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Read not to contradict and tc confute
Nor to belleve and take for granted;
Nor to find talk and discourse

But to weligh and consider.

~=-51ir Prancis Bacon
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY

The question of the authorship of the plays, poems,
and sonnets traditionally attributed to the pen of Willlam
Shakespeare of Stratford-on-Avon has ﬁbw been before the
public for over one hundred years. Many of the most noted
poets, playwrights, and nobles of the sixteenth and seven-
teenth centuries have been assigned the authorship of these
works, This controversy can be compared to the controversy
over Homer's authorship. In 1795, Friederick Augustus Wolf
proposed that Homer did not write The Illad and The Odyssey.
By 1900, Wolf had been disproven, but the question was one
of great importance when it was first 1ntroduced.1 The
anti-Shakespearéan contention has never actually been proven
or disproven, and it remains important in the field of English
literature. However, from the time the question first came
before the public in 1856 until this study was first begun,

no extensive and readily available history of the subject

nad been written.

I. THE PROBLEM

Statement of the problem. It is the purpose of this
study to make & historical survey of the major theorles of

lJOhn Fiske, "Forty Years of Bacon-Shakespeare Folly,"

A Century of Science and Other Essays (Boston: Houghton,
Mifflin and Company, 1899), pp. 351-55.
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the controversy and put them under one cover., A further pur-

pose 1s to evaluate them wherever necesssary, although many of

the theories refute themselves,

Importance of the study. Such & study can be justi-
fled when the growith of the controversy is considered, There
are no longer only a few isolated theories; over four thou-
sand books and articles on the subject have been written in
six languages. This literature has advanced over fifteen
contenders for the authorship, numerous group theories, and
several theories that the chosen contender was the author of
nearly all the literary work of the sixteenth and seventeenth
centuries. Fellowships and societies supporting one or the
other of the contenders have been founded in most of the
major cities of the'Unifed States; England, and Germany, and
each of these groups has its own publication, Newspdpers and
magazines report when something new is attempted or discoverad.

with all this attention being paid to the subject, a historical
survey seems pertinent,

There have been

In 1884 in Cin-

What has been done on the problem.,

sone attempts to catalogue the theorles.
cinneti, W, H., Wyman published his Bibliography of the Bacon-

Shakegpeare gogtroversz,z This bibliography listed two

2W. H. Wyman, The Bibliography of the_BacaneShakesgeagg
Controversy (Cincimmati: Cox and Company, 1884) .




3

hundred and twenty-five books and articles dealing with the
suﬁ:ect.3 It is interesting to coupare this with the work
of the late Joseph S. Galland of Northwestern University.
Just before his death in 1947, Professor Galland completed
2 bibliography of the controversy which he called Digesta
Anti-Shakespeareana: An ﬁistorical_ggg Analytical Bibliog-

raphy of the Shakespeare Authorship and Identity Controversies.
This bibliography contained more than fifteen hundred pages

in manuscript form, and no one could afford to publish 1t,
By comparing these two works, it is easlly seen that there
has been a-tremendous growth in the controversy in just
slxty-three years.

Historical surveys or listings of the theorles have
been limita@. Some literary histories give a minimum of
space to the subject while many others do not even mention
it. Many of the books which present contenders for the
authorship outline a brief history of the controversy, but
such accounts are usually qulite limited in scope.

It would be well to mention here a book released in

the fall of 1958 by the University of California Press., It

ts titled The Poacher from Stratford and was written Dby

Frank W. Wadsworth. This book purports to cover the same

37, M. Robertson, "William Shakespeare: The Bacon-

Shakespeare Theory," Encyclopaedia Britannice (1957 ed.},
XX. M?"uav

J“william F. Priedman and Elizabeth S. Friedman, The

Shakespearean Ciphers Examined (Cambridge: The University
Press, 1957, p. 5.
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subject as this study. The author of this study has worked
independently without knowledge of Mr, Wadsworthts regearch

and has never seen his book.

Limitations of the study. There are many limitations
and difficulties in a study such as this,

Because of the great mass of literature on the con-
troversy, 1t would be impossible to cover it all in a
Master's thesis,., Therefore, only the most lmportant and the
most interesting theories and presentations can be discussed,

Another limitation is in the amount of original work.
Of necessity, most of the material in this study has been
taken from other works, Every mention of & theory or back-
ing of a theory has been entered on & chronologleal chart,
from which this study was written. If the book mentioned was
avallable, it was read and notes were taken; if the book was
not avallable but was described, notes were taken, with
credit given to the author of the discussion, The original
work involved in this study, then, was the compilation of
the chronological chart, and the gathering together, under
one cover, of the data which were found in bits and pleces
under many COvVers.

Still another limitation was in the availlability of
material. Many of the older works were no longer obtaimable.

Much of the data on them had to be gathered from such sources

as magazine and boock reviews apd from rem&rks in books by
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other authors. Many of the books were in French and Gersan
E ’

and these works were not usually avalladle in this country
II. DEFINITIONS OF TERMS USED

The authorship controversy has gained enough impore
tance to have its own vocabulary, The words listed below
are in the everyday language of the people who are i{nvolved

on - either side of the controversy.

Anti-Shakespearean. The term "antl-Shakespaarean® 1s

used to designate all those who oppose the idea that Shake-

speare wrote the words credited to him., The tera ®"antl=-

Shakespearean® ‘is interchangeable with the term *antie

Stratfordian.*

The advocates of the theory that Sir

Baconian.
Alane,

Francis Bacon, first Baron Verulam and Viscount 5€.

was the author of the Shakespeare works are called

The biliteral cipher. The piliteral cipher of 5i1r

Franels Bacon has played an important part 1
his cipher 1n his De Augrzentls

*prcve’

n the contro-

versy. Bacon detalled t
have been using 1t =9

Scientiarum, and the Baconians | .
The dicticraries

: ks.
his authorship of the Shakespeare works
"pelng composed by two 1
n's cipher. He desigrned At in

es of printed books.

etters,® ard
define "biliteral® as

this is the principle of Baco

a
order to conceal messages in the pag

*faconians.”®
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5 had to

The printer had to use. twe type faces, and the fonts
differ, but so slightly that the casual reader could not
notice., The alphabet for the biliteral cipher 1s as follows:

A - asaaa G - aabba N - abbaa T =~ baaba
B ~ aasab H .- aabbb 0 - abbab UV - baabb
T ~ aaabs I=-J - abaaa P - abbba W -~ babaa
D -~ azabdbb K - abaab Q - abbbb X = babab
E - aabaa L - ababa R - basaa Y -~ babba
F - aabab M - ababb S = bazaab Z = babbb

In the enciphering (printing)the A's are represented
by light face letters; B's are represented by bolda face let-
ters, The first five letters of a text such as "Sllence is
the virtue of fools™ will give the first plain-text letter,
the next five letters, the second plain-text letter, and so
on. A twenty-five letter cipher text (see below) will
encipher only five plain-text lettersz, The cipher message
must be divided into five-letter groups and the A-B letters
are placed under them according to type face {(bold faced

letters are indicated by underlining):

CIPHER: SILEN CEIST HEUIR TUEQOF FOOLS
KEY: aaaab aaaaa aaaba abbab abbab

The key is then turned into the plain-text by use of the

alphabet:
KEY: aaaab aaasg asaba abbab abbaa
MESSAGE: B A c 0 N

5-A font 18 an assortment of type of one size and style,
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The line was written by Sir Francis Bacon and the plain-text

message proves it,

Controversy. The term *controversy® will be used
throughout the study to deslignate the whole field of argu-
ment for and against the authorship of Shakespeare, The
word "controversy® fits not only the general question of the
authorship, but also the conflicts of Shakespeareans among

themselves and of the anti-Shakespeareans among themselves,

Disintegrationist. The word *Disintegrationist® was
originally applied only to scholars who followed stylistic
clues in order to discover the work of other authors within
the Shakespeare works, It was also used to designate those
who searched for revisions by Shakespeare in his works to
find the successive strata of his work. Since the controversy
has begun, however, this term has been applied to those who
are the supporters of a theory that the works were the result
of group authorship. It is in this latter sense that the

term will be used in this study.

Marlovian., Those who believe that Christopher Marlowe

w
was the author of the Shakespeare works are called *"Marlovians.

GLawrenae Dwight Smith, Cryptography: th,ési%ﬁﬁs.gﬁ
Secret Writing (New York: W. W. Norton and Company, 1nC.,
1943), pp. 151-52.



The Mendenhall Technique. Somewhat later in this
study there will be references to the Mendenhall Technique.
1t seems necessary to discuss 1?; here where other terms are
being def'ined. This technique was originated by Dr. Thomas
Corwin Mendenhall, who wis a professor at the college that
was later to become Onio State University:. It was an inves-
tigative technique by which the ldentity of an author could
be discovered through his writing; from a mechanical point of
view, an authorts style of comp'osi-tion 18 uniguely individual.
An author is unaware of his peculilarities of usage in the
number of words in a sentence, his use of long and short
words, and hls sentence structure. Therefore, he cannot
change these things because he is not really aware of them.
Mendenhall took a sampling of the work of & group of noted
writers of poetry and prose, He counted each letter of
avery word and set up graphs for eacih author which showed
the author'a use of a vocabulary containing words anywhere
from one to fifteen letters in length. The graphs showed
that each author has his own characteristics in the use of
words of a certain number of letters. After the tests were
computed down to the last decimal, it was found that no two

authors are alike, The positive value of this technique ig

that it is completely objective. Having proved his theory,

however, Dr. Mendenhall laid it aside, and 1t 1s not used

to any extent today.



Oxfordian (Oxonian). Those who support the theory

that Edward de Vere, the seventeenth Earl of Oxford, was the
author of Shakespeare's Works are called *"Oxfordians® or

*Oxonlans."

The Shakespears Works. During the course of this

study, the words “Shakespeare Works" or, simply, "Works®
will be used to designate the complete works of William
Shakespeare., Wherever the initial letter of the term “works"

is capitalized, it will indicate Shakespearets Works.

The spelling of Shakespeare's name. In the literature
of the authorship controversy, many spellings of Shakespeare's
naze are found. The anti-Shakespeareans use the spelling .
*Shakespeare® when referring to the pseudonym of their con-
tender and one of the variations of the Shakespeare name
(Shaxper, Shakespere, Shagsper, Shake-spear, etc.) when
referring to the man of Stratford., In this study, the name

will be spelled "Shakespeare® unless a direct quotation

employs some varliation,

Shakespeareans. Those who believe Shakespeare of
Stratford wrote the plays, poems, and somnets credited to

his name are called “Shakespeareans;" they may also be

designated as "Stratfordlans.®
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Theory. The different ideas of authorship are called
“theorlies." Examples of this are the Baconlan theory, the

Oxfordian theory, and the Marlovian theory.
III. SOURCES AND METHODS USED IN THE STUDY

The author of this study first gained an interest in

the authorship controversy through reading Calvin Hoffman's

The Murder of the Man Who Was "Shakespeare;® Hoffman proe-

posed Christopher Marlowe ag the anthor of the Shakespeare

Works, Following thils, several books were read at random

which championed the authorship of Bacon, de Vere, and
It was then determined that some aspect of
At thils point it

Elizabeth I.
this subject would be used for this study.
was discovered that only fragments of the history of the con-
troversy were avallable; this determined the exact subject.

The next step was to consult several sources: the

card indexes of the College of the Paclific Library, the
Stockton Public Library, the Berkeley Public Library, the
Hichmond Public Library, the California State Library, and
the University of California Library; bibliographlies in

books already read; The Reader's Culde to Perlodical Liter-
Periodicals; The Essay and

ature; The Intermational Index to

7calv1n Hoffman, The Murder of the Man Wno Was
Shakegspeare® (New York: Julian Messner, 1955).
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General Literature Index; and The Encyclopaedia Britannica.
From these sources a general bibliography was compiled, and
eliminations were made until a working bibliography was
completed,

Next, an outline was made, and, with this as a gulde,
reading and note taking were begun. The bibliography was
changed as the reading progressed; some works were deleted
and others were added as bibliographies were found in the
books being read. The sources were, as far as possible, the
actual books or articles in which theories were originally
presented or refuted. Where the original work was not
available, a search was made for a description of tha work,
Very often, such a descriptlon was found in the refutation
of a theory. Alsoc useful were those literary histories
which carried any kind of account of the controversy.

Whern all of the reading and note~taking had been
completed, a chronological chart of the theorles was made,
This chart began with the earllest theories and listed all
theories up to the present time. In this way, the definite
pattern of the thecries could be seen.

The next step was to gather background material. In
order to obtain & history of the period, of the Works in
question, Hall and Albion's A History of Englend and the



iz
EE&E&éﬂ;EﬂE&E&? and Trevelyan's History ggvggglangg were
consulted. Two sources were used 56 that a more complete
picture of the period could be obtalned. Material for short
blographies of Shakespeare and the contenders for hils author-
ship were gathered from The Dictionary of National Blography.

When all the necessary data had been gathered, the
note~-cards were catalogued in a f119~a¢cprd1ng to their
place 1n the outline. The actual writing of the study was
then begun.

From the begimning of work on the study, it was neces-
sary to be on guard egainst two pitfalls. The first of these
was the tendency to deviate too radically from the set ocut-
line. The subject is an unusual one, and many pecople offered
elippings, mégaziﬂes, and books. It was essential to exer-
cise great caution. If these offerings were useful to the
set outline, they were used; if they were not useful, they
were set aside., If all the material from well-meaning
friends had been incorporated into the study, it could have
been expanded to the size of a doctoral dissertation,

The second possible pitfall was gullibllity on the

part of the researcher, Many of the theories were plausible

on first reading. It was a requisite to study them carefully

BWalter P. Hall, Robert G. Albion, and Jennle{BaiP&
Albion, A History of England and the British Empire (thir
editioﬁ; Bbston: Ginn and Company, 1953), PP. 252~336.

9G. M. Trevelyan, History of England {(Carden City:
Doubleday and Company, 1953), II, 49-173.
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together with their refutations, to prevent the mind from
wandering away from the subject at hand to an interest and

temporary belief in one particular theory.

1v. ORGANIZATION OF THE REMAINDER OF THE STUDY

Several methods of organization were tried and dis-
carded. The most feasible one seemed to be to organize
the study according to centuries in strict chronological
order. This was an excellent plan up through the nineteenth
century, when only Bacon received any real mention &s a con-
tender for the authorship. However, many new contenders were

presented in the twentieth century, and there would have been

only confusion if such a method had been employed. The final

organization decided upon was the one used in this study,
First, it is necessary to present some background of
the period in which the Shakespeare Works were written and a

history of the criticism of the Works in order that a reason

for the controversy can be seen., It was for this reazon that

a background history of the life and education of Shakespeare

was added, The Elizabethan period and the life and education

of the man from Stratford were important factors in the

development of the controversy.

Phe next chapters are concerned with the various con-

tenders. First, there i1s Baron, then Oxford, and then Mar-

lowe 25 the most important and/or interesting contenders;
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each occunles a full chapter., Following these chapters is
ong devoted to other contenders who have not recelved as
much attention., DBecause of thelr position as nelther fish
nor fowl, the Disintegrationists will be mentioned in the
malin chiapters, but these references will be made only in
passing, as these people will receive full coverage of thalr
own. in the chapter devoted to other contenders, With the
account of each contender is presented & refutation of the
clairs made for him. During the course of the study soma
of the theories will be explained in detail while othars will
be only mentioned. The amount of space devoted to each will
depend upon its importance or interest in the whole picture
of the controversy.

The final chapter deals with refutations and con-
clusions drawn from the study, and recommendations from

observations made by the researcher during the course of

the study,



CHAPTER II
BACKGROUND OF THE CONTROVERSY

‘The Shakespeare authorship controversy came before
the public in 1856, although there had been some isolated
writings on the subject for about one hundred years prior
to that date. The main body of this study will be concerned
with these arguments and theories, but first it is necessary
to have some background of the times in which Shakespeare
lived and wrote, of his life and education, and of the crit-
icism of his work up to the time the controversy began,

This background is important to the controversy because 1t
permits the reader to sees why such & controversy ia possible,
For this reason, the following chapter will include & back-
ground history of the Ellzabethan period and the theater, &
brief biography of Willism Shakespeare, & dlscussion of his
education, & brief resume of the literary criticism of his
Works up to the middle of the nineteenth century, and a dis-

cussion of the earliest authorship theorles.
'I. THE ELIZABETHAN PERIOD

In order to better understand why a controversy over

the authopship of the Works commonly attributed to Shake-
speare 1is possible, it 1s necessery to examine briefly the
history of the time when Shakespeare llved. The theories
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and 1deas about the period in which the Works in question
were wWritten are fascinating, contradictory, and colored by
tradition, Specifically, it encompasses the years from near
the widdle of relgn of Elizabeth I (about 1580) to near the
middle of the reign of James I (about 1615). When Shakespeare
began writing, England was under the leadership of Elizabeth
1. Historians often call this age of Elizabeth the Golden
Age, but in many ways 1t was only gold-plated and the plate
was thin. It was an age of m3ny paradoxes.

Elizabeth herself was a paradox. In any discussion
of her, there willl often be as many views as there are
participants in the discussion., She was & shrew, and she
was an angel; she was unfeminine in her strength, and she
practiced all the feminine wiles ever known to woman; she
was selfish, indiscreet, and immoral, and she was Good Queen
Bess; she was a born diplomat, and she was a menace to
England's foreign relations, All of these views can be
found in the history books, blographies, and discussions of
this woman.

The period of her reign was a golden age for explora-

Drake's trip around the world opened up
The

tion and conquest.
new possibilities for the expansion of England's empire.

defeat of the Spanish Armada in 1588 was more than just a
great naval victory; it brought world supremacy from the
south of Europe to the north, openling the way for Protestant-

ism. Coupled with Drake's voyages of discovery, it opened
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for trade the Pacific Ocean, which had been considered a
Spanish lake up to that time. But, in spite of the great-
ness of all of this, Elizabeth was not particularly inter-
ested, aithough she made the correct gestures of dppreciatlion.

The explorations, the defeat of the Spanish Armada,
and the opéning of the Pacific Ocean all caused a surge of
power in England, This great burgeoning affected the phi-
losophers, the soientists, and the writers, It was truly a
golden and glorious age for them. Paradoxically, it took
later generations to recognize the genius produced at thia
tine.

Through all of this, the theater went its own way
while producing some of the greatest geniuses that the world
has ever known in the field of play-writing. These men who
were comnected with the theater and who were later to be
revered were consldered to be on the same level as the pick-
pockets and prostitutes who gathered around the theaters.
In spite of the dazzling pomp of the Court and Elizabeth's
love of plays and masques, this attlitude did not change.
Because the law said that players without royal patronsage
were subject to arrest, many of the playing companies asked
for and received royal patronage from nobles and even from
the Crown, but, in many cases, the patron had little to do

with the company. The nobility within the Court acted in

masques presented for the Queen, whose Court was one of

brilliant and lavish entertainment, Elizabeth wrote some of
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these masques and took part in the acting. She was a great
patron of literature and of the theater, and it was due to
her that drama developed as far as it did in the sixteenth
century. It is strange, then, to us in the twentieth century
that actors and playwrights were relegated to such a low
position in the social hierarchy and that nobles were cen-
sured‘for'writlpg plays to be acted in the theaters around
London.

- Within the theater itself, many of these playwrights
who were later to be considered great were working, but they
had no protection, There was no copyright law, and plagiarism
and outright theft of plays were not uncommon., Actors memo-
rized plays and then wrote them out and socld them to another
company either as their own or without author. Plays were
written by one playwrlght and later *@octored* by other play-
wrights, To add to the general confusion of authorship, many
nobles and scholars used names or initials of others on thelr
works and of'ten dated these works falsely because of the low
status accorded playwrights;l Further confusion was probably

added at the time of the Puritan regime in England which fol-

lowed the beheading of Charles I in 1649, The Purltans had

c¢losed the theaters in 1642, and when they came to absolute

1James Phinney Baxter, The Greatest of Literary Prob-
Houghton Mifflin Company, 1917), p. xx1ill.

lems (Boston:
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power in 1649, they comoletely outlawed the theater., It
does not seem strange, therefore, that many manuscripts and
documents were lost or destroyed., When all of the above
factors have been taken into consideration, it 1s not 4if-
flcult to see why there 1s & lack of knowledge today about
much of the authorship of the late sixteenth and early seven-
teenth centuries;z

The playwrights of this period are called Elizabethans
today, and, in most cases, their writings reflect the up-
heaval and surge of the times. It 1s strange to note that,
though the period is named for her, Elizabeth had little con-
tact with the great writers of her time, Many historians,
among them Conyers Read, feel that Elizabeth was not an
Elizabethan. She was more closely identified with her people,

who were not Elizabethans, than she was with the great writers,

sclentists, and philasophers.3

II. SHAKESPEARE'S LIFE

More is known &bout the personal life of William

Shakespeare than is known about the lives of most other

ZParts of the Adiscussion about conditions in the
Elizabethan theater were taken from the lectures of Professor
Martha Pierce in the Development of English Drama course at
College of the Pacific, Permlssion to use secured,

Bconyers-aead, "Good Queen Bess," The Making of English
Higtory (New York: The Dryden Press, 1952), PP. 177-87.
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peets and playwrights of the period. In addition to known
facts, many traditions have grown up around the man from
Sstratford which cannot be proven true or false., For this
reason, the account of his life as 1t appears below is a
tabulation of only the known facts that are universally
agreed upon by biographers of the poet.

