arguing that K, L and M actually
were writing in '(more or less)' the same
years as Shakespeare, even though
Shakespeare's career is clearly the odd
one out as he was not writing in the 80s?
You keep switching between the two
arguments. Please pick one.
1

• Reply • Share ›

MDHJohnson frodo

•

4 days ago

Even when considering the years, and
even when compared to Marlowe, Kyd,
and Lyly, Shakespeare is the soul of the
AGE. Only in Oxfordian can that be
Jonson not praising Shakespeare.
1

• Reply • Share ›

cc MDHJohnson

•

4 days ago

Eh...?? Jonson IS praising Shakespeare
the AUTHOR, which he puts in massive
capitals, putting his name (Shakespeare) in
brackets and refusing to praise it. I wonder
why..?
1

• Reply • Share ›

cc frodo

•

4 days ago

I'm sorry, a 'peer' is an 'equal' - Jonson is
saying that Shakespeare is SUPERIOR to
M, K and L in terms of their writing, as you
say 'more important really.' - so he is not
their 'equal.' In what way is Shakespeare
their 'peer' then? Maybe, as Jonson states
they are 'peers' because they were writing
in the same 'years'? Oh wait! That must be
right! It's what Jonson actually says!
"For if I thought my judgment were of
years,
I should commit thee surely with thy peers,
And tell how far thou didst our Lyly
outshine,
Or sporting Kyd, or Marlowe's mighty
line."
1

• Reply • Share ›

Benjamin Hackman cc

•

4 days ago

cc,
You quote this from Emma Smith:
"Shakespeare is memorialized as a figure
from the literary past, rather than its
present."
Precisely! By 1623 Shakespeare WAS "a
figure of the past." He had stopped writing
a decade ago. And his his plays were
already out of fashion.
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So Ms. Smith got it right. Yet you find this
troublesome, so you must twist Jonson's
meaning to fit your pet theory.
Besides, Shakespeare's early career DID
overlap Kyd's and Marlowe's, as Frodo
just pointed out. But they died young while
Shakes kept writing for another 20 years.
And if you think Marlowe was writing in
late 70s, prove it. Ditto Kyd. Lyly, yes, but
he kept writing into 90s (Gallathea, Midas,
Mother Bombie, and The Woman in the
Moon, among others) thus overlapping
early Shakes, too.
cc, you really must keep up so, in hopes
that you'll stop making up so much
effluent, though in most cases I suspect
you're simply recycling, uncritically, the
usual Ox drivel.
3

• Reply • Share ›

cc Benjamin Hackman

•

4 days ago

You have misunderstood both mine and
Emma Smith's point. We are surprised that
Shakespeare's 'peers' who were writing
during the same 'years' as him, were
actually writing in the 1580s, which
contradicts the Stratfordian mythos.
I might start completely misquoting and
misrepresenting everything you all say, like
you do to me. I can see you are having
great fun with it. I never said that Marlowe
was writing in the late 70s, he was writing
in the 80s, like Kid and like Lyly and
UNLIKE the Stratford man. They were all
clearly 80s writers - two of them died in
the early 90s. Shakespeare was
SUPPOSEDLY a writer between 1590 and
1613.
It doesn't look good for the Stratfordian
cause when you have to start arguing that
the word 'outshine' has more of a
'temporal significance' than the word
'year' as Sicinius did earlier.
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Your arguments are weak. Jonson's text
speaks for itself
1

• Reply • Share ›

MDHJohnson frodo

•

5 days ago

This is simply further evidence of the
Oxfordian desperation, shown in their
need to twist words to fit their a priori
assumptions. There is nothing in the
definition of the word "peer" to support the
Oxfordian notion that "peers" must all be
bound together by a chronological
element. The OED [usage 2] simply states
that a peer is "one who takes rank with
another in point of natural gifts or other
qualifications; an equal in any respect."
There is no necessary temporal
component, and so when Jonson cites
Lyly, Kyd and Marlowe as Shakespeare's
peers, he is merely describing them as
equals in being the best of English
playwrights. Mark McGuire and Barry
Bonds are peers of Babe Ruth and Henry
Aaron in the art of hitting homers.
In 1623, when the Folio was published,
Shakespeare was, in fact, a "figure from
the literary past," comparable to other
great playwrights of the past, and there
would have been no purpose in comparing
him to contemporary, and inferior,
playwrights.
4

