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The Prosecutor, "Yes, Ma'am, I'm sure he is, but 
could be more specific and describe him more precisely 
for this jury?" 

Her reply, "He really ugly." 

Try as he might, the prosecutor never got a better 
description from her than that. 

It doesn't get any better than this. 

Douglas M. Mansfield 

RELY ON FACTS AND NOT ON CONJECTURES 

December 5, 1994 Morse Johnson 

This will be my third paper on the Shakespeare 
authorship controversy. The last, however, was 10 
years ago and most of the facts tonight were not 
referred to previously. Reference to those who believe 
will. Shakspere of Stratford-on-Avon was the author of 
the works of "William Shakespeare" I called 
"Stratfordians" and call those who do not believe he 
was, "Anti-Stratfordians". 

Will Shakspere 
Earl of Oxford 

1564-1616 
1550-1603 

My letter to the Encyclopedia Britannica: 

The respected works of the immortal authors 
included in GREAT WORKS OF THE WESTERN WORLD are in 
each instance preceded by a biography. Although brief, 
these biographies must be assumed to represent the best 
scholarship then available and only the most useful and 
important biographical materials such as Dante and 
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Chaucer's biographies who lived long before Shakespeare 
and such as Montaige and Cervantes who were his 
contemporaries. However, the biography for "William 
Shakespeare" almost entirely includes only commonplace 
statistics such as birth, death, marriage, parents, 
children, real estate acquisitions and together 21 
conjectures used such as these qualifying phrases: 

"It is probable" 
"seems to have been" 
"appears to have dealt" 
"may have combined" 
"it seems likely" 
"according to one story" 
"seems to have come" 
"one tradition asserts" 
"according to stage 

"seems to have been" 
"There are stories" 
"said to owe" 
"said to have" 
"appears to have been" 
"apparently" 
"seems to have returned" 
"did not imply" 

traditIon" "may have been" 
"presumably obtained" "it is likely" 

"seems to have written" 

Dear Mr. Johnson: 

We do not think it is unscholarly to use 
qualifying or tentative phrasing if the topic merits 
tentativeness, and we have no reason to assume that 
readers have found such a presentation troubling. As 
noted in The Cambridge History of English Literature 
(volume 5, page 166): 

"No biography of Shakespeare deserves any 
confidence has ever been constructed without a large 
infusion of the tell-tale words 'apparently,' 
'probably,' 'there can be little doubt,' and no small 
infusion of the still more tell-tale 'perhaps,' 'it 
would be natural,' 'according to what was usual at the 
time,' and so forth." 

Lars Mahinske 
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Dear Mr. Mahinske: 

"I do not find fault with the multiple "tentative 
phrasing" but I think it is essential to specify a 
sensible explanation for such abundant tentative 
phrases not included in any other biographies. To me, 
the compelled and unique use of such phrases must have 
a significance which orthodox scholarship has not 
explored in depth. To borrow a phrase from a judicial 
opinion, "There are precautions so imperative that even 
their universal disregard will not excuse their 
omission." 

Dear Mr. Johnson: 

"Please excuse my delay in responding to your most 
recent letter regarding the biography of William 
Shakespeare in Volume 26 of the Great Books of the 
Western World. 

You are apparently quite familiar with the basic 
issue at hand (does evidence suggest that "William 
Shakespeare" was a pseudonym?) and we appreciate the 
scholarly fashion in which you present your opinion. 
We must report, however, that the Great Books series 
was published in 1952, and there are at present no 
plans for any future editions. Your comments shall be 
kept in our files in the event that the series is 
redone. Thank you again for tak i ng the time to express 
your opinion." 