William Shakespeare was born to John and Mary Arden
Shakespeare on April 23, 1564, in Stratford-on-Avon. The
Shakespeares were a substantial middle-class family, and
John was something of a civic leader., Most historians feel
that Willlam attended the local grammar school where he
picked up some knowledge of the classics, but reverses in
the family fortunes forced him to quit school when he was
about fourteen.h In 1582, William married Anne Hathaway,
who was eight years his senior. The birth of a daughter,
Susanna, six months later gives a reason for the marriage,
but there is no proof that the match was as unhappy as tradi-
tion has said it was., The years from 1585 to 1592 are unac-
counted for and have been the cause of much speculation, but

it is known that sometime during this period Shakespeare

arrived in London. He worked as an actor and must have been

doing some writing. By 1597, shrewd investments in his acting

‘*'There 1s no actual proof of this grammar school tradi-

tion, and it is an important one in the controversy. It _w_.tll.
be discussed in the next section, "The Question of Education.
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company enabled him to buy New Place, & show residence of
Stratford. He also bought other property there, and around
1612, ne retired to Stratford, where he died in 1616.5

The above information can be augmented by documents
which 1llustrate Shakespearet!s business and legal affailrs.
There is ample record of Shakespeare the man, but there is
not &s much about Shakespeare the poet and playwright. This
fact has been very lmportant to the anti-Shakespeareans, who
discount the few contemporary allusions to Shakespedare as a

writer. This point will be discussed under the title "Shake-

spearean Criticism® later in this chapter,
III. THE QUESTION OF EDUCATION AND THE MISSING YEARS

While the fact that there are few records of Sheke-
speare as a writer welghs heavily with the antl-Shakespeareans,
there is another important point which carries even more
weight: the question of education. The anti-Shakespeareans

contend (and rightfully so) that nowhere 1s there & record of

Shakespeare's ever having attended school. They then point
to the "great learning" displayed in the plays, poems, and
sonnets, armd say that the uneducated "lout*® and commoner of

Stratford-on-Avon could not have been the author,

581dney Lee, "William Shakespeare,* Dictionary of

National Biography, Sir Leslie Stephen and Sidney Lee,
editors (Londen: Oxford University Press, H. Milford, 1921-

1922), Pp. 1286-1335.
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Shakespesarels edqucation. This emphasis on the “great
ledrning® in the Works by the anti-Shakespeareans can be
blamed on no one but the Shakespeareans themselves, During
the Romantic period of the nineteenth century, there was a
movement to revive interest in Shakespeare, and he was glven
wild critical acclaim, Critics and scholars found more in
the Works than was probably ever intended, and their imagina-
tions went beyond all reasormable limits in their pralse of
the knowledge shown by .‘E’»l':uatln.wespvf-:'au-e_..‘5 The anti-Shakespeareans,
finding no record of Shakespeare's ever having attended
school, were quick to turn to well-educated men as thelr
candidates for the authorship; most of these contenders were
university graduates.

There is 1little doubt that Shakespesre did not have a
university education. Where scholars disagree is on the
point of his having had a grammar school education, Here,
there are two schools of thought: the first saye that Shake-
speare had such an education and it prepared him to write;

the second claims 1t does not matter whether or not he had an

education because he was a natural genius, The first group
points out that, since John Shakespeare was a clvic leader,

1t would have been matural for his son to attend Stratford

Grammar School.

6Thers- will be further exploration of this ceritical
acclaim later in this chapter under the title "Shakespearean
Criticlsm,*
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Thomas W. Baldwin, an American scholar and Professor

of English at the University of Illinois, subscribed to beth
schools of thought. He became interested in the education
question while doing research on the grammar schools of
Ellzabethan England. In 1944, he published & two-volums work
entitled Hilliar_:_! Shakspere's Small [atine and Lesse Qreeve.
1t was a thorough study of the grammar schools of the pertiod,

and it examined the possibilities of Shakespeare's having
attended the Stratford Grammar School. Professor Baldwin
thought it strongly possible that Shakespeare attended the
school at Stratford, and, that if he did, he had the only

formal literary training offered in his day and had as go 4

a formal literary training as his contemporaries. Stratford

Grammar School provided the knowledge and techniques from
the classics that are found in the Works, Tor gramuar schools
of the Elizabethan period offered the linguistic basis of
grammar, logic, and rhetoric. mhe universities, which ware
professional schools, applied these sublects to the profes-

sions of divinity, law, and physic.
_ : ' of
Professor Baldwin also belonged to the school

not matter whether Shakesroare

thought which says that 1t did -
-gade man wh
nad an education; he could have been a self

willizm Shaksgers's Seall latire

7 =
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and esszggizzkuzvgab;na: University of I11linois .
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8

taught himself, Shakespeare learned and assimilated this

learning with his own natural genius, He displayed no more

knowledge than is to be found in the writings of most other

Ell.zabethans.9 This viewpoint was best summed up by George

Sampson in The Concise Cambridge History of English Litera-

ture, Sampson said:

the question of the missing years is introduced.

4s we know nothing about Shakespeare's life and
upbringing we do not know what he knew. The plays
exhlblt nothing ressmbling omnisclence or even multi-
sclence., There iz not the slightest correlation betweern
great learning and great creative power. The syuptoas
interpreted as evldence of omnisclence are exhiblted
dally by Journalists and barristers, The beliefl that
speclal capacity for scholarship, creative art and pub-
lic affalrs can be found only in the "upper classes® is
a curious and almuvst pathetic superstition of the ser-
vile or genteel mind. The cranks who have declared
that the plays of Shakespeare are too good for an actor
to have written have never noticed that they are too had
for a Lord Chancellor to have written., They contailn
elementary mistakes of fact, They are unoriglnal in
substance. They are hap-hazard in form, They are full
of loose ends. They are thoroughly untidy. They con-
tain singularly few llterary allusions, They bear
every mark of hasty improvization (8l&). They smell of
the theatre, mnever of the study. They are not, in any
respect, considered works, A man with Shakespeare's
unrivalled power of registering peculiarities of human
character could easily acquire and assimllate the kind
of knowledge shown in the plays, What we know definitely
about Shakespeare's education is that he studied_inlawo
great geats of learning, the theatre and the world.

Wnen Shakespeare's education is discussed, very often
Between the

S;bm., IX, 66364,
93. Cc. Churchill, "Baconlan Heresy: A Post Mortem,"

Nineteenth Century and After, 140 (November, 1946), 265,

English Literature (New York:

loﬁeorge Sampson, The Conclise Cambridge History of
The Macmillan Company, 1941),

rp. 25?-58.
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last record of his presence in Stratford and his appearance

in a London theater, there is a gap. Most Shakespearean

scholars date this period of time from 158%, when traditlon
says Shakespeare was caught poaching on the estate of Sir
Thomas Lucy, to 1592, when he emerged as an actor and play-
wright in London.ll Tradition also has it that after Shake-
speare left Stratford, he went to London, where he worked as
a groom around the theaters before he gradually moved into
acting. There is no documentary proof of what actually hap-
pened during this time, but many theories have been advianced,

and almost all of them show how Shakespeare could have acquired

knowledge of one kind or another.

Actor. It 1s possible. that young William left Strat-
ford with one of the travelling companies of actors which
came through the town. Leicester's men visited Stratford
in 1586-1587, and 1t 1s thils company which later blographers
decided took in the young man., If this were the case, he
would have had to change companies until he finally joined
the Chamberlaints company. It was with this company that he
did most of his writ-i‘ng.lz This theory would explain Shake-
spearets appearance in the theater in 1592, and it would also

give him an apprentliceship in playwriting,

llLee, .512. 01to] pp. 1291""92.

121v34., pp. 1292-93.
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Soldier. The apvearance of Leicester's company in

Stratford in 1586 and 1587 gave rise to another theory. The
late Ai'fred Duff Cooper, first Viscount Norwich and a writer
and political leader, believed that Shakespeare served with
the army in the Lowlands., Cooper presented his ideag in a
little book entitled Sergeant Smiﬁ(:vs:as;;@asm...13 Leicester,
Cooper said, was able to help Shakespeare out of his dif-
ficulty with Sir Thomas Lucy, and in return, Shakespeare
Joined Lelcester's army. Cooper based much of his theory

on Shakespeare’s knowledge of the army as shown in the plays.
The idea is interesting and would account for Shakespeare's
characterization of soldiers and for his sllght knowledge of
the continent. However, Lee mentioned that there were sev-
eral William Shakespeares in the parishes around Stratford-
onwﬁvon.'la' If there were a William Shakespeare in the army,

it need not have been the playwrlght.

Schoolmaster. John Aubrey (1626-1697), an antlquary,
sald he heard that Shakespeare had been a country school-

master. Some scholars have felt that Holofermes in Love's

Labour's lLost and other schoolmasters in the plays were the

results of this experience, but Aubrey's story never gained

13A1£red Duff Cooper, Sergeant Shakegoveare {New York:
Viking Press, 1949).

1‘!’Lee,. op. cit., P. 1296,
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much credence because he is considered to have been unme-
thodical, and 1mccura‘te.15

There are other conjlectures and theories about this
period, but nothing concrete has been proven, The Eliza-
bethan perlod was a time of great happenings and great
thinking, and Shakespesre could have been doing almost any-
thing. Wihether or not hls experiences during this time
account for what is shown in the plays is étlll one of the

mysteries which surround this man.
IV. SHAKESPEAREAN CRITICISM

Shakespearezn criticism has also played an importaxt
part in the controversy. This criticism includes contempo-
rary allujs-ions and the eriticism of the Restoration, the
classical movement, and the Romantic movement.

Contemporary references to Shakespeare and his Works
can be found in diaries which recorded the fact that the
diarist had seen one or the other of the plays. References
c¢an also be found in contemporary essays and plays. The
anonymous work The Return from Parnassus, which is a part of
a series of three plays, contains allusions to both Shake-

speare and .Jt'.::zr;s::n‘x..:-LG Francis Meres, in his Palladis Tamis;

151?. E. Halliday, A Shakespeare Companion (New York:
Funk and Wagnalls, 1952), p. 41.

ls'Fr_ayne Wwilliams, Mr. Shakespeare of the Globe (New
York: E. P. Dutton and Company, Inc., 1941), p. 253.
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Wits TIreasury (1598), discussed Shakespeare and his Works at
great length, Meres, & schoolmaster and Cambridge divine,
cited Shakespeare as the best of the lyric and traglc poets
and one of the best writers of comedy. Meres listed eleven
of the plays from the Works; Shakespeare was the ornly writer
who was glven such extenslive treatment in this volume, which
cited about elghty English writers. This was before Shake-
speare nad written what are consldered to be his best plays.17
John Webster, who was & rival dramatist, pralsed Shakespesare
highly in the preface to his play, The White _gg_y_i_;_-,ig Bef~
erenices were also made to Shakespeare by Ben Jonson, who both
censured and lauded him, His eulogy in the First Folio
praised Shakespeare highly, and Jonson wrote the only com-
plete and contemporary essay on Shakespeare in hls Timber,

or Discoveries Made Upon Men and Matter. The essay, which is

entitled "De Shakespeare Nostrati® ("0f Shakespeare, Our
Fellow Country-Man®), defended Jonson's criticism of Shake-

speare; nevertheless, it ended with high praise for the man

from Strat-ford.lg

There are other contemporary #llusions to Shakespeare.

It is not the purpose of this study to go into them In detail.

17Sampson, op. oit., p. 257.

151#111;1&1115, loc, ecit.

19-1b1d ., PP. 34142,



29
They can be found in most of the standard blographies of
Shakespeare. Their importance is thelr bearing on the con-
troversy. The Stratfordians pointed to these allusions as
proof that Shakespeare was known in his own time as & writer.
The anti-Stratfordians tended to ignore them; if these
debunkers did use the allusions in their arguments, 1t was to
show elther that many people were in on the hoax or that many
people were fooled by the hoax. The regder may take his
cholce,

After Shakespeare's death in 1616, the popularity of
his plays continued. 1In 1623, John Heminge and Henry Con-
dell, friends and fellow-actors of Shakespeare in the
Chamberlain*s-xing's-Campany, brought out the First Folio,
which contained thirty-six plays, elghteen of which had been
urpublished. The Second Folic was published in 1632; it
contained a few minor corrections of the First Follo.

Then in 1642, the religious group known as the Puri-
tans, who had been rising to power during the reign of
Elizabeth I, galned enough strength in Parliament to ctlose
the theaters. By 1649, the Puritans, after beheading Charles
1, had taken over the government. England was wlthout a
monarch for eleven years, and under the strict moral rule of
these religious zealots, the theater was outlawed.

In 1660, the monarchy was restored, and Charles II
came to the throne. During the Bestoratlon, light comedies
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and drama were popular, and Shakespeare!s plays were modi-
fied or “improved.® To please the taste of & Court which
had turned to French culture, more songs and dances were
added to those in the plays untll they resembled musical
comediesizﬂ‘ Shakespeare's Works did not reach the popularity
of the work of such Restoration authors as Dryden, Congreve,
Wycherly, and Sheridan, even though the Third Folio (1663)
and the Fourth Follo (1685) were printed, However, these
Folios contained mistakes and spurious plays; today they are
considered to be of no authozity.21

The Classical movement then took over, and restraint,
reason, and unity were sought in the drama, Shakespeare's
Works could meet none of these criteria and were scorned by
such leaders of Classicism as Voltaire, who felt that the
original classics from which Shakespeare took his plays were
much better, |

The éevolt against Classicism came with the Romantic
movement in the late elghteenth and early nineteenth centu-
ries. Liberty, emotion, and variety now became the criteria

of drama, and the Romantics seized on Shakespeare as & natural

ZOHalliday, op. cit., p. 508.
2
1Ib1d., P. 213,
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genius who embodied 211 in which they believed, Shakespeare
worship spread to Cermany, and impossible knowledge a&and hid-
den philosophy were found in the plays,zz By the late nine~
teenth century, critics allowed imagination to overcome
reasocn, apnd to Shakespeare were attributed gualities and
knowledge he never possessed., As an example, Edward Vining,
who worked on the Bankside Edition of Shakespeare'!s Works
{1886-1906), took the following lines from the 1603 quarto
of Hamlet:

Full forty years are past, thelr date 1is gone,

Since happy time joined dboth our hearts as one:

%ﬁgsn§:a§?§ ?ioggeggagigéiled ?y.gguthful.veins

: ;e

It is a sad eommentar} on his scholarship ihat Vining chose
for his example a spurious passage from the "bad" quarto of
Hamlet of 1603, Vining said that this showed knowledge of
the circulation of blood in the veins, a fact that Harvey
probably did not suspect until at least thirteen years later.
This makes it look as though Shakespeare possessed knowledge
that even the'great Harvey did not have. Actually, the
ancients had this kncwiedge, and fourteen hundred years
before Hamlet was written, Galen proved that blood also runs
in the arteries. Harvey discovered only that blood changes

zzJéhn Fiské,"Forty Years of Bacon-Shakespeare Folly,"
A Century of Science and Other ESS&ys (Boston: Houghton,
Mifflin and Company, 1899), p. 399.

23This is a spurious passage.
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color after going through the lunge. Thus, it was common
knowledge that blood flows through the veins.za Not only
was Shakespeare credited with supposedly impossible knowl-
edge, but also his characters were removed from the plays
and examined minutely for symbollsm and motive,

Reaction to thls overabundance of pralse came in the
twentleth century when reallism was applied to the plays.
The characters were put back in the pliays, and the plays were
put btack in thelr original Elizabethan settings, but it was
tooc late; the damage had been done., The controversy began
in 1856 and was at 1ts peak by the end of the century,

‘Most scholars who comment upon the controversy feel
that the unrestrained acclaim of the Romantic period was

responsible for the controversy. The assumption during that

period that Shakespeare was 4 man accomplished in law, phi-
losophy, sclence, and the classics, even though no records

are to be found of his ever having recelived a formal educa-
tion, are responsible for the place held by the controversy
toﬂay;zs The fact that the plays, 1ln all probability, were
written only for the stage and to make money was overlooked

as the controversy became more and more prominent.

2“Fiske, op. git., p. 400,

25&.,H, Robertson, "Willlam Shakespeare: The BQCQn—
Shakespeare Theory," Encyclopaedia Brittannica (1957 ed.),
X%, 448,
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V. THE BEGINNING OF THE CONTROVERSY

The controversy first came before the public in 1856
with the publicationsrof Delia Bacon and William Henry
Smitn,26 but these two were not the first te gquestion the
authorship of the Works. During the'eighteentn‘and early
nineteenth centuries, several men expressed their doubt
that Shakezspeare had written the plays, peoems, and sonnets
attributed to him, ﬁ;ny of these men 4id not propose an
author; a few did name a-ﬁossible authof, but they did not
make an issue of their beliefs,

It should be nr;ta_d at this point that all of the
works on thé controversy written by disbelievers prior to
1856 were undiscovefe& and/or unexploited until the late
‘nineteenth and early twentieth centuries,; and that, in all
cases, they were isolated works.

The first person known to have disputed Shakespeare's

. 27 i
authorship was a "Captain® Gouldling. Goulding wrote &

small book entitled An Essay Against Too Much Reading, which

was published in 1728, He maintained that Shakespeare was
no historien or grammarian and probably could not write

English. Goulding further miintained that Shakespeare uged

26De113 Bacon'aﬁa wWilliam Henry Smith will be discussed
in Chapter 11I.

27pt the time of tnis study, Gould
known to have questioned the authorship, :
are always being made apnd it 1s posslble tha
found who wrote earlier,

ing was the first
but new discoveries
t someone will be
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a ghost writer to set down hls ideas. Scholars cannot decide
whether Goulding was serious or whether he was involved in

the deflationary practices that were so popular in the early

eighteenth century.2C

The next work, chroncloglically, was s short essay
entitled "Essay on the Learning of Shakespeare," which
appeared in 1767. It was written by Richard Farmer, Master
and Vice-Chancellor at Emmanuel Ccllege, Cambridge, &8 &
refutation of those critics who had been vehement in their
assertlions concerning Shakespeare's great learning. Farmer
showed that Shakespeare's Greek came from North and Chapman,
not from Homer and Plutarch; his Latin from Golding, his
Italian from Painter, and his Spanlsh from ‘."sheft.t:.on..29 The
essay cautioned against trying to read into Shakespeare what
was never there, but 1t 4id not comment on the authorship.
However, the Baconians and other anti-Shakespeareans later

used the essay in their arguments as proof that Shakespeare

had no learning.