• Reply • Share ›

cc MDHJohnson

•

4 days ago

I was wondering when you would come up
with this... I was aware of the OED
definition. It is a much better argument
than the one poor frodo is trying to come
up with. However, we all know that it is
extremely strange to call for example Ovid
the 'peer' of Shakespeare when they were
writing in different times. Every instance I
have ever read or heard of this word,
refers to contemporaries - Odd that
Jonson should be the only person to buck
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this trend.
Also Jonson's full sentence goes as
follows:
"For if I thought my judgment were of
years,
I should commit thee surely with thy peers,
And tell how far thou didst our Lyly
outshine,
Or sporting Kyd, or Marlowe's mighty
line."
'years' and 'peers' in the same sentence
make it pretty clear that Jonson is talking
here about contemporary writers of
Shakespeare who were writing at the
same time as Shakespeare was writing.
Unfortunately they were all writing
between the late 70s and early 90s.
Shakspere was SUPPOSEDLY writing
between the early 90s and 1613.
What do you think of the fact that
Shakespeare never used a source first
printed after 1604, and never referred to
any events after this date? Do you think he
had a midlife crisis?
4

• Reply • Share ›

Alexander Waugh frodo

•

4 days ago

frodo - All the dates are given in cc's post.
You fail to explain why Jonson's
'judgement' of Shakespeare's work (which
is 'of years') lists his 'peers' as three
playwrights of the 1580s. Is your
enthusiasm for Stratfordianism hindering
your ability to respond properly?
4

• Reply • Share ›

frodo Alexander Waugh

•

4 days ago

Or you are missing the point.
2
Bob Bows1

•

• Reply • Share ›

5 days ago

One would think that Smithsonian magazine would be interested
in discussing the facts regarding Shakespeare, and not the
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mythology which has nothing behind it.
The author writes: "...the calendar date of his death and birth
(both of which are a little uncertain). Actually, the birth date of
the actual author (that is, the man whose life is detailed
thousands of times in the canon) was April 12, 1550. In 1752,
when England switched from the Julian to Gregorian calendar,
the date was moved up 11 days, to April 23rd.
The author also writes: "Actors John Heminges and Henry
Condell assembled the collection. Actually, the First Folio says
that these plays are published "According to the true original
copies." These copies were in the hands of the author's third
daughter, Susan de Vere, whose husband and brother-in-law,
the Earls of Montgomery and Pembroke, sponsored the
publication.
Just as those that continue to promulgate an unscrupulous
grain dealer and script thief as the author show no regard for
Elizabethan context, so those who continue this ruse (started by
the author and continued by his family out of necessity) work
against the Shake-speare (the pen name as it was originally
written, on the first edition of the sonnets and other pieces of
the canon) legacy.
4

• Reply • Share ›

MDHJohnson Bob Bows1

•

5 days ago

Nonsense. The First Folio was dedicated to the brothers
but there is no evidence that
they had anything whatsoever to do with the production
or sponsorship of the FF. In
fact, there is no evidence at all that the brothers
"backed" the FF, and the actual, physical, documentary
evidence shows that a consortium of men actually
backed the publishing of the Folio. If you would actually
look at the evidence contained in the Folio itswelf you
would see the Colophon to the FF, which states that the
Folio was "Printed at the Charges of W. Jaggard, Ed.
Blount, I. Smithweeke, and W. Aspley, 1623." There isn't
a shred of evidence that Susan de Vere had anything to
do with the Folio, much less that she had the
manuscripts in her possession. You are simply making
things up.
3

• Reply • Share ›

Bob Bows1 MDHJohnson

•

5 days ago

"Making things up." LOL! Let's talk the Stratford

myth versus the Oxford life. As Mark Twain put it:
"So far as anyone knows and can prove,
Shakespeare of Stratford wrote only one poem
during his life. This one is authentic. He did write
that one--a fact which stands undisputed; he
wrote the whole of it; he wrote the whole of it out
of his own head. He commanded that this work of
art be engraved upon his tomb, and he was
obeyed. It abides to this day. This it it:
"Good friend, for Jesus' sake forbear
To dig the dust enclosed here.
Blessed be ye man that spares these stones,
And cursed be he that moves my bones."
"He was probably dead when he wrote it. Still,
this is only conjecture. We have only
circumstantial evidence. Internal evidence."
Moving on to reality, in 1619, W. Jaggard
appealed to Susan de Vere and her husband, the
Earl of Montgomery, to publish the manuscripts.
A few years later, events (the possible marriage of
Prince Charles and its political and religious
implications, including censorship) made the
publication necessary, since the possibility that
the manuscripts would be suppressed after that
was real.
Jaggard's earlier initiative was rewarded.
It's all coming out in the letters and other records
from the time, even first hand corroboration of the
nobleman who was using the pen name William
Shake-speare (among other pen names) to
publish his work.
A number of publications, including the first
edition of The Sonnets, include the hyphen. There
were no Shakespeares on any of the clerk's rolls
in England who hyphenated their name. It's a pen
name. Such was the custom then, particularly
among nobleman, just as the Founding Fathers
used the convention to air their ideas in The
Federalist Papers, to discuss the details of a U.S.
Constitution.
4

