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REVIEWS 

The Famous Victories of Henry the Fifth: An 
Early Play by the Real Shakespeare, Edward de 
Vere, seventeenth Earl of Oxford  

Introduced and edited by Ramon Jiménez 

De Vere Shakespeare Publications, Berkeley, CA (2022) 

Review by Richard Malim 

Ramon Jiménez is one of the major Oxfordian 

scholars of our generation, distinguished for his many 

contributions and for his indispensable Shakespeare’s 

Apprenticeship – Identifying the Real Playwright’s Earliest 

Works (McFarland 2018). 

The first two portions of The Famous Victories are devoted to a survey of the 

Shakespeare Authorship Question and to Edward de Vere, seventeenth Earl of 

Oxford as claimant to authorship, in which he presents our incontrovertible case 

and the destruction of the ‘orthodox’ contentions for one William Shaksper of 

Stratford-upon-Avon and the works of his countless propagandists. When the 

case for Oxford is accepted then it is only a question of time before ‘all the 

biographies of the Stratford man, and at least one of Oxford1 will become 

comical literary curiositie’. I was elsewhere less dismissive, suggesting that both 

the biographies and the critiques with them will become collectors’ pieces. 

The purpose of the two portions is presumably twofold. First all Oxfordians 

need to have a succinct thirty-page summary to rely on and to prevent wild 

surmises infiltrating (and thereby weakening) the cast-iron case, and this book is 

as good a presentation as can be found. Our good friend Alexander Waugh 

https://deveresociety.co.uk/authorship-question-explained/ and others have indicated 

that the 1630 Book of Jests and the report of a 1634 visit of ‘Lieutenant 

Hammond’ (inverted commas, as he is completely otherwise untraceable) to the 

monument in Stratford Church (coupled with a reference to an old Mr Coombs 

who cannot be matched to any contemporary inhabitant), which appear to be 
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efforts by a subsequent generation to give some substance of local authority to 

‘orthodox’ contentions. Our author seems to take these at face value (8–9) but 

surely conclusive is the report of Leonard Digges in 1632, writing to his 

Cambridge room-mate while on a visit to a friend in a near-by village, ‘I could 

write you mad relations of the town of Stratford, where I was last week, but they 

are too tedious.’ And he records no visit to the monument there, put up 

apparently to honour the writer, but he writes in the Preface to the 1623 folio: 

   Shake-speare, at length thy pious fellows give (Hemmings and Condell) 
      The world thy works, the works by which outlive 
      Thy tombe thy name must: when the stone is rent (Oxford is ‘resurrected’) 

      And time dissolves thy Stratford moniment2 (The local versions of                                                                                  
      Here we alive shall view thee still       his career) 

– curtains for the two pieces of ‘evidence’ mentioned.  

The second purpose is to introduce the Authorship Question to that large 

body of students and others who wish to study Shakespeare at university and/or 

privately, to shake their tutors’ convictions, and endeavour to impede them from 

adopting 400 years of nonsense ‘criticism’. 

The next portion of the book is devoted to the play, to its production, critical 

reception and its dating. I do not think any ‘orthodox’ critic would judge much 

wrong with our assessment of the 1560s of its date, save for the reference to 

Stow’s Chronicles referred to below. The crudity and juvenilia criticisms ought to 

receive reassessment in the light of the play’s clear relationship to the canonical   

1 Henry IV, 2 Henry IV and Henry V. It does seem possible that Oxford met 

Ronsard if he was in Paris then, because no one can identify any other specific 

Englishman exemplified in these verses of his written in 1565: 

   Bien tost verra La Tamise superbe … 
   Que meint Poëte et la troupe celeste 
  Des Muses soeurs y feront quelque jour 
   Laissant Parnasse, un gracieux sejour, 
  Pour envoyer aux nations estranges 
   Des Roys Anglois les fameuse louanges Le Bocage Royale 1565 345, 350–43 

The remainder of the book is the text with comments. I can find this a worthy 

competitor to the only critique, produced by Seymour Pitcher, an ‘orthodox’ 
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scholar, who notwithstanding the juvenile crudities nevertheless contended that 

this play was an early c.1586 effort by William Shaksper:4 but as I am not a 

trained literary critic I cannot add much.  

There is, however, one passage which needs consideration, this reference by 

the Clerk of the Court: 

Why then, Cutbert Cutter, I indict thee by the name Cutbert Cutter, for 
robbing a poor carrier the twentieth day of May last past, in the fourteenth 
year of the reign of our sovereign Lord, King Henry the Fourth, for setting 
upon a poor carrier upon Gads Hill in Kent …       Scene 4, line 20–25 (89) 

A robbery at Gad’s Hill makes its expanded appearance in 1 Henry IV Act II, and 

attracts mentions in 2 Henry IV and in Arden of Feversham (V.iv.), where Black Will 

(one of the two hired murderers, the other being George Shakebag; names which 

conjure up other associations) confesses his guilt.  

The date is even more interesting. While our author points out that it is an 

impossible date as Henry IV died in March of the 14th year of his reign, but it 

does provide a piece of ‘jury-appeal’ evidence, in that 20th May 1573 is in the 

14th year of Queen Elizabeth’s reign. On the following day, Oxford’s men 

robbed the Queen’s messengers at Gad’s Hill (Ward 905) and no doubt Oxford 

put the date into the play to alert the reader to his association with it (one day 

wrong, to provide some specious cover?). The best Pitcher can say, for the 

‘orthodox’ view, is ‘Since the text is consequently erroneous [the one-day wrong 

error], Ward feels free to postulate an arbitrary reference to an Elizabethan event 

(73). I would substitute ‘entirely logical’ for ‘arbitrary’, but I am not a literary 

critic. He points out that the incident is recorded in Stow’s Chronicles 1580; it is 

‘almost certain that [this] was the dramatist’s source’ (72). Of course, it does not 

occur to him, hamstrung by the ‘orthodox’ dating scheme, that Stow is writing 

after the event, not providing a source for the play.6 

Jiménez’s book should have pride of place in any Oxfordian library as it 

provides an essential critique of the writer’s life and claim to authorship, both of 

the play and of the corpus of ‘Shakespeare’ history plays. 
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End notes 

1. Alan H. Nelson, Monstrous Adversary. Liverpool U. P. (2003). No connection to the
play is shown.

2. S. Wells and G. Taylor, The Oxford Shakespeare Complete Works (Oxford U.P. 2nd edn.
2005 lxxii) ‘correct’ the word to ‘monument’; likewise to Jonson’s Ode ibid. lxxi 22.
The ‘corrections’ in later Folios are passed over, and the whole is totally ignored in
their William Shakespeare – A Textual Companion 1997 reprint (Norton: New York
1997). The 1632 letter is referenced British Museum Lansdowne manuscript. 841ff
29,30.

3. Richard Malim, Great Oxford (Parapress 2004) 16ff (with translation).

4. Seymour Pitcher, The Case for Shakespeare’s Authorship of “The Famous Victories”
(Redman, London 1962).

5. Bernard M. Ward, The Seventeenth Earl of Oxford 1550–1604 From Contemporary
Documents (John Murray, London 1928).

6. There are decent parallel cases for saying that Holinshed 1st edition 1577 is sourced
in part from Arden of Feversham, and the 2nd edition 1587 from the canonical history
plays.
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