28&'111.13.::1 ¥. Ppriedman and Elizabeth S. Friedman, Ihe
| The University

Shakespearsan Ciphers Examiped (Cambridge:

Press, 195?: P 1.
" 2931¢ thomas North translated Plutarcn‘:_-&lff»gtﬁnﬁﬂff

Noble Greclans and Romans; George Chapman did trans

Homer; Arthur Golding trar’zslate.d Ovid's Hetamgia‘;’:;;? ﬁﬁgm

Latin; William Painter did translations {roo - fro‘m’S‘panlﬁh

Thomas Shelton translated Cervantes Don Quixote 1T

to English,
0 o |
? Halliday, ©¢p. git., p. 20%1.
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Two years later, in 1769, a book entitled The Life and

Adventures of Commonsense: An Historical Allegory appeared.3l

Most scholars believe i1t to have been the work of Herbert
Lawrence, & surgeon and apothecary, who was a good friend of
David Garrick, the noted Shakespearean actor. At the time of
its publication, the book ran into two editions in English
and was translated into French, but its popularity wened, and
it went undiscovered until 1916, when a copy of it was put
up for sale in New York, It was sold for $1,825 when atten-
tion was called to a passage which seemed to refer to Bacon
as Shakespeare.’3 o
Lawrence's book i1s an allegory that has been interpreted
as demonstrating that Bacon was the author of the Works and
Shakespeare, a common thief. In his book, Mr, Shakespeare of
the Globe, Frayne Willlams called The Life and Adventures a
®curious quasi-metaphysical fant&Sy.'B? If Lawrence truly
meant his allegory to show that Bacon was Shakespeare, then
he was the first Baconian,
There are many, however, who contend that the first
real Baconian was the Reverend James Wilmot, D. D. Reverend

Wilmot alleged that he found similarities of thought between

-3lsﬁme scholars place the date for this book in 1772.
szrieﬂman and Friedman, op. cit., PP. 1.2,

3'3\‘111131113, op. eit., P. 248,
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Bacon and Shakespeare and concluded that one must have hor-
rowed from the other.ju He made the assertlon in 1785, but
1t 4id not receive any attention at the time. However, the
35

date of his claim was authenticated in 1805 and 1813, In

1933, George Sydendam Clarke (Lord Sydenham of Combe) pro-
posed Wilmot as the first real Baconian and found many fol-
lowers for his belief. The probable reason so many believe
as Clarke d1id 1s that Wilmot did not use allegory but spoke
out clearly for his bellef in Bacon's authorship. The fact
that Wilmot was born exactly one hundred years after the
death of Bacon 18 also important to the Baconians, who find
great significance in such trxfles.BS
In the following year, 1786, another allegory appeared,
It was written by “an officer of the Royal Navy" and was
called The Sgory of the Learned Pig. This allegory referred
to the authorship controversy in a fable told by a plg who
had gained possession of & human body and had written some
plays. Later the Baconlans were very quick to see the rela-
tionship betweeﬂf’Bacan? and "Pig," although, from what the
author of this study ean.gaﬁher, the account was much more

flattering to Shakespeare than it was to Bacon.

BhThese similarities of thought are the ccmmpn_bglief
of all Baconians, and they will be illustrated in Chapter III.

SSFriedman,and Friedmesn, op. cit., p. 2.

36churcn111_, op. cit., Pp. 263-64,
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The next recorded reference to Shakespeare's author-
ship was made in 1805 by James Corton Cowell in & paper whilch
he read before the Ipswich Philosophic Soclety. Crowell had
been dolirng research for ten years in the area where Shake-
speare had lived and worked, and he had found very little
evidence to prove that Shakespeare had written the plays.
He hinted that he thought Bacon was the author. Crowsll's
raper had nothing to do with the controversy; it was heard
only by those present at the meeting and was preserved only
in manuseript form, It was first published in 1932 in The
London Times Literary Supplement by Professor Allardyce
'Hicoll.j? _

Doubt of Shakespeare's authorship was once again

expressed in 1837, this time in fiction, In Chapter IXXVI,
Volume II of his novel Venetia, Benjamin Disraeli had
Cadurcls, one of hls characters, ask: *tAnd who 18 Shake-
speare?? We know of him as much as we do of Homer., Dld he
write half the plays attributed to him? Did he ever write a
single play? I doubt 1t."38 It i8 not known whether
Disraeli sctually believed Shakespeare did not write the
Works, and if so whether he had a candldate for the author-

ship, Or whether he was engaged in the deflatiorary

37&11arayce-Nic011, "The First Baconlan," The London
Times Literary Supplement, February 25, 1932, p. 128.

3BBenjamin Disraell, venetia {(Volume XI of'Egrl’s
edition. 20 vols.; New York: M. wWalter Dume, 1904), II,
154,
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anti-~heroics of the period. In any case, the novel did not
arouse public interest in the controversy., Then, in 1848,
Joseph Hart, who had been in the American Consular Service,

published a book entitled The Romance of Yachtigg,39 Full

of digressions, the book had very little to say about boats
of any kind, At one point, after describing a yachting trip,
Hart suddenly began questioning Shakespeare's authorship.
Shakespeare, said Hart, was not the equal of the literary
men of his day, and no one was more aware of it than Shake~
speare, According to Hart, Nicholas Howe?o'and a player
named Betterton found a stack of printed copies of plays in
an attic. There was n& author's name on these plays, and
when Rowe sald he needed an author, Betterton suggested
Shakespeare. Thus did Bowe build the Shakespeare myth., It
was Hart's belief that Shakespeare added only the vulgar and
spicy parts of the playa. Hart d1d not openly name an author,
although he implied that it was Ben Jonson, and his only
interest seemed to have been to render Justice and to give

credit where it was due.ul Some public notice was given to

Hartts ldeas,

39Joseph C. Hart, The Bomance of Yachting (New York:
Harper and Brothers, 1848).

40
Nicholas RBowe was the first edltcr:or.Shakespearg;
his edition of the Shakespeare plays was published in 1709,

131fred van Bensselaer Westfall,_Amsrican_Shakg-
spearean Criticism (New York: The H. W. Wilson Company,
1939}, pp. 286-88. :
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In the August 15, 1852 issue of Chamber's Edinburgh
Journal there appeared an anonymous article entitled "Who
Wrote Shakespeare?® No author for the Works was named, but
a suggestlion was made that Shakespeare had someone 4o his

writing for him.“z

None of the aforementioned articles and books attracted
any publlic attention worthy of note at the time they were
written, but the possibllity of a controversy was growing.
The lack of det&lls about Shakespearets life and education,
the ferment and confusion of the period in which he lived,
and the almost hysterical pralse of the Romantic period for
his philocophy and learning were too much to be ignored by
some people, When, in 1856, Delia Bacon of America and
William Henry Smith of England individually made public thelr
belief that Sir Francis Bacon was the author of the Shake-
speare Works, they started a reactlon which has produced

many theories, counter-theories, and refutations,

'“2Friedman and Friedman, op. cit., P. 3.



CHAPTER IIX
THE BACONIAN THEORIES

The oldest and most persistent theorles of authorship
are those which contend that Sir Francis Bacon, Baron Verulam
and Viscount St. Albans, is the author of the Shakespeare
Works, 1If sheer staying power and mass of "evidence" were
proof of authorship, Bacon would be accepted as ®"Shakespears.®
The writlngs about Bacon exceed the combined writings about
all of the other contenders. Charlatans, so-called “"crack-
pots," and great men, such as Mark Twaln, Justice Nathaniel
Holmes, and Lord Palmerston have been attracted to the Baconlan
camp.

Any possibility that this theory might be serlously
considered and investigated by scholars has been lost because
of the lack of restraint shown by many of the Baconlans,
some of whom contended that Bacom wrote not only the Shake-
speare Works, but also the works attributed to Spenser, Mar-
lowe, Greene, and most of the other Elizabethan writers. A

few extremists offered *"proof® that Bacon also wrote the

works ascribed to Defoe and Swift. If one were to take all

of the Baconian theories seriously, he would find that every

plecé of literature he picked up which was written between

1550 and 1650 to 1700 was the work of Francis Bacon. Even

Montaigne was not allowed to rest in peace. John Fiske, in

his essay "Forty Years of the Bacon-Snakespeare Folly,"
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showed the absurdity of the situation when he said that the
Baconians were sure that Bacon "was the author of Montaigne's
Essays, which were afterward transiated into what we have
always supposed te be the French original,.®

The Baconlans had a tendency to be amused at the lack
of agreement among the Shakespeareans, yet they too dlsagreed
on important points of their own theories, a fact which
serves to detract from any importance that may be attached
to their work.

In spite of the many absurd aspects and the lack of
restraint and agreement often shown in the Baconlan theorles,
they are the most important of all of the authorship theorles,
and, for that reason, they are the first to be discussed
fully in this study. It will be the purpose of this chapter
(1) to discuss, very briefly, Bacon's life and accomplish-
ments; (2) to make a chronological survey of the various
theories offered by the Baconians; and (3) to refﬁte, when
possible, those theories which need refutation, It will be
necessary to divide the survey section into two parts. The
theories that Bacon put & cipher into the plays which 1denti-
fied him as the author are more numercus than the less dra-

matic theories in which the Baconians found other means of

lJohn Fiske, "Forty Years of the Bacon-Shakespeare

Folly,® A Century of Science and Other Essa {(Boston:
Houghéon, Mifflin and Company, 1899), p. H03.
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ldentifying the author. Therefore, the first part of the
survey section will be concerned with the simpler theories,
and the second and larger part will be concernsd with the
'cipha?'theories.‘ The latter will be &lscussed in more detall

since they ars the more interesting.
I. BSIR FRANCIS BACON

The antl-Shakespeareans, especially the Baconians,
contended that the author of the Works was a man with an
extensive education which included a knowledge of law and
philosophy among other things and that he was a nobleman who
was familiar with the ways of the nobles and the Court. A
brief look below at the blography of Bacon demonstrates that

he filied these qualifications.
Francis Bacon, son of Sir Nicholas Bacon, lord-keeper

of the great seal, was born on January 22, 1561, in London

at York House in the Strand. At twelve, he went to Trinity

© College, Cambridge, and, at fifteen, returned to London to

study law. He was admitted to the bar in 1582 and elected

to Parliament in 1584. He was made Queen's Counsel in 1598,

but he did not seem to be in good standing with Elizabeth,

for he advanced very slowly during her reign. Under James I,

however, he received many honors and responsibllitles: in
1603, he was knighted; he became soliclitor-general in 1607,
attorney-general in 1613, privy-councilor in 1616, and lord-

kxeeper in 1617; in 1618, he was created Bacon Verulam and

bt s sy
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became lord-chancellor; in 1621, he was created Viscount St,
Albans, That same year, however, he was charged with cor-
ruption in office, confessed, and was fined and imprisoned.
He dled five years later of & chill contracted during &
sclentific expvex-l.men't:.2

Even with all of his public gservice, Bacon was not
deterred from the plan of thinking and wrlting which he had
set for himself. The plan was far too ambitious for any one
man to complete in a lifetime, but Bacon finished enough of
it to insure himself a place as a leading philosopher, His
plan was this: (1) to study every science in existence; (2)
to develop a completely new method of sclentific investiga-
tion and inquiry; and (3) to recomstruct all knowledge by
applyling this new method. He left behind three lmportant

works on this subject: The Advancement of Lezrnlng, completed

in 1605; Novum Organum, completed in 1620; and De Augmentis

Scientiarum, completed in 1623. Bacon's New Atlantls, which

was started in 1624, uncompleted at his death, and published
in 1627, outlined in allegory a plan for a society of sci-~

The Royal Society, founded in 1662 by Charles 1I,
3

entists.

was Just such a soclety.

zThomas Fowler, *Sir Francis Bacon,® Dictionary of

National Blography, Sir Leslie Stephen and Sidney Lee,
editors (London: 6niversity-of Oxford Press, H, Milford,

1921-1922), 1, 800-32,
3Homer A, Watt and William W. Watt, "Francls Bacon,

5.2;93i2§é£1192.§§523§3 Literature (New York: Barnes and
Noble, Inc., 1945}, pp. 13-14,
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These philosophlic treatises--for they are more philo-
sophic than scientific--are not so popular with the layman
as are his Essays, The essays were written for Bacon's own
amusement from ideas he had collected in & memorandum book.
The first group, published in 1597, showsd the influence of
Montaigne; the other two groups, published in 1612 and 1625,
showed more rellance on himself than on anyone else.

That Bacon was continuously occupled by his publle
works and sclentiflc writings can be seen in the foregoing
account. Since he did not complete his plan for a new sg;-
entific method, 1t would not be inaippropriate to ask here

when he found time to write all of the plays, poems, and son-

nets in the Works.

II., CHRONOLOGICAL SURVEY OF THE SIMPLE THEORIES

The earliest of the authorship theories have been

discussed in Chapter II. Since these theoriles did not come

before the general public, the history of the controversy did

not begin until half way through the nineteenth century.

Then in 1856, the controversy became public. In the

January, 1856 issue of Putnam's Magazine, there appeared &n

unsigned article titled *wWilliam Shakspere and His Plays:

An Inquiry Concerning Them." It was written by Delia Bacon,

hIbig., p. 14,
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a Boston schoolteacher, and no relation to Sir Francils Bacen.
In this article, she regretted
The spectacle--the stupendous spectacle--of & nation

referring the origin of its drama--a drama more noble,

and subtle than the Gresk--to the invention--the acci-

dental, unconscious inventlion--of g stupid, 1lgnorant,

illiterate, third-rate Play-actor,

The Baconians have since given much credit to Miss
Bacon as being one of them, bhut actually she was a Disintegra-
tionist as she bellieved that Bacon was only one of several
who collaborated on the Works,

In that same year, William Henry Smith of England
published 8 letter which he had written to Lord Ellesmere

entitled "Was Lord Bacon the Author of Shakespearets Plays?'6

This letter drew replies in several newspapers, and the ldeas
in it were expanded into a bock, Bacon and Shakespeare: An

Inquiry Touching Players, Plavhouses, and Playwriters in the

Days of Elizabeth, which appeared in 185?.7 In that same

5A1fred van Rensselaer Westfall, American Shakespeare

Criticism (New York: The H. W. Wilson Company, 1939). pp.
288-89, citing Delila Bacon, *Willilam Shakspere and Hls Plays:

An Inquiry Concerning Them,* Putrnam's Monthly, VII (January,
1856}' pp- 1"1‘9.

6w1111am Henry Smith, "Was Lord Bacon the Author of
Shakespeare?s Plays?' Littellts Living Age, LI (August,
1856), 481-835,

7w1111am Henry Smlith, Bacon and Shakespeare: An

Inquiry ng Play ' : the
nquiry Pouching Players, Playhouses, and Playwriters in
Days of Elizabeth (London: J. R. Smith, 18577«
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year, Miss Bacon also expanded her 1deas into a book, The
Philosophy of the Plays of Shakspere Unfsldegg

There was immediate turmoil. Miss Bacon and her
adherents accused Smith of plagiarism. Smith replied that
he had never heard of Miss Bacon until he saw her name in the
review of his letter to Lord Ellesmere. Furthermore, sald
Smith, he had held the Baconian viewpoint for over twenty
years before he published his letter.g In spite of the facts
that William Henry Smith was not heard from again and that
Delia Bacon died in a mental institutlion, the controversy
was now before the publice and was attracting much attention
and many-a&herents.lo It i1s not important which of these
two people was the first to present the Baconlan-theory,
although most give Miss Bacon credlt, If credit it can be
called, What is important is the controversy they started.

Shakespeare’s first defender, George Henry Townsend,

published Willlam Shakespeare, Not an Imposier toward the

Bneua Bacon, The Philosophy of the Plays of Shak-
spere Unfolded (Boston: Ticknor and Fields, 1847).

9¥eara later, a former student of the American -
claimant said that Miss Bacon had been presenting the zgst:
Shakespearean theory in her classes before 1850. See

fall, op. cit., pp. 290-91.

loA full discussion of Miss Bacon's life and ¢
for the true author can be found in Appendix E.

uest
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end of 1857, probably in answer to the Bacon-Smith

11
arguments.
The next published work to advocate the Bacon theory

was a novel written by Wililam D, O'Comnnor and entitled

Harrington: A Story of True ;ove.lz It was published in

1860 and dealt with the perlod of the Fugitive Slave Law.

The hero, Harrington, advocated the Baconlan theory, and, in
a note ad the end of the novel, O0'Connor acknowledged and
lauded Delia Bacon's efforts as an anti-Shakespearean.

The Baconlans first began to recelve serious attention
in 1866, Prior to that date, those in the Baconlan camp were
either unimown or considered literary "crackpots." But in
1866, a judge of the Missour! supreme court, Justice
Nathaniel Holmes, entered the controversy on the slde of
the Baccnians with his two-volume work, The Authorship of
Shakesggare.lj Holmes presented many parallelisms between
the Shakespeare Works and the writings of Bacon; he also
illustratgd by example his belief that Shakespeare dld not

possess the kind or amount of knowledge shown in the plays.

llﬁeorge Henry Townsend, William Shakespeare, Not An
Imposter (London: G. Boutledge and Company, 1857).

lawxlliam D, O!Comnor, Harrington: A Story of Irue
Love (Boston: Thayer and Eldridge, 1860},

Byatnaniel Holmes, The Authorship of Shakespeare
{New York: Hurd and Houghton, 1866).
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Because he was A serious man of law presenting logical argu~
ments, Holmes' work attracted so much sttention that it went
into a fourth edition in 1886, The Baconians now had someone
of importance in their camp,

In the February, 1879 issue of Appletcn's Journal an
unsigned article attacked the commoner, Shakespeare, The
author stated that he did not see how so common a man &s
Shakespeare, who took part in common everyday pursuits, could
have written the plays. The article conveyed the idea that
genius such as that displayed in the Works was above the
erdinary, everyday business of lit‘e.la

In 1883, Constance M. {(Mrs. Henry) Pott was inspired
to do an exhaustive editing of Sir Francis Bacon's Common-

place Book, which she called The Promus of Formularieg and

Elegancies; Private Notes, cire. 1594, hitherto unpublished;

illustrated by passages from Shakesggare.lj Mrs, Pott's

work was as ponderous as her title, She showed parallelisms
between the Shakespeare Works and Bacon's Commonplace Book

and touched on a cipher theory,

1y
‘Frayne Williams, Mr. Shakespeare of the Globe (New
York: E. P, Dutton and Company, Inc., 1941), p. 250,

15 Constance M, Pott, The Promus of Formularies arnd
Elegancles; Private Notes, cirec. 1594, hitherto unpublished;
jllustrated by passapges from Shakespeare (London: Longmans:
Green and Company, 1883)}.

16‘1’here will be further discussion of Mrs. Pott's
work in Secticn III of this chapter.
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The majority of Shakespearean scholars seemed deter-

mined to ignore the controversy. Some, however, answered
the allegations of the Baconians, One such person was
Eichard Grant White, an American Shakespearean scholar,
philologist, essaylst, and journalist. 1In 1886, he denounced
the Baconians in an ¢#ssay entitled "The Bacon~Shakegpears
Craze® in his Studies in Shakesveare (pp. 151-82). He spared
nothing in his attack on the Baconians in general and on

Mrs. Pott's Promus in particular. At cne point, he said,

*Wwhen symptoms of the Bacon-Shakespeare c¢craze manifest them-
selwves, the patlent should be immediately carried off to an
asylum , , »'17

The next ma jor step in the Baconlan controversy was
made by a Minnesota politician named Ignatius Donnelly., In
1888, he published his nine hundred and ninety-elght page

bock, The Great Crystagram, in which he presented a cilpher
theory.lB Donnelly's cipher will be examined in more detail

in Section II1 of this chapter. It is sufficient to sa&y here
that his theory caused a great stir among the Baconlans, and

he was elevyated to a position of importance among them.

l?James.Phinnay Baxter, The Greatest of Literary Prob-

lems (second edition; Boston: Houghton, Mifflin Company,
1917), P. xxvil citing Richard Grant White, "The Bacon-
Shakespeare Craze,® Studies in Shakespeare (Boston: Houghton
Mifflin Company, 1883?, pp. 151-82.

laignatius Donnelly, The Great Cryptogram (Chicago:
R. S. Peele and Company, 1887).

R R ey



50
Later, however, when the furor over his "discoveries* had
subsided, it was found that his work did not prove valid
under close examination, and he was & dlsappointment to the

1
Baconians. ?

A high in absurdity was reached in 1891 by John Elisha

Eoe in The Mortal Moon; or Bacon and His Masks: The Defoe

Period Unmaske -.20‘ Not content to plcture Bacon as the author
of most of the literary works of the Elizsbethan periocd and
even some of the works of the Jacobean periocd, REoe took Sir
Francis almost one hurdred years beyond the date of his
death, He decided that an 1gnorant tinker named John Bunyan
could not have wriltten such a near-perfect allegory as Pil-
grim's Progress, but that Bacon had the ability to write 1t
and did so. Roe also suggested that Bacon wrote Roblinson
Crusoe and "The Tale of a Tub." Since Bacon had been dead
for fifty-two years when Pilgrim's Progress was publlished,
ninety-three years when Roblnson Crusce was published, and
seventy-eight years when "The Tale of a Tub® was published,
He

Riee's theory has an aura of the supernatural abcut 1t.

also added the names Philip Stubbs, Robert Burton, and

19J. M. Bobertson, "Willilam Shakespeare: The Bacon-
Shakespeare Theory,” Encyclopaedia Brittapnica (1957 ed.),
XX, 448,

2°J. E. Ree, The Mortal Moon; or Bacon and His Masks:
The Defoe Period Unmasked (New York: Burr Printing House,
1891) .
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Addison and Steele to the list of authors behind whom Bacon
masked. All this, of course, was in addition to the Shake-
speare Works, (It might be noted here that in 1918, Eoe
added the names John Milton, Oliver Cromwell, Thomas Hobbes,
and Thomas Carlyle to the 1ist as authors whose works Bacon

had written; these names appeared 1n Sir Francis Bacon's Own

St orﬂ.z}'

The nineteenth century hecame the twentieth century,

and Baconlan theorles continued to appear regularly.