• Reply • Share ›
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MDHJohnson Bob Bows1

•

5 days ago

You could have admitted that you just
don't have any evidence.
In reality, the evidence shows that the
plays were in the possession of
the actors in the King's Men, not in the
possession of William
Herbert, Earl of Pembroke and Lord
Chamberlain or his family.
From a record in the Stationer's Company
Court of Assistants Record dated
3 May 1619:
"Upon a letter from the right honorable the
Lord Chamberlain: It is thought
fit and so entered that no plays that his
Majesty's players do play shall be printed
WITHOUT THE CONSENT OF SOME OF
THEM." (Matus,
113)[emphasis supplied]
The order came from the Lord
Chamberlain but the players were the ones
that had to give their consent.
That particular letter has been lost, but we
have a later letter dated
from 1637 from the Lord Chamberlain's
brother, Philip which tells us
what William Herbert had written.
"Whereas complaint was heretofore
presented to my dear brother &
predecessor by his Majesty's servants the
Players, that some of the Company of
Printers and Stationers had procured,
published & printed diverse of their books
of comedies, tragedies, chronicle histories,
and the like, which they had (for the
special service of his Majesty & for their
own use) bought and provided at very
dear & high rates. By means whereof not
only they themselves had much prejudice,
but the
books much corruption to the injury and
disgrace of the authors. And
thereupon the Masters & Wardens of the
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Company of Printers &
Stationers were advised by my brother to
take notice thereof & to take order for the
stay of any further impression of the plays
or interludes of his Majesty's Servants
without their consents." (Matus, pg 114)
The "comedies, tragedies, chronicle
histories, and the like" were the property
of the actors and were in their possession,
and, following the order from the
Chamberlain, it would require the consent
of the actors for the plays to be published.
The rest of what you state is mere
argument by assertion, lacking the first
shred of supporting evidence.
1

• Reply • Share ›

Bob Bows1 MDHJohnson

•

5 days ago

A letter from 1637, stating conditions for
the publication of pilfered scripts is
meaningless relative to this issue.
Copyrights were granted on a case by
case basis at this time.
And no, the rest of what I state is not
argument by assertion.
It seems that those who would take a
functional illiterate and make him the
author of the canon are willing to accept
life at face value. For this, I have no cure
except to say that in Elizabethan England
the literate wrote nothing at face value. So,
when you assume that any mention of the
name Shakespeare (the man from
Stratford did not spell it this way, when he
could spell it at all) means the man from
Stratford, you confuse Shaksper with
Shake-speare.
Perhaps you should familiarize yourselves
with emblem books, since they were
popular among those who could actually
read. Here's an example.
The cover of Minerva Britanna, by Henry
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Peacham, in 1612:
The central engraving features a hidden
man’s hand writing from behind a
theatrical curtain.
The hand behind the curtain writes on the
scroll: “By the mind, I will be seen.” In
Latin, Mente videbor. The hidden hand
appears to be add the letter “i” to videbor;
however there is no Latin word “videbori.”
Yet “videbori” makes a perfect anagram of
the sentence and makes sense of the stray
period between the words. Unscramble
“MENTE VIDEBORI” and one
Latin phrase makes all the pieces of the
puzzle fit together: TIBI NOM. DE
VERE; in English “Thy name is de Vere.”
Peacham knew de Vere’s secret. Years
later, in his book on courtly etiquette, The
Compleat Gentleman, the puzzle master
presented an exhaustive list of the great
Elizabethan poets. At the top of the list is
Edward, earle of Oxford. Nowhere in the
1622 book is Shakspere—who died in
obscurity and was buried anonymously six
years earlier—mentioned. Anderson, pps.
368-369
4

• Reply • Share ›

MDHJohnson Bob Bows1

•

4 days ago

>> A letter from 1637, stating condition for
the publication of pilfered scripts is
meaningless relative to this issue.
Copyrights were granted on a case by
case basis at this time.
Notice the simple denial. The Oxfordian is
unable to deal with the documentary
evidence and simplistically dismisses it.
There were not copyrights granted at the
time.
>> Perhaps you should familiarize
yourselves [sic]
Are you hearing voices.