Lars Mahinske 

Several years later, I came across the following 
in an early Twentieth Century English book: 

"The paucity of personal literary details about 
Shakespeare upon which we have so much insisted 
has been the issue in modern of literary series' 
wi~h~ut v~lumes on Shakespeare. For example, the 
or1g1nal 1ssue of English Men of Letters included 
Elizabetha~ writers, like Spenser and Sidney, but 
appeared w1thout a volume on the greatest of all. 
In addition to this long list of the Great Writer 
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series is still without a volume on Shakespeare. 
The explanation of all this seems to lie in the 
uncertainty of everything connecting the 
Shakespeare literature with the personality behind 
it; thus exposing such scholarly works as Sir 
Sidney Lee's "Life of William Shakespeare" (1909) 
to criticism on the grounds counterfit character 
of much of the biographical details. 

Whilst then the view of authorship hitherto 
current implies its mysteriousness, those who 
oppose that view postulate thereby an uncertain 
authorship. The whole business is a profound 
mystery." 

On August 14, 1992 I wrote the following letter to 
43 distinguished Stratfordian scholars in 17 states, 
Canada and England: 

Dear Professor: 

"Stratfordian Giles E. Dawson, one-time author of 
books and manuscripts at the Shakespeare Folger 
Library, was sued for libel: 

Berrell v. Dawson, District Court, D.C. (1947). 
In his pre-trial deposition, Dr. Dawson admitted he 
could not refer to a single fact which verified will. 
Shakspere of Stratford as the dramatist "William 
Shakespeare". 

Oxfordian Richard Bentley, one-time President of 
the Chicago Bar Association and Editor of the American 
Bar Association Journal, wrote in the book Shakespeare 
Cross-Examination (American Bar Association 1961): 

"During will Shakspere's entire life ... not one of 
his contemporaries ever referred to him personally 
as a writer. The only reference to "William 
Shakespeare" were to writings with which that name 
was connected and none referred otherwise 
personally to a writer of that name. Shaksper 
lived unknown as a literary man and died 
unnoticed." 
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Impartial Justice Wilberforce presided in In Re 
Hopkins' will Trusts (Chauncery, June 16, 17, July 9, 
1964) All England Reports 46 (1964) the only litigation 
case in which the question of the authorship of the 
works of "William Shakespeare" was directly at issue. 
The Justice found that the Shakespearean authorities 
who testified on behalf of the authorship of will 
Shaksper could not present any fact that will Shakspere 
was identified in any way by any of his contemporaries 
as the dramatist "William Shakespeare". 

As the Editor of the Shakespeare Oxford Society 
Newletter for a forthcoming article I am writing to 
you, and a number of other respected traditional 
Shakespearean scholars, to respond to the following 
request: 

"If there is any fact during Will. Shakspere's 
lifetime which conclusively proves that he was the 
dramatist "William Shakespeare" please 
specifically authenticate it on the enclosed sheet 
and mail in the self-enclosed envelope. If you do 
not respond. I will assume you do not know of any 
such fact. 

I will much appreciate your cooperation." 

As of December 5, 1994, I have only received from 
these three: 

Professor Thomas C. Bishop replied: 

"There are no facts, only interpretations -
fact is produced by the interpretation from a 
set of possible "facts" according with that 
interpreters presumption. Since you presume 
Oxford to be the author, you will tend to 
find "facts" showing his authorship. In 
short your game is a fixed one. Sorry, I'm 
not playing." 
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Professor Thomas Pendelton replied: 

"I decline to respond. 1I 

Professor S. Schoenbaum replied: 

IIThank you for your letter of 14 August. 
Concurrently I am on sick leave ... However, my 
most recent book Shakespeare Lives: New 
Edition (Oxford, 1991) will probably have 
some interest for you." 

I had owned and read Professor Schoenbaum's book 
and there is no documentary fact proving that will. 
Shakspere was the dramatist "william Shakespeare." 