In 1902, Judge T. E. Webb's book, The Mystery of
William Shakespeare: A Summary of Evidence, appeared.22
Judge Webb's origin and judicial Jjurisdiction (if any) are a
mystery to the author of this-study, but he is described by

Andrew Lang in Shakespeare, Bacon, and the Great Unknown as

being very, very old and, Lang implied, senile, Some of
Judge Webb's statements revealed that he lacked acquaintance
with the Works. At one point, for example, he wrote: "The
habits of the author could not have been more scholastic 1if
he had, like Bacon, spent three years in the Unliversity of

2 .
Cambridge o + »" 2 In answer to this assertion, Lang stated

zlJ. E. Roe, Sir Francis Bacon's Own Story (Rochester:
privately published, 1918).

225, E. Webb, The Mystery of W William Shakespeare: A
§H£E§££.22._11i2n0a,(50nd0n. Longman's, Green and Company,
19021},

23Andrew Lang, Shakespeare, Bacon, and the Great
nknown (London: Longman's, Green and Company, 1912), P
126, citing T. E. Webb.




52

that the wit and the knowledge of the Court could have been
read in any popular English writing of the day; no scholar
as gerious as Bacon would have mixed chronology as the author

of the plays did,zu Iater in his book, Judge Webb said, ". . .

the author could not have been more familiar with French pol-

itics 1f, like Bacon, he had spent three years in the train

of an ambassador to -France.'zs - He was, in thls case, refer-

ring to Love's Labour's Lost, To this, Lang replied:

The French politics, in the play (Love's L_a(beur's Lost],
are to send the daughter of a King of France (the con-
temporary King Henri III was childless) to conduct a
negotiation abeout 200,000 ducats, at the Court, steeped
in peace, of a King of Navarre, a scholar who would fain

be a recluse 1n an Academe of his own device. Such was
not the Navarre of Henri in his war with the Guises, and

Henri did not shun sex!

Such are the "contemporary forelgn politlics,® and the
*French politics" which the author knows--as intimately
as Bacon might have known them. They are not foreign
politics, they are the politics of fa.ir%and: with which
Will was at least as familiar as Bacon.

These sxamples are sufficient to show that Judge Webb
was no Shakespearean scholar, but, because he btore the title
of *"Judge," he was revered as an authority by the Baconians,
When he insisted that Ben Jonson's references to Shakespeare
were falsehoods, written and spoken to help cover the author-

ship hoax, the Judge was supposedly glving authority to what

the Baconians already believed. The fact that he was old,

24 2 26
Ibid., p. 130. 5011:3(1 in Ibid. ibid.
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Probadbly senile, and lacking in scholarship did not deter
them from elevating nhim to a pedestal as an authority.
In the same year in which Judge Webb published his
ideas (1902), Lord Penzance produced Lord Penzance on the

Bacon-Shakespeare Controversy: A Judicial Summing 92.2?

Lord Penzance dismissed Ignatius Domnelly's cipher theory,
but he accepted Donnelly's simpler procedure of deducing the
identity of the author from the way he used very common words
and ph‘-reusvaas:..28 Lord Penzance produced no new evidence,

The famous American author and humorist, Mark Twain
(Samuel L, Clemens) became a convert to Baconlian ideas, and,
in 1909, he wrote Is Shakespeare M?zg His style and his
tone were facetious and exaggerated, much the same as those
ne used in his criticism of James Fenlmore Cooper {*Fenimore
Cooper's Literary Offenses®). Twain's major thesis can be
summed up in a few simple words: & lout such as Shakespeare

was would be totally incapable of writing the Works.

2 ,

?James Plalsted Wilde, Baron Penzance, Lord Penzance
on the Bacon-Shakespeare fontroversy: A Judic ial Summing Up
(London: §. Low, Marston, and Company, Ltd., 1902).

2sﬁdbertson, loc. cit.

zgsamuel L. Clemens, Is Shakespeare Dead? (New York:
Harper and Brothers, 1909).



54
Sir Edwin Durning-la&wrence came into the controversy

in 1919, and the title of his book indicates his strong

30

belief: pRacon is Shake~speare, Durning-Lawrence pointed

cut that Bacon's greatest desire was "to create an English
Language capable of expressing the highest thoughts.‘3l
R, C. Churchill, in his article on the controversy in Nire-

teenth Century and After, pointed ocut that Durning-Lawrance

had refuted the Baconlan theory by mentionlng this fact.
Bacon did express the highest thoughts, but Shakespeare
expressed the highest emotions.32

Durning-Lawrence also contended that Dutch publishers,
in producing Latin versions of Bacon's Henry VII in 1642 and
The Advancement of Learning in 1645, included engraved title
pages which ‘probably showed Bacon had written & number of
plays which he had ordered sponsored by an actor, Unfortu-
nately, Durning-Lawrence did not explain why the Dutch would
conceal Bacon's authorship between fifteen and twenty years

after he had died., Durning-lawrerce further sald that Bacon

BBEdmin“Durning~Lawrence, Bacon Is §ﬁ§£§f§2§2§2_(Ne*
York: The Jonn McBride Company, 1910}, Durning-Lawrence's
book 18 primarily concerned with the long word anagram and
will be discussed in more detail in Sectlion III of this

chapter,

313. C. Churchill, "Baconian Heresy: A Post#Mortem,'
Nineteenth Century and After, 140 (November, 1946}, 266,
citing Edwin Durning-lawrence. )

321b1d¢
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had written the essays of Montaigne as schoolboy exercises
in French.

Further heights of absurdity were reached in 1912 when

33

Parker Woodward published Tudor Problems. Woodward was of

the opinion that Bacon had masked himself behind more than
one author. The list of authors whose works, he said, were
written by Bacon is a literary Who's Who of the late six-
teenth and early seventeenth centurles: Lyly, Greene,
Spenser, Shakespeare, Kyd, Peele, Marlowe, Gasson, Bright,
Burton, Webbe, Nashe, Watson, and others, includling a part
Sk No comment on this theory is

of Ben Jornson's works,

necessary.
In 1914, E. G. Harman, the author of- -Edmund Spenser

and Other Improvisations of Francis Bacon, spent five hundred

and ninety-two pages trying to prove Bacon wrote not only all
of the Shakespeare Works and the works of other Elizabethans,
but all of the Spenser works as we11.35

In the following year (1915), James Phinney Baxter

- 6
published The Greatest of Literary Problems.'3 According to

3 parker Woodward, Tudor Problems (London: Gay and
Hancock, Ltd,, 1912).

346, F. Tucker Brooke, Shakespeare of Stratford (New
Baven: Yale University Press, 1926), p. 143.

353. G. Harman, Edmund Spenser and Other Improvisa-
tions of Francis Bacon (London: Constable and Company, Ltd.,

19147Y.

6. |
; James Phinney Baxter, The Greatest of Literary Prob-

B

lems (second edition; Boston: Houghton Mifflin Company, 1917).
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the title page, the book was to be "an exploration of all
polnts at issue, from thelr inception to the present moment,®
Because of the great mass of writings which had been produced
by the Baconians up to that time, }Just such a book as Baxter's
purported to be was needed; an unbiased, objective view of
the controversy was essentisl, Unfortunately, Baxter's book
was bilased and subjective; his apprvach was unmistakably
Baconlian.

In his introduction, Baxter criticlzed such Shaks-
spearean scholars as Lee, White, Collins, and Furnivall for
their "cruel® comments and eriticisms of the Baconlans, and
throughout the remainder of the book, he scoffed at the
Shakespearean scholars and thelr work with the same cruelty
of which he had accused them., His examination of their work
was unscholarly, and it was more often inaccurate than not.
Baxter also discussed relics, Bacon's 1ife and works, the
Northumberland Manuseript, the Somnets, the Rosicrucian fel-
lowship, syﬁbolism, signatures, Spenser, the masks of Bacon,
thumb marks, and the ciphers. He emerged from his study with

the same opinion he held when he entered it: Bacon was the

author of the Shakespeare Works.

Baxtert's *sumnary® of Baconism marked a slowing down
in the production of the simple, less spectacular Baconian
theories. Perhaps the greatest single factor in this decrease

in production was the sudden appearance of other contenders

for the authorship. Bacon had been the only contender for
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over fifty years; suddenly there were as many as fifteen
others., Very little that was new could be added to the
simple theorles;j?iciphera were the only thing which could
overshadox¥ the excitement caused by new contenders,

The simple theorles have faded from prominence, but
they have not died. As recently as 1945, W. S. Melsonme

published The Bacon-Shakespeare Anatomy with the intended

purpose of bolstering the Baconian posltion. The arguments

in his bock were based on the parallelisms between the works
of Bacon and the Works of Shakespeare; he contended that there
were so many parallelisms that the possibility of colincidence
was ruled ocut., The most significant point to him was that
Shakespeare *"borrowed" heavily from De Augmentis Scientiarum,
which was published in October, 1623, when Shakespeare had
been dead for seven years. Bacon did not need te walit for

De Augmentis in order to write the plays.
Melsome 's work is undoubtedly not the last of the

simple Baconian theories. A% any time, & new book or essay
may appear which will offer conclusive “proof" that Bacon

was the author of the Shakespeare Works,
III. CHRONOLOGICAL SURVEY OF THE CIPHER THECRIES

Almost thirty years after Delia Bacon and William

Henry Smith brought the Baconian theory into prominence, the

3?-"Simple theories® refer to those less dramatic
theories which did not use ciphers to prove the authorship.
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Tirst cipher (or cryptographic) theory of Bacon's suthorship
appeared.BS Rumning chronologically parallel tc the simple
theories, the cipher theories are responsible for much of
the literature of the controversy. One reason for their
popularity lies in the fact that the plays are an unending
source of possible ciphers, anagrams, and other word puz-
zles, Almost zny amateur cryptologlst can find almost any
message he desires in the plays.

It will be the purpose of thie section to examine some
of the many cipher theories. Included will be the most
important of the crgptographlc approaches to the controversy:
the ciphers in the plays, the ¢iphers in Shakespeare's epi-

taph, the anagrams of names and of the long word in Love's

Labour's Lost, and mumeroclogy. These different types of
eryptographic arguments will be examined separately in thelr
ehronological order to prevent misunderstanding and confusion.

Because. thls study 1s primarily a chronological survey,
the discussion of the ciphers will not be technnical and
involved; in most cases, only the findings will be examined
and the refutation presented.

The greatest problem of the controversy has always

been the inability of the anti-Shakespeareans and the

BBThe eryptographic approach has enjoyed its greatest
popularity among the Baconlans; however, it has occasionally
been used by those representing other contenders.
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Shakespeareans to prove their theories and refutations. For
example, the anti-Shakeapeareans may state that Shakespeare
did not have a2 university education and therefore could not
have written the Works; the Shakespeareans may answer that
he didn't need a university education because he had a natu-
ral genlus, Neither side can prove 1ts allegation; the only
person who could offer any concrete information has been dead
for three hundred and forty-three years., There is one seg-
ment of the controversy, howsver, which can be examined
scilentifically: the cryptographic arguments, It was not
until 1957, however, that a thorough, scientific study was
made of the cipher theories, It was done by William and
Elizabeth Friedman in a book which they called The Shake-
spearean Ciphers Examined. Both of the Friledmans are dis-
tinguished cryptologists; Colonel Frledman has recelved
Presidential awards and recognition by Congress for work he
has done in cryptography for national defense before, during,
and after the Second World war, while Mrs. Friedman has worked
with the United States and Canadian governments and the Inter-
national Monetary Fund as a ergptolcrglst.j ? Both Colonel and
Mrs. Friedman are highly qualified to examine the Shake-

spearean ciphers and to pass judgment onithem. Because thelr

3 9H1111am F. Friedman and Elizabeth S. Friledman, The

wi)?ﬂ Ciphers Examined (Cambridge: The Unlversity
Press, 1957), information on the dust jacket.
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book 1s the only scientifically sound work on the subject,
1t will be used extensively in discussing and refuting the
cipher theories examined in this study.

The object of the Friedmans*® work was not t¢ prove the
claims of elther side of the controversy but to settle the
dispute one way or the other as far as the ciphers were con-~
cerned., To accomplish this, they set up two criteria by
which to judge all of the cipher theories. In order for a
cipher to be valid, there had to be & positive answer to
these two questions, which were thelr criteria: (1) Do the
plain-texts make sense-~that 1s, are they linguistically
valid? (2) Can the cryptosystem and the specific keys be
gpplied without ambiguity?no These two questions were applled

to all of those cryptographic arguments examined by Colonel

and Mrs. Friedman,

Ciphers in the plays. The first cryptographic argu-

ment was presented by Mrs. C. F. Ashmead Windle in San Fran-

cisco in 1882, The tiltle was very lmpressive: Report to the
Britlsh Museum on Behalf of the Ammals of Great Britain and

The Relgn of Her Majesty, Queen Victoris, Discovery and Open-

Aing of the Cipher of Francis Bacon, Lord Verulam, Alike in
Hls Prose Writings and in the 'Shakespeare' Dramas Proving Him
the Author of the Dramas. Mrs. Windle's pamphlet was privately

ko
Eb.id., pi 26‘
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printed in San Francisco in 1882. She attempted to find
significance in puns on words, names, and titles in the
Works. What she found was not really a cipher, and her work
is important only because it was the first cryptographic
argument,

In the following year {(1883), Mrs. Henry Pott brought
out her Promus of Formularies and EIEgancies.al Mrs. Pott
was sald by Ignatius Donnelly to have examined *six thousand
works anterior to or contemporary with gggggﬂ“uz In splte
of her wide reading, Mrs. Pott's work was not scientifically

valid, Among her other findings was the following message
taken from the poem, "To the Beader® in the First Folio:
*Francis Bacon, Viscount St. Alban, Shakespeare, writ these
plales, not the rogue will Shakspurre.'aj Mrs, Pott never
clarified her system, and her work was discounted by all but
the Baconians long before the Frledmans® book appeared.

It was not until Ignatius Domnelly entered the con-
troversy that the cipher theories achieved & certain color
and gaudiness, The Pott clpher was insignificant and on a

small scale; the Donnelly cipher was flamboyant and on 8 grand

scale,

'h;For the complete title of this work and additional
discussion of Mrs, Pott's 1deas, see page 48.

aznonnelly, op. cit., P. 931. Italles in the original,

QBFriedman and Priedmen, ¢p. cit., p. 109,
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Ignatius Donnelly was a politician, farmer, lawyer,
land speculator, and author from Minnesota, who had been
lieutenant-governor of his state, a United States Congress-
man, and even & vice-presidential candidate of the People's
Party. He was never noted for his modesty or for his quiet,
unassuming ways, and he probably saw the Baconian theory as
a means to attract attention. Although his theory was not.
accepted by scholarg or even by most Baconians after the
furor over its subject matter had died down, Donnelly should
not be slighted. His cipher story was the first major effort
to use cryptography to disprove Shakespeare's authorship, and
it 1s an example of the lengths to which many of the antl-
Shakespeareans went {and are still going) to prove their
theories,

Donnelly first stated in 1884 that he thought there
was a cipher in the plays. In June of 1887, he published an
article in North American Review, which he called "The Shake-
speare Myth, W In this article, he drew many parallels
between Bacon and Shakespeare, and he showed that he had
found a cipher in the Works. He made this cipher of hils say
what he wanted it to say. Almost anyons, however, can do the

same thin_g.'% It would be just as easy for the author of

I!m'l[gna_1.'.;'5,|;1’a=:-? Domnnelly, "The Shakespeare Myth," North
American Review, 164 (June, 1887), 572.

nsﬂeorge Bernard Shaw later made & cipher which proved
he was the author of the Shakespeare Works. Friledman and
Friedman, 22- Q_itos P. 251, :
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this study to "prove" that anyone from King Henry VIII to
Dylan Thomas was the author.

Donnelly's most pretentlous work was his nine hundred

and ninety-eight page book, The Great Cryptogram, which was

published in 1888.#6- It was divided into three parts: Book

I, The Argument; Book II, The Demonstration (in which "the
great cryptogram® was presented); and Book III, Conclusions,
Devoting a chapter to each, Domnelly discussed ldentical
expressions, metaphors, opinions, quotations, studies, errors,
and identities of character and style found in Bacon's writings
and the Shakespeare Works.

Domnelly had an argument for everything. For example,
he got around Bacon's busy public life by saylng the Works
appeared "during Bacon's unemployed youth. No one pretends
that he wrote plays while he was holding great and lucrative
offices in the-state.*a? The obvicus fallacy of this state-
ment lies in the fact that in his "unemployed youth,* Bacon
must have been getting the education necessary to write the
plays, an education which the Baconians insist the author

had. There are other examples of Donnelly's "reascning®

throughout his book.

aﬁThough the book was spectacular and was welcomed by
the Baconlans, it was a financial fallure,

#7Donne11y, op, cit., p. 289.
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The beginning of Donnelly's discussion of his cipher
was a mixture of autobiography and pseudo-scientific intro-
ductory material, He discovered Bacon's biliteral cipher in
a book which belonged to his young son, concluded that Bacon
had put a cipher in the plays, and set out to find it. He
had difflculty in discovering the simple message he knew was
there until he decided that the First Folio contalned the
answer., Obtaining a copy of the Staunton facsimile, he set
to work. After several fallures, he tr_rie‘d an arithmetical
method and was "astonished®™ at the results he obtained,
Instead of a short message which definitely stated Bacon's
authorship, he found a long narrative which told the story
of Bacon's life and activities.

Donnelly's method of obtaining the message was compli-
cated; he further complicated it by finding significance in
brackets, hyphenated words, and additional numbers-whlch he
obtained from wherever he could find them without regard for
the numbers he used for his keys. However, since this 1is
not a technical study of cryptography, only the results of
Donnelly's work are important. Those results are rather
astounding., With his cipher, Danrelly found many long mes-
sages 1n the Works: there was one in which Cecll told the
story of Marlowe; there were several others in which Bacon
told the story of Shakespeare, his youth, his prison sen-
tence (there is neither fact nor tradition In Shakespearean

scholarship to offer any proof of this), his aristocratic
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pretensions, and his inability to have written the plays;
there were still other messages in which Bacon told the story
of his own life and its relation to the history of the times,
At no time in the cipher storles did Bacon assert the author-
ship of the plays,. If Bacon were perpetrating a fraud, he
concluded, he would have "found" a sentence which stated
straightforwardly that Bacon was the author.

The Frledmans examined Donnelly's findings. Their
first conclusion was that Donnelly did not understand the
nature of Bacon's biliteral cipher:ha he relied on chance
assoclations of words, and he worked with great irregularity
with what he had, The Priedmans then applied their two c¢ri-
teria for the validity of a cipher.ug They found that the
plain~texts made sense linguistically, and that, in spelling,
syntax, and intelligibility, they were correct, It was on
the second of the criteria that Donnelly's cipher falled;
there was no true key to his cipher., He selected his key
words and numbers without any rules for the selection, and
he used them or ignored theﬁ at will, The Friedmans reached
the following conclusion:

In fact, Donnelly's system 1s no system; it leaves a

scientifically unacceptable latitude in the exercise of

choice on the part of the decipherer. More plainly, it
provides him with a means of Jjustifying retrospectively

hsﬁ discussion of the true Bacon biliteral cipher can
be found in Chapter I, p. 5.

thee page 61 of this study for a discussion of these
two criteria,
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his gelection of words . . . The system by which he
reached . . ., (the message he found) . . . was never
mentioned by Bacon, its llke has never been proposed
by a serious writer on cryptography at any time, and
%:t§?§?g8 be accepted by any such writer now or in the

Following the publication of Donnelly's work, there
was an inerease in the number of people who studied the
Shakespeare Works with the purpose of denying Shakespeare's
authorship. The beauty and the ideas to be found in the
plays, poems, and sonnets did not interest them; they were
looking for a cipher of some kind.

The next major cipher theory appeared in 1893, It
was presented by Orville Owen, M. D., of Detroit, who may
have been inspired by Domnelly?’s werk_dﬁ the sublect. Owen
completed and published five volumes of a proposed six~-
volume work, which he called Sir Francls Bacon's Clpher
Story.sl The whole message was written in blank verse, and
it was extremely difficult to read. Dr. Owen clzimed to
have discovered a clpher which proved that Bacon was the
illegitimate son of Queen Elizabeth I and Robert Dudley, the
Earl of Leicester, and that Bacon was the author of the
plays of William Shakespeare, Robert Greene, Christopher

Marlowe, and George Peele, the works of Edmund Spenser and

SDFriedman and Friedman, op. git., P. ¥5-
510??1118 Owen, Sir Francis Bacon's Cipher Story

(Detroit: Howard Publishing Company, 189%}. The sixth
volume 1is gtill in manuscript form.
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2
Sir Philip Sidney,ss:and Burton's The Anatomy of Melancholy.