Perhaps you should familiarize yourself
with the many times the "mente videbori"
argument has been refuted. You should
probably spend a day with Oxfordian Nina
Green's Oxmyths. Here is how she
debunks this nonsense:
MYTH: The phrase 'Menti videbor'
contains sufficient letters to form the
anagram 'Tibi nom de Vere' (i.e., 'thy name
de Vere').
The phrase Mente videbor contains
insufficient letters to form the anagram Tibi
nom de Vere; it lacks an 'i'. According to
Puttenham, Elizabethan rules for
anagrams permitted neither the addition
nor the subtraction of letters.
MYTH: The pen shown on the title page of
Henry Peacham's Minerva Britanna is in
the process of completing an unfinished
letter 'i' after the words 'Mente videbor'.
The word videbor on the title page of
Henry Peacham's Minerva Britanna (1612)
is complete in itself. What appears to be
an 'i' at the end of the word is merely the
quill's point,
MYTH: 'Videbori' and 'videboris' are Latin
words.
Videbori and videboris are not Latin words.
MYTH: Henry Peacham formed anagrams
of the type 'Tibi nom de Vere' (i.e., 'thy
name de Vere').
Those of Peacham's anagrams which are
formed from names habitually feature the
name alone, with no commentary of any
kind.
And here's another of your previous points
debunked:
MYTH: The dedication to Susan de Vere
and Philip Herbert of the anonymous
Arxaio-Ploutos is by the printer William
Jaggard.
The dedication to Susan de Vere and
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Philip Herbert in Arxaio-Ploutos (1619) is
by the anonymous translator of ArxaioPloutos, not by the printer William
Jaggard.
• Reply • Share ›

William Corbett MDHJohnson

•

3 days ago

The dedication in Arxaio-Ploutos says the
author has written something previously
for them, any idea what that may have
been? It might help identify the author?
• Reply • Share ›

MDHJohnson William Corbett

3 days ago

•

No idea, sorry.
• Reply • Share ›

Alexander Waugh Bob Bows1

•

4 days ago

Bob Bows1: I would not trust Mark
Johnson if I were you. He is
dishonourable. He tells lies to support his
arguments.
3

• Reply • Share ›

headlight Alexander Waugh

•

4 days ago

Though he doesn't hallucinate monkey
faces where none exist. He's ahead of
you, in other words.
4

• Reply • Share ›

MDHJohnson headlight

•

4 days ago

And, of course, he is lying when he
accuses me of doing the same.
The really humorous thing is that Wilf the
Monkey Boy doesn't have the cerebral
material to actually refute any of the
arguments that I have made, even though
he has been challenged to do so. His
inability to formulate his own argument in
rebuttal of my arguments may, of course,
be related to the fact that he sees
monkeys where none exist.
1

• Reply • Share ›

cc MDHJohnson

•

4 days ago
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It's ok... I am happy to refute your
arguments for him if you like? If you are
looking for someone to do that. I expect
that Waugh has other things to do and
does not want to deal with someone who
has been dishonest with him on previous
threads and who writes that he is lacking
in 'cerebral material.'
Now, I have already refuted your
'gentleman' argument and your 'Mr'
argument, and your 'actor' argument. I
have refuted your claim that there exists
any contemporary evidence that
Shakspere was the author of the Shakespeare canon. Is there anything else you
would like me to refute?
1

• Reply • Share ›

cc headlight

•

2 days ago

Why do you bring everything back to
monkeys headlight? You are becoming
obsessed. Almost everything you have
posted recently mentions monkeys. Noone else is talking about monkeys. Can't
you see that they are irrelevant to this
conversation? I know you love them, but
can't you keep that private?
• Reply • Share ›

Matt Hutchinson Bob Bows1

+1

•

3 days ago
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1

• Reply • Share ›

MDHJohnson Bob Bows1

•

5 days ago

I appreciate that your argument by appeal
to alleged authority relies on the attribution
skills of Mark Twain, especially since he
also appeared to believe that Milton wrote
Bunyan's 'Pilgrim's Progress' [at least
according to a memo in his private notes].
I'm afraid his credibility in the field is put in
question, and, as to his knowledge
regarding the topic of circumstantial
evidence he was even less of an expert.
Now, instead of proclaiming what you
think the letters and records show, why
don't you produce some actual evidence
to back up your claims. First, why don't
you supply all of the evidence for your
assertion that the known "custom" at the
time was that the employment of a hyphen
showed that a pseudonym was being
used.
2

