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he were to adopt any theory upon the subject, it 

‘would rather be physiological and pathological 

-

 We could be forgiven for thinking that 

-

but there is still three centuries-worth of aca-

demic mud passing as scholarship to be washed 

away.
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Hen-
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Shakespeare and his Authors : Critical Per-

spectives on the Authorship Question

Ed: William Leahy

thorship Studies course at the University. In this 

book of essays he provides, for an academic wish

says is to be a corrective to the academic silence. 

all of the properties of an area of knowledge that 

should generate academic research, analysis and 

argumentation’. 

 In parenthesis, my gloss on Greene’s 

Shakespeare, who is not known to have had any 

cultural aspirations.

ing, may well seem to have been overtaken by 

Shapiro’s Contested Will: subsequent readings 

show that even those essays from ostensibly ‘or

those who can follow the recondite investigations 

wyth University) repeats his triumph in The Truth 

Will Out

some of his deductions: the author’s traumas, 

of any weight, he puts at the same date to comply 

that year and Neville’s consequential incarcera

play, rather than any reference to the Bermuda 

ysis of the reasons for the ‘iron wall’ of hostility 
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ries were and are egregious, and (at the very least) 

border on the crackpot, frequently entailing secret 

autobiographical references throughout the plays 

miss out of hand academically trained, obviously 

are university academics.’ Rubinstein’s fear is of 

have appeared in the last seven, years preceded 

by a great many others, and none add anything of 

To Stanley Wells, as well as to Jonathan Bate and 

are ‘a psychological aberration of considerable 

interest’ and on a level with holocaust denial and 

‘intelligent design’. These authors with their lit

erary intelligence are allowed to have free play 

with their baseless imaginative maunderings, con

piece of research like that of Noemi Magri on 

‘Shakespeare’s’ knowledge of Italy’ in -

ford

whose immaculate English is of a standard to 

which we should all aspire. She brings her profes

more than that at the command of the author of 

the ‘psychological aberration’ comment above, I 

theorists, and the Stratfordians as stupid, by their 

opponents. 

crat cosmopolitan is also an obstacle to the aver

age English person’s conception that there might 

enhanced by the mud thrown up in the strivings 

et al, on 

stein above.

with Mark Rylance and Dominic Dromgoole, suc

ians these are of limited interest since Rylance is 

a Baconian and Dromgoole a Stratfordian. Both 

against which Bill Rubinstein inveighs, because if 

they are allowed to occupy too much of our space, 

they tar us with their deviations from sober, well 

evidenced analysis.

 This book, then, is a valuable snapshot of 

highest crampon up on the mountain of doubt, and 

from that point the climber can only make further 

more dramatic developments in the light of Sha

piro’s concessions and manifest absurdities, but 

those who do not wish to hold their breath will 

question as it stands, as we have been waiting for. 

troduction and essay, and for his selection of the 

other contributions 

     R.M.

Death 
in 
Venice ...

death in Strat-
ford ...

are they 
linked?
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