One day in April 1786 two American Diplomats 
stopped for the night in Stratford-on-Avon. They were 
not there on business as emissaries for their infant 
nation but as tourists, to visit the famous Birthplace 
of the Bard of Avon. The two diplomats were John Adams 
and Thomas Jefferson. John Adams made some notes in 
his diary, but he was not impressed by what he saw: 

"There is nothing preserved of this great genius 
which is worth knowing - nothing which might 
inform us what education, what company, what 
accident turned his mind to letters and the drama. 
His name is not even on his gravestone. An ill 
sculptured head is set up by his wife by the side 
of his grave in the church. 1I 

The same decade Adams visited Stratford, the 
Reverend James Wilmot, a fellow of Trinity College, 
Oxford and had become a figure in London's literary 
society . He retired to Warwick, nearby Stratford, and, 
at the invitation of a bookseller, set out in quest of 
information about Will Shakspere in the Stratford 
environs. He learned that Shakspere could neither read 
or write, was, at best, a country clown at the time he 
went to seek his fortune in London and could never have 
had any school learning. wilmot also examined many 
private collections of letters and documents and I 

discovered that none of the local gentry of Shakspere s 
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day seemed to have heard of the great man. His 
conclusion: Will Shakspere did not write the works of 
william Shakespeare. 

In the second half of the 19th century and early 
20th many scholars believed that Francis Bacon not 
Will: Shakspere, wrote the works of Will~am Shakespeare 
but primarily relied on ridiculously d7rlved assumed 
codes and ciphers originally inserted ln the plays, 
poems and sonnets. Other scholars believed that 
Christopher Marlowe, not Will. Shakspere wrote the 
works of William Shakespeare, even though Marlowe died 
before many of Shakespeare's plays and sonnets were 
written. Many other scholars also rejected will. 
Shakspere as the author but were unable to identify an 
authentic author. During that period the orthodox 
Shakespearean scholars assailed all scholars who 
rejected Will. Shakspere as the author, including all 
those who did not authenticate any person, such 
derisive epithets as "morbid psychology", "foolish 
craze", "madhouse chatter", suffering from "epidemic 
disease", "unworthy of serious attention from any but 
professional students of intellectual aberration" and 
the like. Many distinguished men and women of letters 
however, rejected the Stratfordian attribution such a~ 
few of the following: ' 

John Greenleaf Whittier declared: "Whether Bacon 
wrote the wonderful plays or not, I am quite sure 
the man from Stratford neither did or could." 

Th~ great ~t~tesman Lord Palmerston frequently 
sald he ~eJOlced,to have lived to see three things 
- the relnteg~atlon of Italy, the unveiling of the 
mystery of Chlna and Japan, and the explosion of 
the Shakespeare illusions." 

Mark Twain pronounced: "You can trace the life 
histories of the whole of them - the world 
celebrities - , save one - far and away the most 
colossal prodlgy of the entire accumulation _ 
Shak~speare. About this,You can find out nothing. 
Noth~ng. Of even the sllghtest importance. 
Nothlng worth the trouble of stowing away in your 



memory. Nothing even remotely ~nd~cates 
was ever anything more than a dlstlnctly 

" commonplace person ... 
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that he 

Samuel Taylor Coleridge required: "Ask yOul; own 
hearts, ask your own common sense, to con~elve the 
possibility of the author of the Plays,belng the 
anomalous, the wild, the irregular,genlus of our 
criticism. What! are we to have mlracles in 
sport? Does God choose idiots by whom to convey 
divine truth to man?" 

Throughout the latter half of the nineteenth 
century and into the twentieth century, establishment 
scholars, found mainly in the newly formed English 
departments at universities, continued to teach the 
firmly entrenched belief that the man from Stratford 
was the author Shakespeare. Faced with some sixty 
candidates for authorship, the professors and lecturers 
in the universities and their publishers prudently 
stayed with the man from Stratford. In dismissing the 
other candidates, they also dismissed the possibility 
that will. Shakspere might not have been the 
poet/dramatist. To accept that possibility would have 
meant scrapping nearly a century of scholarship. 
Scholarly reputations, careers in academia and even 
their families' livelihoods had been built'on 
traditional Shakespearean scholarship which assumed 
that W~ll Shakspe:e,was the author. Understandably, 
the helrs o~ tradltl0nal Stratfordian scholarship were 
loath to reJec~ or question their inheritance. Wil 
Shakspere remalned on his pedestal. 