• Reply • Share ›

headlight Bob Bows1

•

4 days ago

Bob -- can you cite the correspondence
between Jaggard and Montgomery? I

haven't previously seen this important
primary evidence.
• Reply • Share ›

Bob Bows1 headlight

•

4 days ago

Not correspondence, but a published plea.
Jaggard had a record of publishing
pilfered work (The Passionate Pilgrim, in
which 15 of the 20 poems attributed to W.
Shakespeare were by other authors, as
well as The Yorkshire Tragedy and Sir
John Oldcastle (see Mark Anderson,
"'Shakespeare' By Another Name" for the
extended footnote, p. 565), thereby
offending de Vere. So, Jaggard needed to
make nice with Susan de Vere to obtain
the actual manuscripts. He begins the
literary courting with a flowery and
flattering dedication to her, her husband,
and (posthumously) her father in The
Ancient Treasury (quote appears in
Anderson, pp. 371-72 and is further
footnoted on p. 565). In that quote, you
will see a metaphorical reference (an
orchard "abounding in the fairest
fruitages") to the canon. His pleas went
unanswered for a number of years.
Susan's literary talents were extolled by
Anthony Mundy (Michael Brennan, Literary
Patronage of the English Renaissance,
Routledge, 1988; complete footnote,
Anderson, p. 565). As I noted, when the
political situation changed, Susan
changed her mind, not knowing if the
marriage of Prince Charles to the Spanish
Infanta Dona Maria would close the door
to further publication.
• Reply • Share ›

headlight Bob Bows1

•

4 days ago

Hmm. So you only know this from a
secondary source. The interpretation that
Montgomery had the manuscripts is
entirely speculation by Anderson, as is the
interpretation that Jaggard's dedication to
Montogmery is for the purpose of getting
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access to those manuscripts.
Not surprisingly, Anderson fails to publish
the dedication in full, leaving some rather
suspicious ellipses that may hide language
that would give quite a different spin.
Searching Google for "Ancient Treasury"
and Jaggard (as well as Arxaio-Ploutos)
turns up only various Oxfordian
publications -- a tell-tale sign that this is
likely made-up bull.
As others have noted, the plays were the
possession of the company who guarded
them against publication. (If you were
Richard Burbage and the only actor ever
to play Hamlet or Lear on stage, you'd be
careful to maintain control as well.) Susan
had little relationship with her father,
having been pawned off on her
grandfather as an infant and never to live
with him again. The idea that she carefully
preserved his writings and doled them out
to the King's Men is nonsense.
1

• Reply • Share ›

Bob Bows1 headlight

•

4 days ago

No, not secondary sources. I read
Anderson's footnotes. As it turns out and
as one would expect, certain Elizabethan
manuscripts are hard to come by, just as
they were in de Vere's day. The idea that
an unscrupulous grain dealer (even Strats
admit
this:http://www.cnbc.com/id/1006070... and
script thief (see Ben Jonson's "Poet Ape")
would have access to some key source
material is a rather bad joke. Apparently,
you choose to ignore what doesn't fit into
your mythology. Of course, there were
copies of the scripts patched together
from the cue sheets given to the actors,
but these were not the final copies. And
no, Susan did not dole these out to the
King's Men, as you surmise, to shoehorn
half-truths into your mythological timeline,
which is at least 12 years out of whack.
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But then, Strats will murder Elizabethan
context to support their delusions. Susan
and her husband did dole them out a
couple of times before the first folio, so the
story that a few players were trying to
keep these to themselves doesn't fit.
2

• Reply • Share ›

Tom Reedy Bob Bows1

•

4 days ago

> I read Anderson's footnotes.
Some good Oxfordian research there.
1

• Reply • Share ›

Tom Reedy Bob Bows1

•

4 days ago

Do you realize that you're quoting
Anderson to support Anderson's
assertions?
Probably not.
2

• Reply • Share ›

Tom Reedy Bob Bows1

•

4 days ago

> "Making things up." LOL! Let's talk the
Stratford myth versus the Oxford life.
[....]
> Moving on to reality, in 1619, W.
Jaggard appealed to Susan de Vere and
> her husband, the Earl of Montgomery, to
publish the manuscripts. A few
> years later, events (the possible marriage
of Prince Charles and its
> political and religious implications,
including censorship) made the
> publication necessary, since the
possibility that the manuscripts would
> be suppressed after that was real.
No comment necessary.
The best argument against the Oxfordian
fantasy is allowing them to blabber on in
public.
2

