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OTHELLO 
laid out on the page opposite the text to which they 

of obscure (to modern readers) words and usages, 
many references which can be understood to indi-

(I.3.ll 174-176) echoes the common London gos-

thrown, at Oxford. 

to Brabantio I.3.l 286) is noted as a pun on Vere/fair 
which reinforces the Brabantio/Burghley parallel, 
and his relationship to Oxford.    

cash to fund his travels.

scented gloves to the Queen on his return from Italy. 
Handkerchiefs were luxury items used only in high 
society.

the editors, one each on Military knowledge exhibit-

is perhaps overstated), on the knowledge of Music, 

-

the Mediterranean during May to September 1575 
when his whereabouts are undocumented. 

orthodox Shakespearean studies amongst a prepon-
derance of Oxfordian materials. 

-

(A Moor’s Masque 
with Oxford in one of the roles), revised during the 

produced in America which so far includes nine other 
plays, takes as its starting-point the proposition that 
Edward de Vere was the dramatist, and it examines 
the play in the context of his life as ward-of-court, 
courtier, poet, dramatist and leading aristocrat in the 
Elizabethan court. 
 It includes a Preface, and an Overview with 

Othello itself includes a 

-

 Brabantio is arguably a caricature of Burgh-
ley (c.f. Polonius) and his hostility to Othello as his 
son-in-law hints at the stormy relationship between 
Oxford and his father-in-law.

commedia dell’arte 
is apparent in the play but it was virtually unknown in 
England after the 1570s, when William of Stratford was 

the comedy in Othello

66 on is an example.

commedia -

and Emilia also conform to commedia stock parts. 

involvement in the political and diplomatic relations 
of England with the Ottoman Empire.
 Iago and Rodrigo, the arch-villain and his 

-
my, of which Oxford was well aware.
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of The Mawe
with 1584-1604, the conclusion in the chapter on 
Othello (by Noemi Magri) in Dating Shakespeare’s 
Plays.

-

very strong hypothesis that Oxford was the author, to 
demonstrate the effect that this has on our view of the 

-
nating themes of Reputation, Shame and Jealousy  are 
brought out well, and demonstrate how much the ac-
knowledgment of a credible author with a substantial 
well-documented life story can add to appreciation of 
the play and  its impact on an audience. I would rec-
ommend it as the standard edition for any committed 
Oxfordian, for those who are interested but uncon-
vinced, and perhaps more especially for teachers who 

of Othello.

  z  z  z  z  z  z  z  z  z

the art of making documents speak. Reading is not 
as easy a skill as it seems: Detobel indeed teaches 
us to read anew.
 In the introduction he promises thoroughly 
to examine key documents and place them in their 
right historical context, something previous schol-
ars have failed to do, doubtless with disastrous re-
sults – his unbiased approach to the task, however, 
is outstanding.
 The book is in three parts. A proper read-
ing of the ‘lifeless’ documents results in his dem-
onstrating that de Vere is Shakespeare. 
 The dedication to the Herbert brothers and 
the epistle ‘To the Great Variety of Readers’ in the 

lengths to stress a difference most readers might 
simply overlook. The author was dead and the au-
thor could not edit his own works. However, the 
two statements are not correlated. Minute as the 

wide-reaching are the consequences for the author-

was prevented by death from the right to ‘oversee’ 
his work, whereas the dedication states that he had 
no chance ‘to execute’ his own writings, adding that 
this was ‘common with some’. 
 Both terms are borrowed from testamen-
tary terminology. The overseer was appointed by 

carrying-out of the will from the background. This 
is what Shakespeare was doing as an overseer be-
tween 1598 and 1604. In 1604 he was deprived of 
that right. But even between 1598 and 1604 the au-
thor Shakespeare did not publicly assume the role 
of author, that is, he wrote neither dedications nor 
epistles to the readers, nor were the works accompa-
nied by encomia. It was not death that deprived him 
of the right to ‘execute’. The fate of not being in a 
position to ‘execute’ his own works, was the fate of 
the aristocratic writer. And so the apposition ‘com-
mon with some’ becomes clear. To execute their 
own works was common for ‘commoners’ but not 
for aristocrats. Thus these two very small bits of in-

was an aristocrat or courtier who died in 1604. It 
is hardly surprising that no noteworthy attempt has 
been undertaken by orthodox scholars to elucidate 
the meaning of the prefaces. 

-
ceed with a close reading of the registers of the 
Stationers’ Company between 1595 and 1623. It 

what scholars had been unable to explain up to now: 
what does the entry about Shakespeare’s Merchant 
of Venice on 22 July 1598 mean? 
 This is a memorandum to the successive 
wardens (they were yearly elected anew) of the com-
pany that no other stationer could claim the print-
ing of one issue even when the person who held the 
copy, James Roberts, was waiting a very long time 
before publishing the play — which, indeed, is what 
Roberts was doing. But this prohibition could take 
effect on only one condition: the author had to ex-

Chamberlain, making the publication conditional 
upon his permission or licence, was the author. Who 
is this Lord Chamberlain? In 1598 there were only 
two candidates: Lord Hunsdon, Chamberlain of Her 
Majesty’s House, as was his full title, or the Earl of 
Oxford, Lord Great (or High) Chamberlain of Eng-
land. Hunsdon is of course an unlikely candidate. 
 The second part mainly deals with the let-
ter in Greene’s Groatsworth of Wit and Chettle’s 