The cipher also revealed a detailed account of histerical
events of the pericd, some of which have never been known to
historians.,

Dr. Owen'’!s whole cipher story is quite remarkable and
is, in some ways, quite unusual. The most unusual aspect 1s
"Sir Francis Bacon's Letter to the Decipherer.* Ordinarily,
it would not be strange to find & letter to the decipherer;
how else could the message be found? What makes this one
unusual is that it is part of the cipher contained in the
text of the Works. The decipherer has to decipher the Works
in order to find the way to decipher the Works. The PFriedméns
compared it to picking the lock of a safe to find inslde the
key to the lock which has already been plcked,53

Owen's cipher story was constructed by taking words,
lines, and passages from the Works of Shakespeare, Marlowe,
Greene, Pesle, Spenser, Sidney, and Bacon, and from Burton's
The Anatomy of Melancholy. He alsc used a work written in
Latin by Bacon and translated by Rawley twenty-two years after
Bacon died. These words, lines, and passages made up & falrly
coherent narrative which followed azlong the lines Owen wanted

it to follow. This narrative was a history of England during

52An interesting aspect of the controversy 1s found in

the fact that the Baconians argued that the hog aep%cted on
the crest which appears on the title page of Sidney's Arcadia
ig irrefutable proof of Bacon?!s authorship of that work,

33priednan ana Friedman, op. git., pP. 63.
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Baconts lifetime, and it contained *proof" that Bacon wrote
the works of the above named writers,
Owen was alded in his task by a glant wheel which he
built by following the instructions set forth by Bacon in *The
Letter to the Decipherer,® This machine was described in

detail by the Friedmans:

The machine consists of two spools, rather like over=-
slzed cinema reels, pivoted to spin freely; stretched
between them, and wound round them, are 1000 feet of
canvas, Glued to this canvas the 1000 or so pages of
selected texts in turn come into view as the spools
rotate, the whole contraption provgglng an extended
anthology of Elizabethan writings.” '

To find the message, 1t was necessary to rotate the
wheel and find certaln Kkey words and thelr derlivations; these
were used to locate the words, lines, and passages necessary
to construct the message,

An interesting sidelight on the Owen cipher theory is
the story of his search for documentary proof of his dls-
covery. After one of the several visits pald him by the
spirit of Bacon, Owen became convinced that Bacom had hldden
proof of his authorship in &n iron box at the bottom of the
Wye River in Chepstow. Bacon's little iron boX was never
found by Dr. Owen or his converts, but Owen never stopped

believing that it was buried somewhere in Englan&.ss

55151a., p. 67.

55w1111ams, op. ¢it., p. 255
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Although there are people who still belleve in Dr.
Owen and his word cipher, an examination of his work shows
that his approach was unscientific; there are many inconsist-
encies and omissions in his methods. The first weakness is
that the decipherer had to decipher in order to get the
instructions to decipher the message. The ®*Letter to the
Decipherer" does not stand up under scientific examination:
there 1s no general system, there are no speciflc keys, and
there are no clear rules for applying the keys. According
to the "Letter," the plays were not written for production
but for the primary purpose of concealing a _c:iph.er.56

In the text of the message itself, it is easy to see
that the approach Owen used was not sclentific; rather, it was
haphazard. He had to find one of his key words {or one of its
derivatives) and then look fq;". a suitable word, line, or pas-
sage somewhere nearby which fitted his story, Sometlmes the
word, line, or passage he needed was not even on the same
page as the key word.

Another great fault of Dr. Owen's theory was the inac-
curacy of the texts he employed. He never gave the exact
source of the quotation he used, and he changed words 1in

these quotations to enable him to get the message he wanted,

5 sFriedman and Friedman, ¢p. £lt., P. 68,
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An example of this can be shown in the following lines from

The Merchant of Venice:

Yea, mock the lion when he roars for prey
To win thee, lady . ., . Act 11, Scene I, line 30,

Dr. Owen changed this to read as he wanted it to read:

Yea, mock the lion when he roars for prey
To win a c¢ipher . . .

This is only one example of this kind of thing. Faced with
these faults, the thinking person can readily ses that Owen's
cipher was not really & cipher and actually proved nothing
except the scope of Dr. Owen's imagination and 1nventivsness.57
The next cipher theory to appear was a very important
one: 1t was based on Francis Bacon's billiteral cipher, This
theory was presented by Mrs. Elizabeth Wells Gallup in 1899
in a bock which she called The Billiteral Cypher of Sir Francis
Bacon Discovered in His Works and Deciphered by Mrs. Eliza-
pgggiﬂg;ia,callug.EB Mrs, Gallup, & schoolteacher and high
school principal in Michigan, was convinced that since Bacon
had invented the cipher, he would use it in the plays to
prove his authorship. She was greatly influenced by Dr.

Owen, and her findings were much the same as hils,

57Ibid., Pp. 68-69,

%1 1zabeth Wells Gallup, The Biliteral Cypher of Sir
Francls Bacon Discovered in His Works and Deciphered by Mrs.
Elizabeth Wells Gallup (Detroit: Howard Publishing Company,
1899). An enlarged secund edition of this book appeared in
1900; 1t was followed by a third in 1901,
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Mrs. Gallup was studying the facsimile of the First
Folio used by Dr. Owen when her attention was caught by the
different type forms (letter shapes such as roman, italic,
and swash italic) used in the printing. She thought that
this was Bacon's biliteral cipher in operatibn.59. This mixing
of type was not at all uncommon in Ellizabethan printing, and
Shakespearean scholars have observed that it meant no more
in the First Folio than it did in any other manuscript of the
times. The Baconians, however, declared that this was the
perfect situation for Bacon; he could have inserted his clpher
without arousing suspicion. It would have been easy for him
to have marked the letters for the cipher after his scribe
had finished copying the manuscript; only Bacon and the
printer need have been in on the secret.

Having decided that Bacon had added the cipher to the
plays, Mrs. Gallup used his key to produce a fairly intel-
ligible text. What she found was very close to what Dr.

Owen had found: Bacon was the son of Elizabeth I and Lel-
cester (although she believed the Queen and Leicester were
married before Ellzabeth took the throne), and she also
believed that Bacon had made the cipher so that later genera-

tions could have a true picture of Elizabethan history. Mrs,

5983e "Definitions of Terms Used" in Chapter I for a
description of the billteral cipher.
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Gallup?ts 1ist of those whose works Bacon "wrote™ corresponded
closely to Dr. Owen's list, In the *Explanatory Intrcduction®
to the first edition of her book, she named Marlowe, Peele,
Greene, Spenser, Jonsorn, and Burton (The Anatomy of Melan-
choly), . She claimed that all of this other writing was
done by Bacon in addition to his acknowledged writings and
the Shakespeare erks;ég

The appearance of the message deciphared by Mrs. Gallup

was described thus by the Fiiedmans:

In all these works the deciphered story is carried on
in a kind of counterpoint; words or sentences are broken
in one place, and caught up again in another, and the
message 1s completed. The substance is repeated many
times, in different books, as if Bacon had been making
ggzglthat at least one of the sources should be stumbled

The publication of Mrs. Gallup's book ralised a violent

controversy. Some people were for her, many were against
her, and a few triled to take a middle of the road attitude.62
The Baconian camp split in its opinion of her after the dis-
covery that her cipher showed Bacon had used Pope's trans-
lation of Homer;63 Since Pope's translations of The Iliad
and The Odyssey were done in the years from 1715 to 1726,
even the Baconians had to admit that something was wrong
somewhere., Most of those in the Unlted States who supported

Mrs. Gallup were also supporters of Dr. Owen,

60
Friedman and Frisdman, op. cit., p. 194,

61M--: p. 195, - 621b1d., p. 196.
63

“Robertson, loc. cit.




S S Lt RS o et s T AT e ey Cow e e L . P i, se———

73

Many could not understand Mrs. Gallup's cipher and
wrote to her asking for an explanation, She answered that
1t was difficult to understand at first; every sense had to
be employed 1n working with the cipher. She directed atten-
tion to all of the time and money consumed in deciphering the
Rosetta Stone and all the ancient hleroglyphics. The Fried-
mans objected to these 1deas. They noted that once the key
to a-cipher is known, it should be easy to apply. The results
obtained by any twe pecple working together on a cipher
should be identical in order for the cipher to be valid. No
one has ever been able to obtain the same results as Mrs.
Gallup. In her references to the Rosetta Stone and the
hieroglyphics, she omitted one important factor: although
many people have worked on these objects, each one has
obtalned the same translation as all of the others.

The discrepancy of the Pope translation and the
evasiveness of Mrs. Gallup about her key forced her seml-
excommunication from the Bacon Soclety for several years,
During that time, she kept up her work. Convinced that
there were manuseripts burled somewhere which would vindi-
cate her cipher, she went to England to search for them, but
she soon gave up because most of the graves of those she
believed to be the masks of Bacon were inaccessible., She
never lost her belief in the cipher theory, and before she
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died in 1934, she was welcomed back into the Bacon
Soc ie,ty.&;

Colonel and Mrs. Friedman had worked at one time as
student asgsistants to Mrs. Gallup. They observed that if the
students could not find a cipher message or a required word
in the material with which they were working, Mrs. Gallup was
always able to help them do so,

All of Mrs. Gallup's work depended on the varying
sizes of the type forms in the manuscripts, but this was not
a reliable basis for such an important project. Printing was
notorlously bad in the period under discussion. Enlargement
of origiﬁal manuscripts often proved that significant letters
were elther ink-blots.or that they had enlarged through the
spreading of the ink. An expert type-designer, F., W. Goudy,
examined the manuscripts of the various works in question
used by Mrs. Gallup and concluded that nothling could be
definitely determined by the type forms used in Elizabethan
printing. Professor Charlton Hinman went through eighty
copies of the First Follo in the Folger Library in washington
with a machine he designed for that purpose. He proved that

all of the copies of the First Folle were different as far

6“F0r an interesting account of the life and work of

Elizabeth Wells Gallup, see the Friedmans' book, The Shake-
spearean Ciphers Examined. This book also contains an
account of the work of Colonel Fabyan, the alleged expert
cryptographer, who supported and explolted Mrs. Gallup and
other Baconians,
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as printing was concerned., These instances show that print
slze can not be a determining factor in locating & c;pher.és

In applying the dual test they used to determlne the
validity of any cryptographic system, the Friedmans found,
in this case, that the method passed the test for lingulstic
validity although the message was very wordy. It was also
noted by lexicographers that Mrs. Gallup used some words in
senses they did not have when the clpher was put in the
Works. For example, in Mrs. Gallup's decipherment, Bacon
sald he ﬁouldlllke to introduce cryptography into the cur-
ricula of universities, In Bacon's time, “"curricula® could
only mean race courses, It was not until later that it came
to mean *courses of study.® Mrs. Gallup's messages also
referred to some events which cccurred after Bacon's death.
However, these points only invalidated certain parts of the
cipher and could have occurred because Mrs. Gallup made an
error in reading. On the whole, the texts were linguisti-
cally valia,®

In applying their test of the valldlty of the key as
the second part of their dual examination, the Friedmans
found that Mrs. Gallup's cipher failed. If the key 1s such
that any part of 1t must be decided by the declpherer in &

65Friadman and Priedman, op. c¢it., pvp. 217-2L,

6
Ibid., P. 214,
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subjective way, the key is invalid, Because of the pos-
Sibilities of ink-blots, ink-spreads, and arbitrary use of
letter forms, 1t was often mecessary for Mrs. Gallup to
decide which letter was meant to be a part of the cipher,
This was a matter of personal judgment and not the use of
sclentific fact; her method could not be checked or dupli-
cated. If her disciples obtained the same results as she,
1t was because they had her work or her results before them,
or because they had preconceived ideas, The Friedmans con-
cluded thelir examination by saying:

What can we say about the declpherments and the
author? She was not a consclous fraud; we know that
from personal experience, We are equally certain that
Zhelgad not fgupg, in all the books she egﬁmined, one

pPplication of the biliteral cipher . . .
Seemingly influenced by Mrs. Gallup, Mrs. Constance
M. Pott returned to the field of the controversy in 1903

wlth her book, The Biliteral Cipher: Hints for Declpherigg,sa

Her work contributed nothing new.
In 1909, a new cipher theory emerged, which was part
acreostic and part straight cipher., It was presented by

William Stone Booth in his first book, Some Acrostic Signa-

tures of Francis Bacon.69 Booth looked for Bacon's signatures

71p1a., pp. 214-15.

éaconstance M. Pott, The Biliteral Cipher: Hints for
Deciphering (London: R. Banks and Son, 1903).

69w1111am Stone Booth, Some Acrostic Signatures of
Franeis Bacon (Boston: Houghton Mifflin Company, 1909).
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in the Works without using the anagrammatic approach, He
found the signatures in hidden acrosties. He chose certailn
inltial letters of words within the text (without regard for
the position of the words in the line), If one wanted to

write "Francls Bacon" into a page, he would make the first

letter of the first line an F with N the corresponding letter

at the bottom of the page. In between, he would place the
letters necessary to complete the words., These letters
should be placed so that they would be found in a zig-zag
reading: 1f the first line is read from left to right, the
next should be read from right tec left. This is what 1is
called a string cipher, and it is accomplished by tying
knots on a string at specific distances to match a message

1aid in the text of a work, Booth'!s method corresponded to

this. It was described by the Friedmans thus:

The method involves the use of a flat rectangular
piece of wood, whose surface is divided into columns,
each column standing for one letter of the alphabet
according to some prearranged system. The sides of
the plece of wood are notched, and the string is
wound between the notches, beginning at the top, so
that the knots in the string appear ln the various
columns of the ruled surface. The position of each
knot thus indicates a lett§5 and the message can be
read off along the string.

The 'first part of Booth's book was devoted to specl-
mens. In the second part, he listed about two hundred and
fifty-one signatures derived by string cipher from the

7°'Fr1edman and Friedman, op. git., p. 117.
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Works, some of the doubtful plays, some anonymous plays, and
Marlowe's plays.,

Perhaps the greatest fault of Booth's string c¢ipher
was in the latitude he allowed himself. His method per-~
mitted him to use the initlal letters of words anywhere in
the line; he was not limited to the beginning or end of the
line. He found two or three letters in one line, and then
often skipped several lines before he found another word.

The Friedmans completely dismissed Booth's theory:

Booth's "string clpher® is so flexlble that it might

more Justly be compared with a rubber band, 7There are
*sigrnatures" in plenty on any glven page; the procedure
very rarely y;elds a unique resait; and it has no
cryptological value whatsoever,

The next cipher theory was presented in 1913 in a
book called Studles in the Blliteral Cipher of Francis
Bacon by Mrs. Gertrude Horsford ?iske, a devoted disclilple

of Mrs, Gallup.?z Mrs. Fiske applied Bacon's biliteral

cipher to the Second Folio, which was published in 1632
(sixtean years after the death of Shakespeare and slx years
after the death of Bacon). She explaiﬁed that Bacon had
many followers who carried on his work; one of these fol-
lowers put the ciphers in the works of the Second Folio.

Mrs. Piske used all of the forms of the billteral type

711bid., P. 123,

R

7ZGertrude-ﬁorsrord Fiske, Studies In the Biliteral
cipher of Francils Bacon {Boston: John W. Luce and Company,
1913). B

e sy
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amassed by Mrs. Gallup, but unlike Mrs. Gallup, she did not
produce a clear message. The Friedmans dismissed her work
with a very few words: "Their {The studies by Mrs., Fiske)
only drawback is that they are incomprehensible , . .'73

James Phinney Baxter, whose book, The Greatest of

Literary Problems (1915), was discussed in Section II of

this chapter, entered the field of the cipher theories by an
indirect route, In Chapter XVI of his book, he discussed the
ciphers in general and the work of Mrs. Gallup in particular,
He had been a critic of her theory, but after he began a
correspondence with her, she sent him her cipher messages.,
His examination of them convinced him that she was right,
and he supported her c¢laims in his book. Baxter actually
provad nothing except the validity of the biliteral cipher
and the possibility of its having been inserted in the
Works. He did not do anything toward proving that there is
a cipher in the Works or that Mrs. Gallup had actually found
1t..?'4

If Baxter's biased summary and the introduction of new

contenders marked the decline of the simple theorles, they
did not do the same for the cipher theories. Cryptoalogical

arguments continued to appear with regularity for many more

years.

739riedman'and Priedman, op. ¢it., p. 8l.

" 1p1a., pp. 224-25.
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During the decade from 1920 to 1930 there appeared
several books by Walter Conrad Arensberg, who was described
by the Friedmans as & poet, scholar, student of occultism,
and a patron of the-arts.?s But Arensberg was first and fore-
most an amateur cryptologlist, His first eryptographic inter-
est was in the works of Dante, but in the 1920's, he turned
his attention to Sl'zai(e:Lv.peau"e.!?6 He worked on many different
types of clphers, and, because he cannot be classified as a
specialist in anagrams, numerology, or one of the other
types of cryptography, he will be discussed in this section

on general ciphers,

In 1922, Arensberg privately published Part One of

hls book, The Cryptography of Shakssgeare.?? He dismissed

the ciphers of Donnelly, Owen, and Booth as unproven. He
then trled to prove that cryptographic evidence that Bacon
used the pseudonym William Shakespeare is to be found in the
original editions of the Works. He belleved these original
editions contain the evidence of Bacon's authorship in hidden
acrostics, which can be deciphered to yleld Bacon's name in
various forms, Arensberg allowed himself a great deal of

flexibility, and it was this which was the cause of his

75The Arensberg Collection in the Philadelphia Museum
of Art 1s one of the best collections of modern art in the
United States.

?6Friedman,and Friedman, op. ¢it., p. 137.

?7W31ter C. Arensberg, The Cryptography of Shakespeare
(San Francisco: privately published, 1922},
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fajlure. Even his explanations of his system were vague and
hazy as if he wanted to allow himself latitude. The Fried-
man's commented thus on his vagﬁeness and flexibillty:

Put in plain English, nis recipe amounts to this:

Take any initial letters you like as long as you take
them from consecutive words at the beginning or end
of any line, or from consecutive lines, or both, Bear-
range the lettgrs to fpym any word or?ghrase you care
to choose, and serve with a flourish,
They were also of the oplnion that persons using Arensberg's
system could find Bacon's signature on any page of a current
newspaper or magazine, The occurrence of the letters B, A,
C, O, and N as initial letters 1s so frequent that finding
Bacon's name is simple,

Arensberg went to the Frliedmans with his system and
told them he had found the sentence "The author was Francis
Bacon® seven times in The Tempest. The Friedmans took The
.ergtqgragng.gg Shakespeare, and, using Arensbergt's system,
they found seven times in Arensberg's own book, "The author
is Willilam F, Friedman." Arensberg admitted this proof and
then said:

But you know and I know that I wrote The Cryptography
of Shakespeare and not you so I am not particulariy dis-
Turbed by that. All the same, what you have done does
not disprove the presence of the sentence "The ayghar
was Francis Bacon" which I found in The Tempest.

?8Friedman and Friledman, op. cit., p. 143,
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It is impossible to reason with a person who uses that kind
of logic. Arensberg abandoned his snagrammatlic acrostic
system before Part Two of The Cryptopraphy of Shakespeare
was finished, but he continued to lock for a cipher of some
Kind in the Works.

In 1923, he published The Secret Grave of Francis
Bagcon and His Mother at Lichfield Chapter ﬁggﬁg.ac In this
book, he used a mew method which he called "ths Baconian key
¢ipher," With this cipher, he "found" that Bacon did not die
in 1626, but in 1631. He was buried with his mother, accord-
ing to Arensberg, in the Lichfield Cathedral Chapter House,

Arensberg 414 not have the decade entirely to himself,
While he wasg casting about for new cipher systems, Willlam

Stone Booth reappeared on the scene in 1925 with his Subtle

Shinine Secrecles, Writ in the Margents of Bookes. This

was 10 be his final definitive work to replace all of the
other books he had written. He abandoned his string cipher
for new devices by which he found Bacon's signature every-
where. This book was no better than his others had been.
There was one significant passage, however, in which Booth

expressed his own feelings and the feelings of all the

SQWalter C. Arensberg, The Secret Grave of Francis

Bacon and His Mother at Lichfield Chapter House {(San Fran-
cisco: privately published, 1923).