• Reply • Share ›
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MDHJohnson

•

5 days ago

There is primary evidence in the historical record from William
Shakspeare's lifetime that shows him
to have been the author of the Shakespeare canon. There are
title pages with his name on them, and the author is named in a
number of records as Mr. William Shakespeare, Gent., [or
variations thereof] the combination of which shows the use of
the honorific [Mr.] and the status identification [Gent.] employed
for those members of early modern English society who had
been granted a coat of arms. The use of the honorific and the
status designation was not recorded with respect to the author
William Shakespeare until after such time as William
Shakespeare of Stratford's father, John Shakespeare, had been
granted a coat of arms – at which time the son, William, was
entitled to be addressed in this very manner. Oxfordians are
adamant that such coincidences are significant – that is, until
such time as the coincidence supports the case for William
Shakespeare of Stratford, at which such time the coincidence is
run through their double standard machine and comes out
meaning nothing – it is part and parcel of their denialism. I
suppose their theory would be that the conspirators hiding the
name of the true author just decided one day that the
pseudonym should be elevated to Mr. Shakespeare, Gent., and
that happy occasion just happened to coincide with the fact that
Will Shakespeare of Stratford became entitled to use of the
same.
Here are just a couple of the records, which would be the
equivalent of what would be termed business records in today's
legal system [meaning that their accuracy may be assumed to
such an extent that, properly authenticated, they may be
admitted into evidence in spite of the rule against hearsay]:
23 August 1600: "Entred for their copies vnder the handes of
the wardens. Twoo bookes. the one called: Muche a Doo about
nothinge. Thother the second parte of the history of kinge henry
the iiijth
with the humors of Sr John ffalstaff: Wrytten by mr Shakespere.
xij d".
26 November 1607: "Entred for their copie under thandes of Sr
George Buck knight & Thwardens A booke called. Mr William
Shakespeare his historye of Kynge Lear as yt was played before
the
kinges maiestie at Whitehall vppon St Stephans night at