The extremes diverged. Stratford ian Bardolat 
held,academia in its grip. Dissenters were going ~if 
on wlld tangents with new candidates for authorship 
almost yearly. Battle lines were drawn. Positions 
became entrenched. Emotions ran high. 

Completely overlooked in the scramble to find the 
;~~~r~~thor was Edward deVere, seventeenth earl of 
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A nobleman in Shakespeare's time who wrote 
literary works for publication would have felt under 
strong social pressure to conceal his authorship by a 
pseudonym. The Stratfordians do not dispute this fact. 
Sir walter Scott, early in the 19th Century, felt 
constrained to publish the waverly novels anonymously 
for 13 years because he considered the writing of 
novels beneath the dignity of his position. Also 
suppose the plays would be seen as commentaries on 
affairs at court by an insider as sardonic and 
mischevious portrayals of highly plac7d figures and as 
intimate relations about the author hlmself unheard of 
on the part of a nobleman - and this is a nobleman with 
the proudest name. The credit for proposing him goes 
to a schoolmaster i n northern England, J. Thomas 
Looney. In 1920 he published "Shakespeare" Identified 
in Edward deVere, the seventeenth Earl of Oxford. 
Looney had taught The Merchant of Venice to class after 
class of students. As a result, he felt he had 
developed a close understanding of the author's mind 
and outlook on life. He also had read widely, 
including books on the authorship question, and was a 
fol~o~e~ of August Comte, the founder of logical 
posltlvlsm, an approach to general problem solving 
using scientific methods. 

Looney was nothing if not methodical. Instead of 
plunging into the records of Shakespeare's 
contemporaries to find a likely suspect, he began by 
assuming for working purposes that the author was 
unknown. He then rerea d all of Shakespeare. Based on 
his study of the poems and plays and of the 
commentaries by Shakespearean scholars, he drew up two 
lists of characteristics that should be found in the 
author of the works of Shakespeare. 

For his profile of the author, Looney first 
identified the general characteristics he thought the 
author should have. These were superior education, 
maturity, recognized genius, intense sensitivity, 
recognized talent for lyric poetry, apparent 
eccentricity, and enthusiasm for the theater. He then 
drew up a list of the more specific characteristics 
that he found the author should have. These included 
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an aristocratic background with feudal connections, 
doubts about women, unprovidence in money mat~ers and 
enthusiasm for Italy, music, and sport, especlally 
falconry. 

He began his search by studying lyric-poets who 
used the stanza form of Shakespeare's Venus and Adonis. 
Not long into his research he came across a poem by 
Edward deVere, seventeenth earl of Oxford, that used 
the same stanza form. 

He then looked up Oxford in standard reference 
books, and he found a match. The Dictionary of 
National Biography's entry on oxford describes him as 
an aristocrat with a violent and perverse temper, 
eccentric taste on dress, recklessness in his waste of 
substances, and genuine taste in music. He was a 
patron of acting companies, and he was a writer who had 
a reputation as one of the best playwrights and 
courtier poets, although no plays survived, and only 
some early poems. Ironically, the biography of Oxford 
had been written by a confirmed Stratfordian who has 
also written the biography of Shakespeare, that is, 
Will. Shakspere, for the Dictionary of National 
Biography. 

"Shakespeare" Identified, published only in 
England until 1949, received slight notice. Academics 
confirmed in their belief in the Stratford man as the ' 
poet/dramatist, noted the author's funny name and 
dismissed his arguments. 

In 1984 Charlton Ogburn relaunched the campaign to 
have Oxford recognized as the man behind the name 
Shakespeare. His major work: The Mysterious William 
Shakespeare, The Myth and the Reality. 