81W1111am Stone Booth, Subtle Shinlng Secrecles, Writ
the Margente of Bookes {Boston: Walter H., Baker Company,

—t——

925).

ols



83

Baconians about the reason for the unbopularity of their
beliefs, He said that there were "large vested interests in
the shape of academic positions, text-books, and publications
which must be protected for the sake of income or royaltlea.'az
In other words, scholars and publishers ignored {and are astill
ignoring) the Baconian claims because they feared the loss of
royalties.

Edmund Pearson reviewed Booth?!s book in an article
called "Eggs and Shakespeare* in the June 24, 1925 jssue of
Outliock, and he denounced it completely. He indicated that
Booth and other Baconians based their contentions on the
fact that the Works could not have been acknowledged by
Bacon because he feared disgrace, However, Bacon could
have taken time to put all kinds of acrostics, puzzles, and
tricks in the Works to indicate his authorship without fear
of thelr being discovered in his own liretime.83

Arensberg re-entered the controversy in 1928 with The
Shakesperian (518&) stterx.ak He used mystic symbols toc sup~-
port hAsAflndings about the secret grave of Bacon and his
mother at Lichfield Chapter House. He revealed that the

secret grave symbolized rebirth and was meant to be a shrine

; Edmund Lester Pearson, "Eggs and Shakespeare,” Out-
look, 140 (June 24, 1925), 301, citing Willlam Stone Booth,
Subtle Shining Secrecies, Writ in the Marpents of Bookes

(Boston: Walter H. Baker Company, 1925). :
8
3Zb1d.

84wa1ter C. Arensberg, The Shakesperian Mystery
(Pittsburgh: privately published, 1928).
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for the Rosilcrucian Society., He believed the Rosilcrucian
Society knew the secret of the authorship of the plays and

could solve the controversy, The Shakesperian Mystery was
85

rambling and Incomprehensible, and it proved nothing,
Later that same year, Arensberg explained his key
cipher more fully in The Baconian _Ig_g;g.a“s This book, he
sald, would correct the errors he had made in The Secret
Grave . « « The Baconian Keys relied on the significance of
numbers as they were used by Bacon and the Rosicruclans, In
the first sentence of the book, Arensberg said, "The numerical
key-cipher employed by Bacon and by menmbers of the Rosicrucian
Fraternity 18 a method of representing a text by a number
which is represented by another t.e:tt."s? The Frledmans com-
zented, *This is about the most comprehensible sentence in the
book; the rest is embarrassingly obscure and deadly dull.”

Arensberg's last two books, Francis Bacon, William

8
Butts and the Pagets of Beaudesert (1929) 9 and The Maglc

85Fr1.edman and Friedman, op. zit., p. 15i.

Bﬁh’alter- C. Arensberg, The Baconian Keys (Pritteburgh:
privately published, 1928).

87Friedman and Friedman, op. cit., p. 152, citing

Walter C. Arensberg, The Baconian Keys (Pittsburgh: privately
published, 1928).

831b1"d.

e'gwalter ¢. Arensberg, Francis Bacon, William Bubts

kil

and the Pagets of Beaudesert {Pittsburgh: privately pub-
isheﬁi 1929 -
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Bing of Francis Bacon (1930)90 were no better than his other

books had been; they were, if anything, more confusing, In
these two books, he added many more devices for decliphering
Bacon!s message. The "magic ring® was what he called his
method of finding messages in the Pirst Folio and The Advance~
ment of Learning. This method required devices which were
described by the Friedmans as "a magic chess board, a ocrypto-
graphic watch, calendrical symbolism, the cyclical index,
three alphabets (one of twenty-four letters, one of twenty-
one, and one of twenty), the heptadic pattern, ephemeral lat-~
ters, argumentation, tetradic forms of dates, various mathe-
matical operations, and transformations and substitutions.'91
This 1ist of devices was fantastic, but so were Arensberg's
findings: Bacon was a descendant of Edward, Prince of Wales,
the son of Henry VI, and was therefore & pretender to the
throne; Bacon was the illegitimate son of William Butts, the
oldest son of the physician of Henry VIII, and Lady Anne
Cooke Bacon; Bacon had a son who was adopted by the Pagets of
Beaudesert; Bacon founded the Rosicrucian Soclety and left 1t
to be carried on'by the Paget family, who were to reveal the

true authorship of the Works when safety permitted; Bacon hid

9OWa1ter C. Aremsberg, The Magic Ring of Francls Bacon

{Pittsburgh: privately published, 1930).

:91Friedman and Friedman, loc. cit.
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at Beaudesert from 1626, when history records his death, to
1631, when he actually.dled.gz

It is highly probable that Arensberg was disillusioned
by his own work; he moved from theory t¢ theory, often with-~
out finishing what he had started. However, he remained
convinced until the day he died that there is & cipher in
the Works. In their wills, he and his wife endowed the
Francis Bacon Foundation, which was begun in Pasadena, Cali-
fornia in 1954, The library of the Foundation contalns works
of both the Elizabethan and Jacobean perlods, text-books on
cryptography, and Rosicrucian literature, The research
carried on there follows the methods set by Arensberg.

Arensbergts theories largely refuted themselves; it
is not necessary to detail here the fallacies of his methods,
It is sufficlent to note that his work was cryptologically
invalid and often so incomprehensible that testing 1t was
lmpossible.

A new cryptographic approach to the controversy was

made by Joseph Martin Feely, a lawyer whose hobby was decl-

phering Shakespeare: Feely wanted to prove that Shakespeare,

not Bacon, was the author of the Works, Hls system was called

*Shakespeare's Maze" and was described in five books printed

privately in Rochester, New York between 1931 and 1542: The

2
’ Ibid., P. 153.
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Shakespearean Cypher in the First Folio (1931}; Decyphering
Shakesoveare: Work Sheets in the Shakespearean Cypher {1934);

Shakespeare!s Maze Further Deciphered (1938); The Cyvher in
the Sonnets: The Dedication Key (1940}; and Cyvher Idyll

Apent the Little Westerne Flower, Decyphered from a Midsommer

Nights Dreame (1942)., According to Feely's findings, the
author of the Works had been 2 member of the Italian nobility
and had lived an exciting and adventurous life (which was

. actually a combination of the lives of all of the contenders).
Feely was the only person ever tu use the cipher method in an
effort to prove Shakegpearels authorship. Although the name
*William Shakespeare® does not sound very Itallian, Feely
believed in his research and was was able to find the words
"*Will" and *Shake*® with his system. His work was no better
than that of the Baconians; the Friedméns could not test his

cipher because they could not understand it. That 1is refuta-
93

tion enocugh,”-
The next cipher system appeared in 1947 in a booklet

entitled Francis Bacon's Cipher Signatures. It was written
by Edward Johnson and published by the Bacon Soclety. John-
son believed that Bacon had put his message in the Works by
placing letters in & certain way on the pages of the manu-

seripts. A mathematical arrangement such as this eliminated

931b1d., ppa 81“"830
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the elements of chance and coincidence; the letters of the
message could not be confused unlesss the text was revised,
nor could coincidence account for the letters of the message
appearing in perfect sequence, Johnson put the text of the
Works on squared paper and picked out his message. He was
allowed by his system te use letters more than once, and these
letters did not have to be in correct order.

Using Johnson's method and his dlagram of the poem
“To the Reader®™ in the First Follo, the Friedman's found the
following message: "No kidding! I, Francis Bacon, wrote

these Shakespeare plaies,'gu No further refutation seems

necessary.

Cirhers in the epitaph. Shakespeare's epitaph, which
can be found chiseled in stone over hls grave at Holy Trinity

Church in Stratford, has received its share of attention from

the Baconians. The original stone slab crumbled away and was

replaced in the early nineteenth century. The inscriptlon was

kept as far as its wording was concerned, but the letters were

made more uniform. It is not this present form of the epltaph

which interested the Baconlians, however, The early form had
a strange mixture of large and small letters. Edmund Malone
(who relied heavily on George Stesvens) got the original let-

tering and printed it in his edition of the plays in the late

4
? Ibld., pp. 83-85.
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eighteenth century, Since its discovery by the Baconians in
Malone's edition, the Baconians have searched for a cipher
in 1t,

The older epitaph looked something like this:
Good Frend for lesus SAKE forbeare

To diGG T-E Dust Enclo~Ased He-Re
Blese be T-E Man Y spares T—Es-Stgges

And curst be He Y moves my Bones.

The é@pitaph cipher i;heories have never gained a&s much
attention as other cryptological arguments, but they are an
interesting part of the controversy as a whole,

The first person to "find" a cipher in the epitaph was
an American named Hugh Black. In the October, 1887 issue of

North American Review, Black published an article in which he

sald that the billiteral cipher was used in the epita;:h.g ~ The
result of his decipherment was "Francis Bacon wrote Shake-
speare's plays.® In order to make his cipher readable, Black
had to take the jumble of letters he obtalned and arrangs them
to suit himself and his purposes., The actual message he
obtained was FRA BA WRT EAR A Y and the word SHAXPEARE. It
takes a great deal t;f imagination to see those letters as the

solution to the authorship controversy,

95Ther.e has been some controversy over whether or not
this is the form of the epitaph as it really was, but that
is a subject for a study of its own.

96Frae.dman and Friedman, ©Op. g¢it., pp. 51-52.
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Probably inspired by Black, Herbert Janvrin Browne,
an American, published a pamphlet in 1887 called Is It Shake-

spearets Confession? The Cryptogram in His Egitagn.g? He
stated that Black's message was correct, that the epitaph

was a remarkable cryptogram, and that the patience and
ingenulty of Bacon were remarkable in putting the cipher in
the epltaph., Browne then went on to demonstrate some cipher
ideas of his own. The Baconians seized on this seemingly
earnest and scholarly work, but Browne finally admitted that
1t was a satire and parody on the methods of the Baconlans,
According to the Friedmans, his mock cryptogram was sci-
entifically better than some of those which had been seriously
advanced by the Baconians.98

An old friend returned to the controversy in 1899.
Ignatius Donnelly turned his attention to the epitaph in The

Cipher in the Plays and on_ the Tombstone.99 Donnelly was

pleased that Black was the first person in two hundred and
seventy-one years toc see the relationship between Bacon's

cipher and the epitaph, but he was not pleased with Black's

Q?Browne‘s pamphlet was published in 1887 in wash-
ington, D. C.

98Fr1edman and Priedman, op. cit., p. 58.

gglgnatius'nennslly, The Cipher in the Plays and on
the Tombstone {Minneapolis: The Verulam Publishing Company,
1899).
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methods or his results: Donnelly went to work on the eplitaph
and by devious routes (as unscientific as Black's) he arrived
at the message "Francis Bacon wrote the Greene, Marlowe and
Shakegpedre playsf'loo

The Friedmans found that there was no genuilne key to
Donnelly's e¢ipher, and that he cheated with the key he 4id
use, He had a message to {ind, and he fournd it by under-
mining the key. He could, by these methods, have found any-
‘thing he wanted to find in the apitaph.IOl

Other epitaph cipher theories have appeared from time
to time, but they have been as invalid as the examples pre-
sented above. None of these have presented anything to

advance the solution to the controversy.

Anagrams. The andgram, which involves the trans-
position of letters to form words or sentences, has long
been a popular type of cipher, and it was widely used in
Elizabethan times. It 1s not surprising, therefore, that
some Baconians have *found® anagrams placed 1n the Works by

Francis Bacon. Cryptographically, anagrams are much too

flexible to be valid. There is no specific key, and there

are too many ways of rearranging any set of letters; there

lgoFriedman and Friedman, op. cit., P. 56,
101 114., p. 57.
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is usually no way to be sure the author intended any one of
the messages or any message at all, Such flexibility makes
it easy for the decipherer to find the message he desires;

it therefore leads many Baconians to search for the message

they ﬁant.loz

There is one word which has received more attentlon than
any other in the search for anagrams. This word, *"honorific-
abilitudinitatibus,” was used by the Clown in Act V, Scene
of Love's ILabour's Lost. It has come to be called simply
*the long word." The attention of the Baconians was drawn
ta it by the Northumberland Menuscript, an incomplete Ellza-
bethan manuscript found at Alnwick Castle, the home of the
Earls of Nprthumberland;‘ It contained some essays and
speeches by Bacon, a letter by Sir Philip Sidney, and a
copy of Lelcester's Commonwealth., It is the title page of

the manuscript, however, which has been responsible for the
Baconian interest, This title page is covered with scrib-
blings written at all angles and in & handwriting which 1is
different from that of the fragmentary table of contents.
These scribblings include the following words: Mr. ffreuncis
Bacon, William Shakespeare several times in full and con~
tracted forms, Rychard the second, Bychard the third, honor-

ificabilitudine (which is eilther a contraction or a misquote

02
1 Ibido’ P 13?.
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of the Clown's word in Love's Labour!s Lost), a misquotation

from Lucrece, and Ile of Dogs by Thomas Nashe. The manu-
script has been dated between 1597 and 1603, since the Isle

of Dogs affair occurred in 1597 and Bacon was knighted in
1603, 103

It was the Baconians'! contention that the manuscript
once contained all the works named in the title page scrib-
blings, and the long word was the link that tied Shakespeare
to these works. The long word was found in the collected
papers of Bacon in the British Museum, and this was all the
Baconians needed. The Shakespeareans argued that it was
merely the work of a scribe tying ocut a new quill. The
names of Bacon and Shakespeare were probably well known, and
it would not be strange to find their names idly scribbled;
it could well have revealed the extent of thelr popularity
at that time. It takes a great amount of imagination to

accept as proof of authorship the names of two authors and

a word they both used.lou

The Priedmans did not accept the long word anagrams

as proof of Bacon's authorship. They found evidence that

the long word was & popular nonsense word in Elizabethan

England; they also discovered that neither Bacon nor

193F. E. Holliday, A Shakespeare Companion (New
York: Funk and Wagnalls, 1952), pp. 441-42,

19“Friedman‘and Friedman, op. ¢it., pp. 102-04,
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Shakespeare was the first person to use 1t, It was first
printed in a book by da Genova in 1460, and it was not
invented for the purpose of concealing a clpher.105 Frayne

Willisms, in Mr, Shakespeare of the Globe, pointed out that
the long word had been coined by medieval Latinists, and
that by Shakespeare's time, it was a popular tongue twister.106
Many dif:ferez_zt messages have been anagrammatized from
the long word; if it had been placed in Lovels Labour's Lost
to divulge the secret of the authorship, there should have
been only one clear message found by all of the anagramma-
tlsts. Each different message cancelled all of the others;
each decipherer could get the message he wanted by anagram=-
matizing the word 2ccording to his own system. The Friedmans
drew the following conclusion about any anagram of the long
word: ™. ., , the process is wlthout any fixed rules, with-

out any unique solution, and without any cryptological

valldity.'lo?

There are many words in the Works other than the long
orie which have attracted those interested in anagrams, but

the messages obtained from these words are just as invalld as

the messages from the long word. Other favorite subjects for

the anagrammatists have been the poem "To the HEeader® at the

06 .
Williams, loc, cit.

lo?Frleamanland Friedman, loc. cit.
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beginning of the First Follio and Bacon's will, but neither
of these has provided any valld messages,
A few examples of anagram clpher theories follow.
Dr. Wilhelm Preyer of Wiesbaden anagrammatized the poem "To
the Reader" in 1895, His method was simple: he picked out
all of the words beginning with capital letters and rearranged

them to form a barely intelligible message which "proved®

08
Bacon'sg authorship.l

The first Baconian to use the long word was an American,
Dr. Isazac Hull Platt, 1In 1897, Platt "showed" how Bacon had
concealed his anthorship in long word anagrams and acrostics,

However, the message he obtained did not make good sense, nor

10
was he consistent in hils method, ?

In 1902, the Cerman writer and devout Baconian Edwin

Bermann wrote Der Shakespeare-Dichter: Wer Wars? to add to

0
his long list of Baconian writings.11

He produced several

very odd Latin phrases and other material which he obtained

by putting the long word in a circle and readlng it both

The messages he obtained

clockwise and counter-clockwise,
111

made little sense and were cryptolegically invalid,

108y, 44., p. 209. 1%%Ipia., pp. 104-05.

lloEdwin Bormann, Der Shakespeare-Dichter: Wer Wars?
(Leipzig: orivately published, 1902). Between 1894 and
1906, Barmann published many books on the controversy, but
none of them contributed anything of lmportance.

lllFriedman and Priedman, op. cit., pp. 105-06.
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S5ir Edward Durning-Lawrence was also an ardent ana-

grammatist., A large part of his book, Bacon Is Shakespeare
(which has already been discussed in this chapter), was
devoted ta the long word. From it, he anagrammed the words
*Hi 1udi F. Baconis nati tuitl orbi" which meant "These
plays, F. Pacon's offspring, are preserved for the world.‘ll2
Durning-Lawrence admitted that many words and phrases could
be obtaired from such a long word, but he defied his readers
to find any other complete sentence than the one he had found.,
Not conteﬁt to stop there, he offered numerical proof of the
validity of his anagram by taking numbers from an undisclosed
source, It hardly needs to be said that his findings were

not valid cryptologically‘.ll3

In 1912, John Moody Emerson published Two Anargrams,
in which he explored Bacon's ﬁill.llu Emerson ffound" a mes-
sage which disclosed that Bacon, Shakespeare, and Montalgne
were one and the same poet.

The use of anagrams to discover the author of any

given work 1s always questionable. The Friedmans knew of no

valid or authenticated case in which an author's work had

been established as his by the use of anagrams found in &

112Ha111day, op. git., p. 49.
113Friedman and Friedman, op. cit., Pp. 106-07.

11&Discuss&d in Ibid., pp. L08-09., No bibliographical
detalils available. '
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book or play, They concluded thelr discussion of anagrams

by saying that in the use of anagrams, "There is always room

for doubt unless the man who composed the anagram recreates

hls own message from it; for only he knows for certain what
115
" .

message he intended to conceal,
Numerology. The use of numerology to "prove® the

authorship of Francis Bacon began early in the twentieth

century. The method used was very elementary. Numbers were

asgssigned to the twenty-fbur letter Elizabethan alphabet as

follows:

Simple

ABCDEFPGHI-JK L M XN 0 P Q R S TU-VW X Y 2Z
12345678 91011 1213 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24
Reverse

A B CDEVF G HI-JK L M N O PQRSTU-VWX x
24 23 22 21 20 19 1817 16 15 14 13 12 11 10 9 8 7 6 5 432

The numerical value of the name of &n author or one of his

works was then determined. The numerical value of Bacon's

name in simple numerology was found as follows:

BAC O N_ a
213113 -3

In reverse numerology, the numerical value of Shakespeare's

name was found as follows:

llsFrIedman.and Friedman, op. ¢it., p. 113,
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98
116
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7 17 24 15 20 7 10 20 24 8 20
The numerical walues of the names of suthors, works, and key
words were explored by the Bacontans,

Since anyone with sufficient time, patience, and
Ingenuity can find his own name in any given manuscript by
the use of numerology, the validity of such findings as a
determinant of authorshlp is always questionable. The
Baconians have violated almost all of the rules of cryptology
in their work with numerology. For this reason, there were
no valid findings, and the work of the numerologists will be
discussed only briefly,

Frank Woodward, who was at one time the president of
the Bacon Soclety of Great Britain, and his brother, Parker

Woodward, were the authors of dozens of books and pamphlets

on the controversy between 1916 and 1923, Much of thls

material was devoted to numerology. Their methods were never

elearly explained, and they took such liberties in their
interpretation of the Bacon "key" cipher mentioned in The
117

In 1930, Bertram Theobald, who had been president of
Francis

the Bacon Society before Frank Woodward, produced

llsIbid., pp. 169-70.

117':‘1:1&. , PP. 170-71,
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Bacon Concealed and Revealed after eighteen ysars of

research.llB

Theobald follewed his first book with numerous artl-
cles in Baconiama and several books, among which were Exlt
Shakespeare,llngnter Francis Bacpn,lzo and Shdkespeare's

Sonnets Unmasked.lzl Among other things, Theobald “dis-

covered® that Bacon had written Pierre Ambroise's Histotre
Naturelle, and that he had actually been the cne to do the
1640 Gilbert Wat(t)s translation of his own De Augmentis
Scientiarﬁm'in addition to the Shakespeare Works, Theobald
also revealed other masks behind which Bacon had hildden:
'Puttenham, Greene, Peele, Spenser, and Marlcwe,lzz Numeri-
cal evaluation of the family mottoes of Bacon and Shakespeare

only added to the "proof®* of the Baconian authorship.123

Theobald's method was patterned after the work of the Wood~-

wards, and his findings were Just as invalld as thelrs,

'llSBertram G. Theobald, Francis Bacon Concealed and
Revealed (London: Cecil Palmer, 1930)}.
llgBértram_G. Theobald, Exlt Shakesveare (London:

Cecil Palmer, 1931).
1205, rtram G. Theobald, Enter Francis
Cecil Palmer, 1932).

lleertnam G. Theobald, Shakesoveare'!s Sonnets Un-
Search Publishing Company, 1933).