Christmas Last by his maiesties servantes playinge vsually at
the globe on the Banksyde vjd".
What is the Oxfordian argument that these records, coincidence
[actually, circumstantial evidence, be damned] should not
qualify as evidence supporting the attribution of the works to the
one William Shakespeare in England at the time who was
entitled to be addressed as Mr. Shakespeare, and was
accorded the status of gentleman? Their argument, if it can
even be called that, goes something like this:
1. There were other people named William Shakespeare at the
time. Seriously...that is one argument put forward by an
Oxfordian. The argument ignores the fact that the records
identify the author of the Shakespeare plays, so whether or not
there was another William Shakespeare living somewhere in
England at the time does nothing to detract from the fact that
the author is identified precisely in the manner that only one
William Shakespeare of Stratford would be entitled to be
addressed. Of course, employing the Oxfordian double
standard, it also attempts to ignore the evidence which shows
without doubt that the same William Shakespeare of Stratford
was an actor in the acting companies which performed the
Shakespeare plays and was a shareholder/householder in the
very theaters where the plays were performed.
2. There was, according to Ms. Stopes, a William Shakespeare
of Hatton who was referred to in one single record [the
baptismal entry for his daughter] as WS, gent. There is no
record of him being referred to as MR. Even if Ms. Stopes was
correct in this matter [some of her claims are questionable], the
William Shakespeare in Hatton would have no relevance at all as
to whether or not the documentary references to the author as
Mr. William Shakespeare, Gent. [and variations thereof] qualify
as evidence specifically and uniquely identifying William
Shakespeare of Stratford as the author William Shakespeare.
3. It is alleged that artisans could be called Master. Of course,
they didn't attain the status of “gentlemen” by being artisans
even if they were quite gifted. As for playwrights being thought
of
as artisans in such a manner, the Oxfordian who promotes this
argument only serves to illustrate his ignorance of the period.
Playwrights for the common stage were regarded by the elite of
society as little more than hacks and their products were mere
“baggage books”. The plays were popular entertainment but
they were not art. That is why, in 1616, Jonson was ridiculed for
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calling his collected plays “Works”. It is true that university
graduates were also addressed as Master [see Marlowe], but
that only reinforces the argument for Shakespeare of Stratford,
as it
highlights the contemporary scene in which university wits
looked down upon the common playwrights such as
Shakespeare. Read the 'Parnassus' plays to get a feel for the
enmity that existed, in that true scholars were forced to
prostitute themselves to write for the public stage, and where
those involved in the theaters were becoming rich off the plays
and climbing the social ladder to the level of the gentry.
Of course, none of this does anything to detract from the fact
that there is contemporary, literary evidence that identifies the
author in just the way that uniquely and specifically fits William
Shakespeare of Stratford. It doesn't fit any other known William
Shakespeare alive in England at the time. And then there are all
those other coincidental premises that fit in the circumstantial
case
which all serve to identify WS, the
actor/shareholder/householder as the author. What does the
Oxfordian have to say about those other coincidences...he says
they are not “relevant” but he never explains how they are not
so.
4. It is alleged that the use of “Mr.” and “Gent.” “could” just be
part of the pseudonym. Right...and oxen could fly. Seriously,
this is the best argument the Oxfordian can muster, such as it is.
5. Ms. Prioce complains that the evidence is not “personal” as if
that somehow renders it null and void as evidence. There is
nothing in the law or in historiography which requires that
evidence must be “personal” for it to be granted evidentiary
value. I suppose that an Oxfordian could argue this point to try
to affect the weight to be given to the evidence, bu this
approach, like all of the previously alleged arguments, does
absolutely nothing to deprive the documents of their essential
nature as evidence. Nor does it affect the inferential process
which reveals them to be evidence for William Shakespeare of
Stratford as the author of the works.
The fact is that these records remain as credible evidence,
contemporary and literary, that the author of the Shakespeare
works is identified, within the document itself, with the William
Shakespeare from Stratford whose father was granted a coat of
arms. There is a logical
inference which can be drawn from the facts [Shakespeare of
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Stratford’s father was granted a coat of arms; certain records
after that grant refer to “MR.” WS, Gent.; that identifies Will
of Stratford as the author] which is supported by these
particular pieces of documentary evidence. There is a logical
process leading from the factual premises to a reasonable
conclusion as to the
ultimate issue in dispute. That is how circumstantial evidence
works. The evidence fits.
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Coat of arms: "Not without merit." LOL. The joke was on
him. This entire entry (above) is filled with straw man
arguments. And then, we're told there is logic to the
reasoning. It is all "fruit of the poisoned tree" (i.e., that
Shaksper = Shake-speare, and that de Vere and family
did not have an interest in hiding behind a HYPEHNATED
pen name).
“In the 16th and 17th centuries, the Golden Age of
pseudonyms, almost every writer used a pseudonym at
some time during his career.” –Literary historians Archer
Taylor and Frederic J. Mosher (referenced in Mark
Anderson, “’Shakespeare’ By Another Name,” xxviii).
Example: Martin Mar-prelate, an anti-Anglican
pamphleteer; Cuthbert Curry-knave, satirist; Tom TellTruth, polemicist.
Thomas Nashe (1592) says “Pierce Penniless” (the
bankrupt “speare”) is the author of Venus and Adonis.
In 1593 (age 43), de Vere ceased publishing under his
own name, the same year that the name William Shakespeare first appears (Venus and Adonis) (Michael
Satchell, “Hunting for good Will,” US News & World
Report, July 31, 2000, pp. 71-72.)