The noted historian David McCullough wrote this 
Foreward: 

"I first hear Charlton Ogburn talk about the 
mystery of William Shakespeare. Of his interest 
of Shakespeare I knew nothing. He was absolutely 
spellbinding ... Now comes The Mysterious William 
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Shakespeare and this brilliant, powerful book is a 
major event for everyone who c~res about, 
Shakespeare. The scholarship 1S surpass1~g 
brave, original, full of sur~rise~ - an~ 1n the 
hands of so gifted a writer ~t fa~r~y l~ghts up 
the sky. Looking back on that even~ng yea~s ~go, 
I feel as if I had been witness to the beg~nn~ngs 
of a literary landmark. Nothing comp~rable has 
ever been published. Anyone who cons1ders the 
Shakespeare controversy silly or a,lot of ~ld, 
stuff is in for a particular surpr1se. Th1S,1S 
scholarsly detective wor~ at its m~st ab~orb1ng. 
More it is close analys1s by a wr1ter w~th a rare 
sens~ of humanity. The strange, difficult, 
contradictory man who emerges as the real 
Shakespeare. Edward deVere, the 17th Earl of 
Oxford, is not just plausible but fascinating and 
wholly believable. It is hard to imagine anyone 
who reads the book with an open mind ever seeing 
Shakespeare or his works in the same way again. 
That Charlton Ogburn persisted and succeeded in so 
monumental a task, all alone, without 
institutional backing, without the support of 
blessing of academia, makes the accomplishment all 
the more extraordinary." 

The debate continued on the margins of Shakespeare 
textual studies. Conventional scholarship produced 
thousands of books and articles, all based on the 
assumption that Will Shakspere was the author. 
Biographers embellished the story of the Stratford man 
shaping the story and becoming even more assured in ' 
their accounts of life. The introductions to 
Shakespeare's works invariably summarized their work. 
Only occasionally did a Shakespeare professor comment 
on the authorship controversy, and then usually to 
dismiss it. 

The result thereof is revealed by these three 
examples: 
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Dear Mr. Ogburn: 

I have read your book The Mysterious William 
Shakespeare. It is brilliant, informative and. . 
ma rvelously written, a joy to read. Never aga1n w111 I 
think the Stratford man wrote the works of Shakespeare. 

I am the person who was interviewed in Palm 
Be ach's "Shiny Sheet" refuting the premise of the 
Ox ford Shakespeare society. My viewpoint was totally 
normal, given by biased and dishonest establishment 
education. I read Shakespeare's plays for four years 
o f high school, and also in college for a BA in French. 
I have a Masters in English, and a Ph.D. in comparative 
Li terature, which includes a course of scholarly 
me thods of Renaissance Research (with Prof. William 
Ri ngler at the University of Chicago) that concentrated 
on texual analysis of the First Folio edition. 

Never in all my years of English courses was I 
e xposed to these contrarian views. Whenever the 
subject of an alternative to Shakespeare's authorship 
o f the works came up, all my professors in all my 
d i fferent schools declared the idea to be hog wash. 

Let's face it, academic freedom is a joke. My 
e xperience in academia necessarily taught me that 
speech is tightly regulated in the university, but I 
a l ways thought the totalitarianism was confined to 
political matters. I never dreamed that the lies, 
cover-ups and exclusions extended to the teaching of 
1 6th c. literature. It is a crime that the 
e s tablishment can so mislead its trusting students. 
You have done a real service to scholarship in general 
by exposing the workings of the groves of academe. 

I am currently writing about st. Teresa of Avila 
(1 515-1582) and she is extremely well documented, 450 
of her letters survive, scores of letters written by 
luminaries of her day to her survive, and scores of her 
contemporaries left written accounts of her life 
(thanks to the legalistic canonization proceedings). A 
biography written by one of the foremost scholars of 
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the day, was published 10 years after her death. How 
this contrasts with Shakespeare! 

Thank you for writing a wonderful, entertaining 
and important book which has taught me facts and 
probabilities I should have known in high school, and 
has provided me with endless conversational material. 

Sylvia S. Genske 

Dear Mr. Ogburn: 

I have just read your absolutely masterful and 
convincing book proving beyond the shadow of a doubt, 
to my way of thinking, that the Shakespeare of 
Stratford did not write the works attributed to him. 