Bacon (London:

masked (London:
lzzFriedman'and Friedman, ©op. cit., PP. 176-77.

lz}Ibid.,.P- 178.
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Other "astounding" but cryptologically invalid numer-
ological discoveries were made by George M. Battey, Jr., who
showed the simple numerical relationships between "William

Shakespeare® (177), "Francis Bacon® (100}, "Daniel Defoe*

(?77), and *Bobinson Crusce® (177), thus reversing the Baconian

stand and "proving® that Defoe wrote the works of Bacon as
well as those of Shakespeare: H. A. W. Speckman, who "proved”
Spenger's works were written by Bacon; and W. G, Royal~

Dawson, who also *proved” Bacon's authorshilp of Spenser's

works;lzu

The difficulties in the use of numerology to prove
something as important as disputed authorship can best be
summed up in the words of the mathematician, Eric T. Bell:

*Although numbers carnot lie, they have & positive genlus for
_ . _ _ 125
telling the truth with intention to decelve.” 5

Conglusion. There will undoubtedly be other amateur

eryptologists who will come forth with "proof® that Bacon

wrote the Shakespeare Works. Since Bacon left no key,

ciphers can be made to prove anything the decipherer wants

to prove. Shakespeareans, in order to prove the fallacy of

the Baconian systems, have used the very same systems to

prove Gertrude Stein, Theodore Roosevelt, and even William

24
1287114, p. 181,
225 bid., p. 187, citing Eric T. Bell, Numerology

ibia - )
(Baltimore: The Williams and Wilkins Company, 1933}.
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Shakespeare himself wrote the works in question., The years
and years of work spent by everyone from Mrs. Windle to
Edward D. Johnson might not have been wasted effort if these
misguided people had sought expert opinion. In the final
paragraph of their book, the Friedmans suggested & preven-
tion for all of this waste effort:

We suggest that those who wish to dispute the author-
ship of the Shakespeare plays should not in the future
resort to cryptographic evidence unless they show them-~
selves in some way competent to do so, They must do
better than thelr predecessors. We urge thal Lhey
should acquaint themselves at least with the basic
principles of the subject, and that they conduct thelr
argum2nts with some standards of rigour. Before they
add to the very large corpus of writing on the subject,
they might also consider subjecting thelr filndings to
the inspection of a professional who has no strong
leaning to either side of the dlspute. If all this
is done the argument will be raised to a hlgher . plane.

There 1is evey, the possibility that it would cease
altogether.”

IV. BACONIAN SCCIETIES AND PUBLICATICNS

The Baconian movement grew and flourished in the late
rineteenth century, Although serious scholars tended to
ignore its presence, it gathered into its camp members of
the legal, sclientiflc, and'tsaching professions as well as
people of many and diverse occupations. It is not surpris-
ing, therefore, that these people organlzed a society to

further their work.

1261114, , pp. 287-88.
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The Bacon Society was founded in London, England, in
1815. The following year it began to publish the Journal of
the Bacon Soclety; the name of this magazine was changed to
Baconiana in 1891, and it 1s still published, In 1892, a
group in Cnicago began to publish a quarterly magazine which
it also called Baconiana, but it did not continue very long.
The chief center of the controversy has shifted to
America, although it has not recelved the support of Shake-
spearean scholars in the UnitedﬁStates.lz? It was not until

1922, however, that the Bacon Society of America was founded,

From 1923 to 1931, this group published American Baconfana;

after the fallure of this magazine,.ggconiana bécame-the

only journal of the American and English Bacon Societies.
In the early part of the 1930's, the Baconian move-

ment became very popular in Germany, and a periodical called

Deutsche Bagoniana: Leitschrift fur Bacon-Shakespeare

Forschung (German Baconlana: Journal for Bacon-Shakespeare

Investization) was published from 1930 to 1932 in Frankfurt.

Bacon socleties continue to be active in the United
States and Great Britain, and they are still engaged in
research through which their members hope to prove that

Bacon was Shakespeare.

127W$Stfall, _QB& Git"--, P 292,
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In a magazine article entitled "Baconian Heresy: A4
Post Mortem,"™ which appeared in the November, 1946 issue of
Nineteenth Century and After, R. C. Churchill stated the two-

fold objectives of the Bacon Society:

l. To encourage the study of the works of Francis
Bacon as phillosopher, lawyer, statesman, and
poet; his character, genius, and life; his
influence on his own and succeeding times, and
the tendencies and results of his writing.

2., To encourage the general study of the evidence
in favour of his authorship of the plays com~-
monly ascribed to Shakespeare, and to investi-
gate hii gonnectionﬁwlth other works of the
pericd., 2

It wag Churchill's belief that these two objectives cancelled
each other. Examination shows that he had a valid reason for
believing this, A thorough study of Bacon's life would reveal,
among other things, that he did not have time to complete his
greatest projects, much less write most of the literary work

of the sixteenth and seventeenth centurles; that his literary
style was completely different from Shakespeare's; and that

he died in 1626 and did not write from beyond the grave. If
the first objective of the Bacon Soclety were carried out

thoroughly and completely, the second objectlve would be

superfluous.

V. GENEBAL REFUTATION AND CONCLUSICN

General refutation. The great majority of the

Baconian theorles presented in thls chapter have been

IEBChurehill, op. cit., P. 265,
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speciflcally refuted., It 1s therefore logical that scme of
the more general refutations of the Baconian movement should
be presehted.lgg

The first consideration in a general refutation should
be the problem of secrecy. How was the secret of the author-
ship kept in the Elizabethan and Jacobean periods? If the
Baconian theorles are to be accepted, the authorship question
should be called the great conspiracy rather than the great
controversy.

Some Baconlans fzlt that only Bacon and the printer
shared the secret. Others were sure that only Bacon and the
men he chose as masks were in on the conspiraey. Still
others were more interested in thelfact;that Bacon was the
author; how he kepit his secret was not important to them, and
they left research into this problem to others, A few
Baconians ignored the question completely.

Even if Bacon had been responsible for the greatest

part of the Iiterature of Elizabethan and Jacobean England

and the men behind whom he masked shared this secret, there
were still the actors, directors, managers, and others con-
nected with the theaters. The playwrights were often regquired

to make immediate deletions or changes in the plays; there

lzgnast of the following general refutations would
apply also to theorles other than those presented by the
Baconians.

4L e s e 6. o
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was no chance for the masks to consult Bacon about these
changes. Of course, the Baconlans answered this with the
argument that these masks were capable of making minor
changes. However, the people of the theater were shrewd,
It would not have taken them long to discover that the man
whose name was on the manuscript was not the author.

This same argument holds true if Shakespeare were the
only Bacon mask, Shakespeare must have known Fletcher,
Beaumont, Dekker, Jonson, and some of the other literary
glants of the period, Thomas Fuller, & clergyman and
historian, recorded that there were many *wit-combates betwixt
him {(Shakespeare) and Ben thnsbn.'IBO The taverns, espes
clally the Mermaid, were popular meeting places for literary
men. Shakespeare could not have avoided such meetings, and
it would not have taken hls contemporaries, especially Ben
Jonson, the literary dictator of the period, very long to
discover that they had an imposter in their midst, Jonson
would have delighted in writing an expose., If he were in on
the secret, as some Baconlans claim, nothing would have given
him greater pleasure than alluding to it somewhere in his

works.
M. M. Resse in Shakespeare: His World and His Work

summed up the situation very well. He said that Shakespeare

ljoﬂolliday, Ops Cit.y DP» 222,
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might have accepted a bribe to mask for Bacon. Reese went
on:

But many others would have had to be similarly per-
suaded. The secret could not have been kept from the
actors, from Jonson, from all Shakespeare’s rival drama-
tists, 1If the theatrical profession could guard such a
secret so closely that not a breath of it was heard for
250 years, then nothing, not even the authorship of &
syndicate consigiing of Guy Fawk=s and Archbishop Abbob,
is impossible.

The parallelisms between the writings of Franels

Bacon and Willliam Shakespesare have been an important factor
with the Baconians and other anti-Shakespeareans, and yet

they are among the most eagsily refuted aspects of the con-
troversy. After becoming acqualnted with the writlnzs of

Bacon, the Bacorlans turned to the Shakespeare Works; they
found many similarities in the words, phrases, and thoughts
of the two men, Some of these similaritles are listed here
as examples of what the Baconians consider tc be an impor-

tant part of their argument, The flrst shows a fairly close

‘resemblance:

It is the wisdom of rats that will be sure

to leave a house, before it fall, _
Racon, Essay on Wisdom

instinctively the very rats have qult 1t, )
Shakespeare, The Tempest, I, ii, 147

131M. M. Beese, Shakespears: His World and His Work
{New York: St. Martin's Press, Inc., 1953}, p. 375, '“
Reese is speaking of the Gunpowder Plot of 1605, in which
the fapatic Catholic, Cuy Fawkes, was aporehended durlng
his attempt to blow up Parliament; Archblshop Abhot was the
Anglican Archbishop of Canterbury, who was a favorite of King
James I and who later had Puritan leanings.
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The following shows only slight resemblance:

It is against Nature for money to beget money.
Bacon, Essay on Usury

Antonic: As is your gold and silver ewes and rams?
Shylock: I cannot tell, I make it breed as fast:
Shakespeare, The Merchant of Venice,
Iy 331, 97

The next example demonstrates a word for word similarity:

Thought is free.
Bacon, Promug, Folio 96B

Thought is free,
Shakespeare, The Tempest, III, 1ii, 133

One further example of the Baconian idea of similarity 1is the

following:
The Stairs to honors are steep, the standing
slippery, the regress a downfall,
' Bacon, Adyvancement of Learning
The art o' the court,
As hard to leave as keep; whose top to climb
Is certain falling, or so slippery that
The fear's as had as falling;
Shakespeare, Cymbeline, III, 111, 46
After a study of hundreds of simlilarities, the Baconians
concluded that Shakespeare was not the author of the Works.
At this point, a rather facetious but none the less valid
question comes to mind: If these similarities of thought
indicate a single authorship, 18 1t not possible that Shake-
speare was the author of Bacon's works as well &8s his own?
This reasoning is just as faulty as the Baconian reasoning.
Research has shown that these words, phrases, and thoughts

were common to many of the writers of the Ellzabethan and
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Jacobean perlods, If 1t 1s assuamed that these words,
phrases, and thoughts were pecullar to Bacon, then it becomes
necessary to assume that Bacon wrote almost everything writ-
ten in that period. Many of the Baconians have arrived at
Just such a conclusion, and they have brought disaster to
thelr theories when their claims went beyond all reason in
absurdity and ridiculousness,

It is emsier to see the differences hetween Bacon and
Shakespeare. Bacon was not a poet except in the way that all
Elizatethan prose writers were whoe wrote in a poetlc way, and
Bacon's prose was less Inspired than that of most of the
prose writers of his time. He made no pretense of belng a
poet; the only poems of his which are extant are far removed
from the moving sonrnets of Shakespeare, Bacon was essentlally
a sclientiflc philosopher; scientiflcally, he clasgsified emo-
tions and affections to the peint where it 1s difficult to
visualize him as the author of Romeo and Jullet, for example,
Shakespeare's plays and poems were full of emotions and
warmth; they were not scientific and cold.

It has been mentioned that Bacon was a philosopher;
his was a specific philcsophy of 8 new world and & new
sclence. Shakespeare was a playwright and dramatic poet
whiose work could be fitted into all philosophies.

John Fiske, in an essay entitled "Forty Years of

Bacon-Shakespeare Folly,® noted a difference between Bacon
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and Shakespeare in hnmor., Bacon's humor was almost insipid,
while Shakespeare's was light and gay.132 The list of dif-
ferences between Shakespeare and Bacon ccoculd be extended into
a dissertation. It is safe to say there are more differences
than there are similarities between the two writers,

An interesting refutation of the Baconian theories was
provided by the Mendenhall Technique.lBB A letter to the
editor in The Saturday Review of Literature mentioned that
the Mendenhall Technique had been used on the wrltings of
Bacon and Shakespeare, and proved that these works were not
written by the same author,lau Further investigation of Dr,
Mendenhall's research by the author of this study revealed
that early in this century, & wealthy Baconlan had dpproached
Dr. Mendenhall, He wanted proof that Bacon was the author
of the Works. Dr. Mendenhall went to work on the project,
Works of Jonson, Goldsmith, Beaumont, Fletcher, Marlowe, Lord
Lytton, Addison, and & group of authors contemporary with Dr.
Mendenhall were taken for controls., After extensive research,
Dr. Mendenhall found no similarity between the works of Bacon

and Shakespeare, Shakespearet!s vocabulery consisted of words

averaging four letters in length; words used with the greatest

132p1ske, op. cit., p. 390.

133For a description of this technique, see "Deflni-
tion of Terms,® Chapter I, page 8.

l3kEdward Thomas, "Letters to the Editor," The Satur-
day Reylew of Literature, 32 (February 19, 1949}, 22.
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frequency were also four-letter words. Bacon's vocabulary
consisted of much longer words, All of the writers tested
by Dr. Mendenhall differed, although Marlowe was the most
like Shakespeare in vocabulary and length of words.135

There are many other arguments which could be pre-
sented in a general refutation. There are also many ques=-
tions: How did Bacon find time to do everything history
says he did as well as everything the Baconlans say he did?
Why have no literary scholars ever become advocates of the
Baconian theories? Which would have been easler: Bacon's
acquisition of a knowledge of the common people and the
country peasants and their ways, or Shakespeare's acqulsl-
tion of a knowledge of the tone and manmers of courtly
soclety? If he were the author, why did Bacon, who was
alive in 1623, permit the First Folio to appear with such a
poor representation and with such slovenly reproductions of
his work when he could have gone (secretly) to his printer
and improved the Folio? Was Bacon as truly great in all
fields of endeavor as the Baconians picture him, or have

they over-rated him? If the answers to these questlons were

forthcoming, perhaps the controversy would be resolved.

135Ca1v1n Hoffman, The Murder of the Man Who Was
*Shakespeare® (New York: Julian Messner, 1955}, pp. 138-39.
Hoffman used this @s one of the proofs of Marlowe's author-
ship (see Chapter V, page 153).
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The last point of general refutation needs hardly to
be mentioned., It concerns the absurdity of many of the
claims made by the Baconians. Edmund Pearson in *Eggs and
Shakespeare,® a review of Boosth's Subtle Shining Secrecies,
compared the Baconlan descriptlon of Bacon and hls masks to
the comedy intrigue in & Gilbert and Sullivan opera. He
went on to say: '
Nobody would have been more amused by 1t than Mr,
William Shakespeare, of Stratford and London, author
of Hamlet, Prince of Denmark and other plays and poens,
And nobody would be more irritated by it than Francis

Bacon, Baron Vggglam and Viscount St. Albans, author of
Novum Organum. '

Certalnly, there is much to be said against theorles
which knew no bounds of time and space in thelr scope and no
consideration of the physical and mental capaclties of the
man they named as the author of some of the greatest works in
English literary history, Disgusted by the clalms of the
Baconians, John Fiske wrote an excellent summation of the
situation:

If things go on at this rate, we shall presently have

a religious sect hold as its first article of falth that
Francls Bacon created the heaven? and earth in six days,
and rested on the seventh day.l?

Conclusion. It is the purpose of this chapter to pre-

sent a chronological survey of the Baconian theorles, Not

136Pearson, op. cit., p. 302.

137p1ske, op. cit., p. 4Ok,
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all of the hundreds of theories which have been advanced are
presented here; it would require a work of far greater scope
than this study to include all of them.

A review of the Baconian movement shows that it first
started in 1856 and moved rapidly to a peak by the end of the
nineteenth century. It has been gradually declining in
popularity since the first decade of the twentieth century.
It has never been popular with literary scholars, nor has it
ever presented a theory logical enough to encourage scholars
te do research on the subject., The future of the movement 1s
still uncertain, but it is the opinion of the author of this

study that theceriss will be presented at ever larger lntervals

until the movement dies & natural death,
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CHAPTER IV
THE OXFORDIAN THEORIES

The Shakespearean authorship ¢ontroversy was domi-
nated by the Baconians until after the first decade of the
twentieth centﬁfy. At that time, other contenders began to
apvear, but none of them gained the status which had been
achleved by Francls Bacon., It was not until 1920 that the.
theory which was to rank sscond only to the Baconlan theory
was flrst introduced. This claimed that Edward de Vere, the
seventeenth Earl of Oxford and Lord Bulbeck, was the author
of the Shakespeare WOrks;l Since it was first introduced,
this theory has dominated the field of the controversy,
although the amocunt of writing supporting de Vere has not
equalled that supporting Bacon. It might also be said that
the Oxfordians have not matched the helghts of absurdity
reached by the Baconlans,

It will be the purpose of this chapter to explore the
Oxfordian theories and their development, beginning with a
brief bilogravhy of Edward de Vere and ending with general

refutations of the Oxfordian theorles,

1The Earl of Oxford is known variously as de Vere and

Oxford, For purposes of uniformity, he will be called de
Vere in this study unless a direct quotation which calls him

Oxford is used,
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I. EDWARBD DE VERE

Edward de Vere, the seventeenth Earl of Oxford and

Lord Bulbeck, was born on Aprll 2, 1550, Educated at Cam-~

bridge, he succeeded at an early age to the earldom with all

its titles, including that of lord great chamberlain, and he

was a favorite of Queen Elizabeth. A spendthrift, he wasted

all of his inheritance, He was consldered & fop; he intro-

doced Itallan styles to the men of England and was probably
the man satirically portrayed by Gabriel Harvey in Speculum

: 2
Tuscanisme, a portralt of Italianate Englishmen, As de Vere

became increasingly more eccentric, his behavior and explosive

temper put him in danger of losing favor with Elizabeth. He

fought in Flanders without her permission, and he once quar-

relled with Sir Phillp Sidney, an eplsode that eventually led

to Sidney's disgrace. However, de Vere contlnued hls rather

precarious existence as a noble of high standing, As lord
high chamberlain, he presided over the trial of Mary Queen

of Scots in 1586 and participated in the trial of the Earl

of Essex and the coronation of James I. His position may

have been helped by the fact that he was the son-in<law of

Cecil, Lord Burghly, the Queen's great advisor, although de

Vere did not often agree with his father-in-law. He died in

qzwilliam-aose Benet, ed., "Oxford, Edward de Vere,"

The Reader's Encyclopedia (New York: Thomas Y. Crowell
Company, 1948}, p. 809,

"
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1604 after partially recouping his family fortune by &
second marriage to a wealthy woman.

Edward de Vere was the author of some lyric poetry
and several popular comedles which have been lost., Twenty-
three poems have been definitely identified as his, but most
of his vpoetry was lost with his plays. His work was regarded
as typical of such lyric poets of the period as Sir Philip
Sidney, Fulke Greville, and Sir Walter Raleigh.

In addition to his own writing, de Vere was a patron
of several Engllish actors and writers, among whom was John
Lyly, who served as his secretary and dedicated Euphues and
His England to him.3 It 1s apparent that Edward de Vere fits
the description of the educated courtler sought by the anti-

Shakespeareans.,
II. THE FIEST OXFORDIAN THECRY

The first person to propese Edward de Vere, seven-
teenth Earl of Oxford, as the author of the Shakespeare Works
was J{ohn) Thomas Looney, an:English schoolmaster. Looney's

book, "Shakespeare® Identified 1n Edward de Vere the Seven-

teenth Earl of Oxford, appeared in 1920.# It had been

e r—  —— ——— R0 .

BSidney Lee, "Edward de Vere," Dictionary of National
Biography, Sir Leslie Stephen and Sidney Lee, editors (London:
University of Oxford Press, Humphrey Milford, 1921-1922},

XX‘! 225-29,

4J. Thomas Looney, "“Shakespeare® lIdentified in Edward
de Vere the Seventeenth Early Oxford (new edition; New York:
Duell, Sloan, and Pearce, 1§E9).
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finished before 1914, but the First World War stopped its
publication for six years, Looney took precautions to ensure
his position as the first to advance the Oxfordian theorf
until the boock could be published, When it finaily came
before the public, it gained more attention than such theorlés
usually do because of the endorsement of the noted English
novelist and dramatist, John Galsworthy. Galsworthy thought
Looney's boock was an excellent piece of detectlve work and
he bought many coplies, which he presented to hig frlends.5

The first chapter of Looney's book was devoted to dis-~
cussing the 1life of Shakespeare. He demonstrated what facts
actually were known about the man from Stratford; his approach
was that of a Shakespearean., He then made an abrupt change
and summed up these facts to show that they really proved
nothing about the authorship of the Works. He also atated
that Bacon could not possibly have been the author. He went
on to discuss his method of research. He started wlth the
premise that the actor Will Shakspere was not the author
Wllliam Shakespeare. After examining the poem, Venus and
Adonis, Looney went through many anthologies of sixteenth
century poetry searching for an identical stanza form. He
eliminated all but de Vere; a poem called "Women's Change-
ableness,"™ written by the young Earl, had the same stanza

form as Venus and Adonis. Here was Looney's author,

5Charies Wisner Barrell, "Afterwards," in Ibid., p.