Thereafter, the hyphen begins to appear in publications
of the plays (1598) and poems. Before 1598, all plays
published anonymously.
1592, Thomas Nashe’s acquaintance, “Will Monox” (Will,
mon [my] ox): “… has thou never heard of him and his
great dagger?” The Lord Great Chamberlain of England
bears the sword of state.” First association of de Vere
with Will.
1598, Francis Meres writes in Palladis Tamia, “the best
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for Comedy among us be Edward Earl of Oxford.”
In 1589, George Puttenham writes, “… I know many
notable gentlemen in the Court that have written
commendably, and suppressed it again, or else suffered
it to be published without their own names to it: as if it
were a discredit for a gentleman, to seem learned.”
In 1598, Francis Meres writes in Palladis Tamia:
“Noblemen and Gentlemen of Her Majesty’s own
servants, who have written excellently well as it would
appear if their doings could be found out and made
public with the rest, of which number is first that noble
gentleman Edward Earl of Oxford.”
But I especially love this. You write: "There are title
pages with his name on them." Tautology will get you
nowhere. In one debate that I had with a former head of
the English department at our state university, her first
slide was "Shakespeare wrote Shakespeare." Excellent.
Clearly, Shaksper did not write Shake-speare.
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Another Oxfordian who quite obviously can't deal
with actual evidence. The attentive reader will
note how he descends to simplistic denial and is
unable to actually refute the argument that has
been made.
2
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That's because the historical record is
nothing but "straw man arguments"! He
obviously heard someone use that phrase
at one time and thought he would try it
out.
1
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> 1592, Thomas Nashe’s acquaintance, “Will
Monox” (Will, mon [my] ox): “…
has thou never heard of him and his great
dagger?” The Lord Great
Chamberlain of England bears the sword of
state.” First association of
de Vere with Will.
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Hahaha! Oxfordians are such literalists they can't
even get bawdy jokes!
2
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Literal would be that the dagger is a
dagger, Tom. Perhaps it is you that is
metaphorically challenged. It is the Strats
that take everything literally, starting with
the similarity of their man's name with a
pen name. And of course, you ignored the
connection between Will Monox and de
Vere.
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Exactly...if Nashe had been talking about
Vere he would have been making him the
butt of the joke in that passage.I can just
see Thomas Nashe insinuating that the
great Earl of Oxford has the equivalent of a
squirt gun instead of a real weapon. Such
an attack on his manhood would, I'm sure,
arouse no response from the man who
skewered a cook for no good reason.
Of course,it is also a fact that there was an
actual person at the right time and the
right place who was named Will Monox.
Research
has revealed that there was a Will Monox
who was christened 8 May
1567 in St. Mary Whitechapel, Stepney,
London, England. (Courtesy of
the Mormon Family Search Internet
Genealogy Service.) To quote Rita Lamb
on the subject:
"This is brilliant - he'd be just the right age!
Nicholl has a note on
Monox: "For a very long shot at Will
Monox, there was a George
Monox who owned the Pope's Head
tenements in 1553 (Stow, 'A Survay of
London', II307.) A younger Monox,
growing up round there, might know
the young Thomas Kyd (baptized at St.
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Mary Woolnoth) and the
publishers like Hackett and Wolfe who had
shops at the Pope's Head,
and hence Nashe."
Further research reveals quite a lot about
George Monox:
The Pope's Head was a popular tavern,
not tenements. It was bought in 1517 by
GeorgeMonoux, who was an alderman
and had just served as Lord Mayor. He
never lived there, but leased it out to the
people who actually ran the tavern. In
1537, Monoux granted the Pope's Head
and several
other buildings in the area to his kinsman
Thomas Monoux of
Walthamstowe, Essex, then leased the
properties back from Thomas for
a term of 40 years. Thomas Monoux died
on December 4, 1537, and
left the properties to his eight-year-old son
George. The elder
George Monoux died in 1544 and left his
leases on the Pope's Head and
the other properties to William Monoux of
Walthamstowe, the younger
brother of the George Monoux (still a
minor at the time) who owned
the properties. So for several years, one of
Thomas Monoux's
minor sons, George, was leasing the
Pope's Head and other nearby
properties to his younger brother William. I
don't know whether
this William Monoux is any relation to the
Will Monox in *Strange
News*, or the one baptized in 1567 in St.
Mary Whitechapel.
By the 1540s, the Pope's Head tavern had
changed its name to the
Bishop's Head, presumably because of
anti-Catholic sentiment. It
was being leased at this time by William
Hancock, citizen and
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vintner, who on April 2, 1543 was forced
by the Court of Aldermen to
sign a bond saying he would no longer
allow plays or interludes to be
performed in his house. At the same time,
George Tadlowe was
made to sign a similar bond, and he
leased the White Horse tavern,
directly across Lombard Street from the
Pope's Head/Bishop's Head.
St. Mary Woolnoth (where both taverns
were located) was a sort
of mini-hotbed of theatrical activity in the
mid-16th century. Plays
were still being performed there 23 years
later, in 1566, and
numerous people with theatrical
connections lived there, including
Thomas Kyd.
The George Monoux who owned the
Pope's Head/Bishop's
Head in 1553 was the younger George
Monoux mentioned above, the son
of Thomas Monoux of Walthamstowe. In
1553, now in his 20s and
married, he sold the tavern to William
Hancock, the leaseholder, and
around the same time he sold several of
his other properties in the
area to the people who occupied them. He
was presumably trying
to raise money for some reason, but I'm
not sure what the reason was.
[Dave Kathman]
----Notice the connection to theater folk.
So, just as was the case with Beeston
[Apis Lapis], we
have a real live person named Will Monox
and there is no reason
whatsoever to turn this into some cryptic
reference to the Earl of
Oxford.
1

• Reply • Share ›

125

126