I would never have known of your book, had it not 
been for a column in the Richmond News Leader - by M.J. 
Sobran, I believe - asserting flatly that you have 
proved your case. It is astounding to me that your 
book has not been widely reviewed .... ls this explicable 
on the basis that the academic Camora [Italian criminal 
association, grew all-powerful through intimidation has 
intimidated the media?] I find that hard to believe, 
and yet I can think of no other explanation. 

The late Louis B. Wright [one-time Director of the 
Folger Library] was a good friend of mine and I am 
appalled at the methods that he used to squelch all 
dissenters. I never discussed the matter with him, and 
truth to tell, I never doubted that Shakespeare wrote 
Shakespeare's plays until I read your book. Louis 
Wright was such a charming fellow when discussing other 
matters that I have difficulty taking in his bigotry in 
this matter, and his unpardonable sneers at all 
dissenters to Holy Writ, as he saw it. His attitude 
was, however, exactly in line with that of the 
Harvardians who almost came down with apoplexy when the 
Harvard Magazine dared to publish your article. A 
comment, that on, "academic freedom!" 

Virginius Dabney 



Dear Anatole Broyard: 

In your book review in the New York Times of 
William Shakespeare A Documentary Life (1975) by 
Professor S. Schoenbaum you wrote: 

" ... Ben Jonson's eulogy on the occasion of 
Shakespeare's death ... " 
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It is an undisputed fact that Ben Jonson did not 
pronounce any eulogy on that occasion, nor as far as 
any records are available did anyone else. will 
Shakspere of Stratford-on-Avon died apparently 
unr ecognized and unsung, despite the great popularity 
of the plays which had been before his death frequently 
performed for royalty, nObility and commoner. Your 
rev iew also refers to Jonson and Shakespeare as 
"fr iends". Again, there is no evidence whatsoever 
wh i ch corroborates this and the only extant evidence on 
the point squarely refutes it: Ben Jonson in 1619 (6 
yea rs after Will. Shakspere's death) listed the great 
men he had personal l y known and the name of William 
Sha kespeare is not on the list - this despite the fact 
tha t several years later in the Firs t Folio Jonson sung 
of Shakespeare as Star of Poets and Soul of the Age. 

I am sending a copy of this letter to Professor 
Sch oenbaum with the invitation to r e fute any fact which 
I h ave identified. If he has not a l ready called your 
att ention to the incorrect reference to Jonson's 
al l eged eulogy, it seems fair to po i nt out that you and 
he have deceitfully resorted to one of the ways the 
Str atfordian attribution has flouri s hed. It is obvious 
tha t readers of your review would deride any person who 
concludes that Will. Shakspere did not write the works 
of "william Shakespe are". 

A decisive epigram in wi ts Recreation of 1640 
whi ch all Stratford ian biographers have understandably 
never published: 
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To Mr. William Shake-speare 

Shakespeare, we must be silent in they praise, 
Cause our encomiums will but blast thy bays 
Which envy could not, that thou didst s~ well; 
Let thine own histories prove thy Chron1cle. 

CATHLEEN Ni HOULIHAN 

December 12, 1994 Robert Smith 

My paper tonight is the third of a Trilogy, 
Three writers all Irish, I make no apology! 
Samuel Becket the first, then James Joyce and now 
Yeats, 
Whom those unpredictable Irish Literary Fates 
Determined should produce in a short period span 
Some remarkable work as only geniuses can. 
Samuel Becket left Ireland wrote "Waiting for Godot; 
In Paris changed drama with tramps "Didi" and "Gogo", 
James Joyce left Ireland wrote "Ulysses" and 
"Finnegan", 
Changed language forever made English "beginagen". 
Samuel Becket, James Joyce, fled the land of their 
birth 
Needed freedom among people who valued their worth 
William Butler Yeats remained, his Irishness held fast 
Ireland's pride reawakened, glorified its past. 

Poetry, just words at play! 
Rhythm, sound and meaning fusing, 
MaY , be sad may be amusing, 
Cholce of words and their alignment 
Makes for coarseness or refinement 
May be subtle or ethereal ' , 
May be made of dull material , 
May send to sleep, may stir the mind 
May move the heart, may rouse mankind. 

Poetry just words at play? 