455.
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Looney listed eighteen characteristics he felt were
those of the author of the Works, Shakspere the actor dld
not fit into this outline, but careful examination of de
Vere's life showed that he did. TLooney elaborated on these
elghteen characteristics, demonstrating to his own satls-
faction that Shakespeare the actor could not have been the
author while de Vere undoubtedly was,6

Most of Looney's book was tiresomely repetitious. He
reconstructed de Vere's life, showing when and why the works
were written., He expounded his belief that many of the Works
were autobiographical in nature, For example, it was his
belief that de Vere, in writing Hamlet, was writing the story
of his own life; Hamlet was Edward de Vere,? The scnnets
were also autoblographical, according to Looney., In them,
de Vere was telling of his disgrace (which one of his many
disgraces is not c¢clear); he knew his writing would be immor-
tal, and he wanted 1t to be remembered, but he wanted his
name to be forgotten., Having gleaned this latter information
from the sonnets, Looney decided that thls was the reason de
Vere had written under an assumed name.s

Henry Wriothesley, third Earl of Southampton, and

William Stanley, sixth Earl of Derby, had both been advanced

?Ibld., P. 354,

Re=ive <-4

6Ib1&., op. 116-17.

81pid., op. 173-75.
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as contenders for the authorshlp before Looney's book was
published.9 Looney did not neglect them; he made them
agssistants to de Vere in the writing of the Works. Stanley
had married de Vere's favorite daughter, Elizabeth, and de
Vere took a special interest in the marriage. Since the
Stanley authorship theory was based on the ldea that Stanley
had been writing plays in 1599, and no plays bearing his name
were ever found, Locney concluded that Stanley had been aid-
ing his father-in-law in the composition of the Shakespeare
Works..lo As four Wriothesley, his dealings with Will Shake-
speare ended at the time of the death of de Vere in 1604,
This was proof enough of Wrlothesley!s assistantship, Looney
did not clearly explain, but 1t would appear that he believed
that Wriothesley handled the financial matters in connection
with the authorship secret,ll Shakespeare's role was that of
the de Vere mask, and as such, he was also an assistant; the
money given him by Wriothesley was for his salary and his
silence.12 Locney's treatment of the parts played by
Wriothesley and Stanley left the author of this study with

_ 9Thga theories proposing Wriothesley and Stanley as
contenders for the authorship are discussed in Chapter VI,
ppo 1?3"’76.

10 _ _

Looney, 2_?_‘ _g_l__t_., P. 382-!
iz

11..1.:@—1-9‘-" Pe. 364. Ibig.,‘p-a 361.
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the feeling that Loomey had two contenders for the author-
ship he didn't know how to handle; he couldn't prefute their
authorship, so he gave both of them places in the Oxfordian
theory. The uncertain tone of his writing lends credence to
this bellef.

Looney was deeply influenced by the fact that the
Shakespeare plays appeared in great numbers until the year
before the death of de Vere in 1604, but after that there
were no authorized publications until the Flrst Follo in
1623,

There are many unfilled gaps in Looney's work. He
lacked knowledge of many facts, and his scholarship was
faulty. He actually dld not prove anything, but his book
was the first one to advocate the Oxfordlan theory, and it

was the foundation for the theory., Later Oxfordians

attempted to close the gaps he left,
I1I. CHRONOLOGICAL SURVEY OF THE OXFORDIAN THEORIES

J. Thomas Looney's book bore the same relation to the
Oxfordian movement that the articles and books by Delia
Bacon and W. H. Smith did to the Baconlan movement. Once
again, the Shakespeare Works and other literary works of the
period were subjected to close scrutiny, not for their

beauty, but for evidence of de Vere®s authorship.

131bid,, p. 366,
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Edwin Bjcrkman, who reviewed Looney's book for the

Bookman, became interested in the Oxfordian theory and added

E L" i
information overlooked by Locney.l Bjopkman found references

to de Vere's contemporary reputatlion as a poet and playwright

in Puttenham's work of 1589 called The Arte of English FPoesie,
In which it was sald:

« « «» @and in her Majesty's time that now is are
sprung up another crew of Courtly makers (poets), noble~
men and Gentlemen of Her Majesty's own servants, who
have written excellently well as it would appear 1if
their doings could be found out and made public with
the rest of which number ii the first that noble gentle-
man Edward Earl of Oxford,.”

In 1923, Colonel B. R. ward, a military scholar who
had commanded the air defense of London in the First World
War and who was the founder of the Oxfordian movement's
soclety, published The Mystery of "Mr. W. H." in support of

the de Vere theory‘lé

The cryptological aporoach, predominantly used to
"prove" Bacon's authorship, was also used briefly in the
cause of de Vere., Two cipher theorles supporting de Vere
appeared early in the Oxfordian movement and wlll be discussed
here.

Captain B. M. Ward, the son of Colonel Ward and 2 bril-
liant scholar at the Royal Militsry College until interrupted

lnEdwin Bjﬁrkman, *Shakespeare?® Bookman, 51 (August,
1920}, 677-82,

1
5Ibid,, p. 680, The spelling has been modernized.

6
. B. B. Ward, The Mystery of "Mr. W. H.* (London:
Cecil Palmer, 1923).
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in his studies by the First World War, introduced his cipher
in 1926 in an article entitled "A Hundreth Sundrie Flowres®
based on Gascolgne's A Hundreth Sundrie Flowres, published
in 15?3.17 Ward claimed sixteen of de Vere's poems were con-
tained in the book. He “proved®™ his contention with a string
cipher.

George Frisbes, a San Francliscan, modifiled the string
cipher for his theory in his book, Edward de Vere, A Great

Elizabethan, which appeared in 1931.18 In his method,

Frisbee permitted himselfl to use not only the first or last
letters of words, but any other letters necessary to find the
message for which he was looking. He examined the works of
Gascolgne, Marlowe, Sir John Harington, Spenser; Raleigh,
Sidney, and Anne de Vere, as well as Greville's biography of
Sidney, Shakespeare's somnets, and Puttenham's The Arte of
Eggllsh;gqgggg.lg Prisbee found a great abundance of signa~
tures, all of which "proved™ that de Vere was the author of
much of the Ellzabethan literature as well as the man who
introduced acrostics into English literature, FPrisbee added

the touch of sensationalism and absurdity so common to the

17B. M. Ward, "A Hundreth Sundrie Flowres,"™ The Library,
viil (June, 1927), 123-130.

1BGeorge.Frisbee, A Great Elizabethan (London: Cecil
Palmer, 1931). '

19William F. Friedman and Elizabeth S. Friedman, The

Shakespearean Ciphers Examined {(Cambridge: The University
Press, 1957), p. 132,
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Baconian theories, although the Oxfordlan theories, on the
whole, were fairly comnservative.
The Friedmans examined the work of both Ward and
Frisbee, By using Ward's method, they were able to find the

rame “"Lewils Carroll® in Gasolgne's ﬁ,gggdreﬁh_§unar1g-

Flowres; by addling Frisbee's methed to that of Ward, they
were able to find Carroll's real name, "Charles Lutwidge

Dodgwon," and the title of his great work, Alice in Wonder-

land, in Gascoigne's book. There was no cryptological
validity in elther man's use of the string cipher.20
Meanwhile, several simple authorship theories were
still being presented. In 1928, B, M. Ward followed his
string cipher with a book called The Seventeenth Earl of

Oxfcrd.al Though it advocated de Vere's authorship, the
book was otherwise an excellent and fairly thorough biography
of Edward de Vere, _

Many "*significant* aliuslohs to the de Vere éutnbrship
were discussed in 1929 by Rear Admiral H. H. Holland in

Shakespeare Through Oxfoqg;glaSSQg.zz One of the most sig-

nificant of these allusions was to the ¢rest of de Vere, As

ZOIbid., pp. 131-36.

218. M. Ward, The Seventeenth Earl of Oxford (London:
John Murray, 1928).

ZZH. H. Holland, Shakespeare Through Oxford Glasses
{London: Search Publishing Company, 1929).
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Lord Bulbeck, his crest was a lion holding (or shaking as
the Oxfordians believe) a broken spear, This was where de
Vere obtained his pseudonym; by coincidence, there was an
actor named "Will Shakspere® to act as a mask. There is no
information to supsort Holland's contention about the pseudo-
nym, and his theory seems contrived. 7The author of this
study believes his book might well have been called Oxford
Through Holland Glasses.

The most eminent British séholar to join the Oxfordign
movement was Dr, Gerald H. Rendall, a divine and classical
scholar. Dr. Bendall had been Canon of Chelmsford and princi-
pal of the University College in Liverpool before his death
at ninety-three years of age in 1945, He was considered to
be the dean of British educators and was a8 highly respected
man, It was disturbing to the Shakespearean scholars to find
a person of such eminence supporting an anti-Shakespearean
theory. Dr. Hendall had always been interested in Shake-
speare. Puzzled by the blography of Shakespeare because it
did not seem to fit such a person as the author of the Works
must have been, Dr. RBendall wrote and published three volumes,
the first of which appeared in 1930 and all of which sup-
ported Looney'a theory. Dr. Bendall spent most of his effort

on the somnets. Shakespeare's Sormets and Edward de Vere

(1930) was an excellent study of both de Vere and Wriothesley




| S

124

and contained comparisons of de Vere's poetry with that of

2°
Shakespeare's, 3 In his book, Mr. Shakespeare of the Globe,

Frayne Williams, after examining the quality of de Vere's
poetry, stated that any Shakespearean scholars who read Dr.
Rendall's book would find confirmation of thelr belief that

the man who wrote the de Vere poems did not write the Shake-

‘speare sonnets and plays. He did not feel that Fr. Rendall's

comparison proved de Vere was the author of the Works,

The next person to advocate the Oxfordian polnt of
view was not so guiet and scholarly as Dr. Rendall had been.
Percy Allen, London dramatic correspondent for The Christian

Science Monitor, wrote Case for Edward de Vere As "William

Shakespeare® in 1930, the same year Dr. Rendallt's first work

appeared.25 A dedicated Oxfordian, Allen was not content
merely to publish his belief in de Veret's authorship; he took
rart in public debates with the Baconians and éiscussed his
views with all who would listen to him. His next work, which

appeared & few years later, was called The Life-Story of

Edward de Vere as "William Shakespeare," and it enlarged

upon his first book.zé

23Gerald H. Rendall, Shakegpeare's Sommets and Edward
de Vere (London: John Murray, 1930).

24 -
Frayne Willlams, Mr. Shakespeare of the Globe (New
York: E. P. Dutton and Company, Inc., 1941), p. 257.

25

Percy Allen, Case for Edward de Vere 8s "William

Shakespeare® (London: ~Searcn Publishing Company, 1930,

26
Percy Allen, The Life Story of Edward de Vere as
"William Shakespeare® (London: Search Publlishing Company,

1532,




125

In 1931, Lieutenant Colonel Montegne W. Douglas wrote

2
The Earl of Oxford gg_‘Shakespeare.' 7 The title and contents

were slmllar to the works on the subject which had already
appeared, and Douglas sdded nothing new tc the controversy.
In 1933, Admiral Holland again contributed to the

Oxfordian movement with Shakesveare, Oxford and Elizabethan

2 _
Times. 2 He offered no new or startling discoveries.

The next word on the de Vere authorship came from the
noted ploneer in the field of psychoanalysis, Dr. Sigmund

Freud. Freud's statement on the subject, made in 1935, was

'presented by Wiliiam McFee in the introduction to the new

editicn of Looney's book. Freud said:

I no longer believe that . . . the actor from Stratford
was the author of the works that have been ascribed to
him. Since reading “Shakespeare® Identified, by J.

Thomas Looney, I am almost convinced that the assumed
name coggaals the personality of Edward de Vere, Earl of
Oxford,

Freud's statement would have meant more if he nad fcllowed
it with research, but the Oxfordians were satisfied with Just
the declaration because it added one more lmportant name to

the list of dlstinguished Oxfordian advocates.

27Montagne W. Douglaé, The Earl of Oxford as “Shake-

gpeare® (London: The Search Publishing Company, 1931).
'BBH. H. Holland, Shakespeare, Oxford and Elizabethan
Times (London: Search Publishing Comparny, 1933).

29Looney, op. glt., p. Xiv.
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In 1937, Mrs. Eva Turner Clark, a dedicated Oxfordian,
30

wrote a book called The Man Who Was Shakespeare. Mrs.
Clark recounted the life of de Vere, paralleling it with
what was known of the life of the man from Stratford and con~
cluded that de Vere was the author of the Works in question,
She found contemporary allusions to de Vere as a man of let-
ters. These allusions had not been discovered by either Ward
or Looney, whose books had inspired Mrs, Clark's interest and
work.

Mrs. Clark was blased, and she twisted facts to her own
advantage. On several occasions, she did not tell the complete
facts because they wouild have been damaging to her case. Her
bock cannot be called scholarly: There are those who might
say that it added to the knowledge of de Vere's l1life, but
this is doubtful since so much of what she wrote was twisted
and inacourate; it would be hard to ascertailn what was true
fact and what was pro-de Vere fact. Her scornful and deroge-

atory comments concerning those who did not believe as she

did precluded any objective study of her work. It was impos-

sitle to read what she had written without becoming angry and

losing objectivity.
During the 1940%'%s, there was a revival of interest in

the Oxfordian theories and in Looney, which was chiefly

3%ya Turner Clark, The Man Who Was Shakesveare (New
York: Richard R. Smith, 1937),
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centered in America. The plates and the remaining original
coples of Looney's book had been lost in the blitzkrieg ln
England, and owners of the remaining copies suddenly refused

to part with them except for a very high price. No other

work concerning the authorship controversy had commanded such

popularity or high prices so long after publication. The
Oxfordians have taken great prlde in this fact.

Chaples Wisner Barrell helped this revival of interest

in the Oxfordian theories with his book, Elizabethan Mystery

Man: A Digest of Evidence, whlch he published in 19&0.31

According to Barrell, the collected and comnected facts of

de Vere's life, his letters, and his writings matched so many

of the plots, situations, characterizations, technical tricks
of composition, and passages of poetry in the Works that‘it
was impossible to belleve anyone but de Vere had been the
author. Barrell pointed out that de Vere had travelled
extensively in Italy and was deeply engrossed in Italian
culture. Six of the plays have Italian settings, and the
knowledge of Italian culture shown in these plays, Barrali
felt, could only come from one who had visited Italy and not
from one whose only travel experience had been the trip from

Stratford to London. Barrell also discovered that certain

3lc-harles Wisner Barrell, Elizabethan Mystery Man: A
Digest of Evidence (New York: A Gauthler, 1940,
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passages in the personal letters of Oxford to his father-in-

law, Burghly, showed situatlions and, in some cases, the exact

phraséolagy of parts of the Works. The fact that most eritics

have agreed that the characterization of Polonilus. in Hamlet
was based on Burghly impressed Barrell; would it not be more
natural for de Vere to portray his father-in-law than for an
uneducated commoner to portray one of England's most proml-
nent statesmen?32

Barrell continued such loose reasoning all through his
book, In the opinion of the author of this study, Barrell
proved only that almost any one of the contenders could be
fitted into the rocle of the author of the Works merely by
'adjuéting“ facts to sult the specific contender as Barrell
asd.,

Gelett Burgess, and American humorist, apparently lost

his sense of humor over the controversy. In the October 2,

1948 issue of The Saturday Review of Literature, he wrote a

letter to the magazine which appeared in the Letters to the
Editor column under the title "Pseudonym, Shakespeare."Ba
In the following weeks, several letters appeared 1ln answer to

Burgess! 1etter,3a Burgess himself was moved to answer his

32Ibid., Pp. 5-10,

336e1ett Burgess, "Pssudonym, Shakéspeare,‘ The Satur~
day Review of Literature, 31 {October 2, 1948), 22,

3nTnese letters were printed in the followling issues:
November 6, 1948, pp. 21-22; November 20, 1948, p. 24; Dec~
ember 18, 1948, p, 21; January 20, 1949, p. 22; February 5,
1949, p. 21; and February 19, 1949, p. 22.




129

critics in letters to the magazine. He stated with asperity
that the Elizabethan public records produced nothing that
proved Shakespeare was an author. His stated opinion of
Shakespeareans was not complimentary. The letters from
Burgess revealed a belief that was narrow and unchangeable,
He was concerned only with minute, 1lnsigniflcant points, and
he rejected any arguments contrary to his own with more vénom
than accuracy, Perhaps the Tact that he was negrly eighty-
two years of age when he wrote the letters accounts for his
attitude. At any rate, he added no new evidence to further
the cause of the Oxfordians.

The next evidence for de Vere's authorship was sald to
come from the spirit world by way of Percy Allen, the staunch
Oxfordian. Allen's experience was described in a United

»

Press report from London which appeared in the Washington Post:

Drama ¢ritic Percy Allen reported today he had con~
tacted William Shakespeare, the Earl of Oxford and Francis
Bacon in the spirit world and had asked them bluntly:

*Who wrote the plays attributed to William Shakespeare?*
Shakespeare admitted he was not the sole author of his
famous plays and poems and that Edward de Vere, seven- 35
teenth Earl of Oxford, was his collaborator, Allen said.

The twelve hundred and eighty-two page book by Dorothy
and Charlton Ogburn which apveared in 1952 was much more sub-

stantial than Allen's spirit communication had been. Charlton

35Naws item in the Washington Post, January 6, 1948,




p— -t =

130
Ogburn, a lawyer and former teacher of English, and his
wife, Dorothy, the author of three mystery novels in the

1930%s, called their book This Star of England: "Wililam

Shake-speare” Man of the Eenaissanae.36 The Ogburns defended

and supported the cipher method by which B. M. Ward had dis-

covered de Vere's signature in 4 Hundreth Sundrie g;owres.B?

They also gave their support to many of the other Oxfordian
theories. However, their maln concern was wlth the life of
de Vere and how the Works fitted intc his 1ife pattern,

The Ogburns pointed out erronecusly that de Vere was
unable to claim the plays as his own during his 1ife. He
chose the pseudonym "Shake-speare® because the figure on his
coat of arms (whilch represented his title, Lord Bulbeck) was
a lion shaking a spear.38 The actor was not a mask; that he
bore the same name as de Vere's chosen pseudonym was a coin=-
cidence., If the actor from Stratford had any association with
the plays, it was because he stole some of them and sold them
{this accounted for the faulty quartos).39

The First Follo presented no problem to the Ogburns,

They concluded that a decision to publish the plays was made

36Dor0thy Ogburn and Charlton Ogburn, This Star of Eng-
land: "Wllliam Shake~speare® Man of the RBenaissance (New
York: Coward McCann, Inc., 1952).

B?Ibid., pp.lz_ﬁ?-éﬁ. 38.Ibido, po 945-

-ttty

39

Ibid., pp. 1236-37,
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after de Vere's dgath; Either the daughters and sons—in-law
of de Vere called in Jonson, who had participated in the
hoax, to help them, or Jonson suggested it and persuaded.the
de Vere family to join him. At any rate, Heminge and Condell
were taken into the confldence of Jonson and the de Veres,
and the First Folio was publishea.uo

Another factor which influenced the thinking of the
Ogburns was that William Camden, in his /Britannia of 1605,
ignored Shakespeare although he listed the prominent people
of Stratford, Either the Cgburns did not sxplore other
works of Camden, or they chose to ignore them. In 1605,

Camden had published hls Rexzaines of a Greater Works Con-

cerning Britaine, which was, in p2rt, made up of excerpts

from Britznnta, Camden spoke of names derived from the type
of weapon carried by ancestors; some of the names he listed,

for example, were Long-sword, Broad-speare, Shotbolt, &nd

Shake-Speare, Later on in the work, he included Shakespeare's
name in a list of great writers of his time.al One such over-
sight by the Ogburns is enough to raise a doubt about all of
their work.

In keeping with this idea that Shakespeare of Strat-

ford had no contemporary reputation, the Ogburns stated that

40
Abld., p. 12k2.

&IF. E. Holliday, A Shakespeare Companion {(New York:
Funk and Wagnalls, 1952}, pp. 93-%.
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the actor's son-in-law, Dr. Hall, was a more important man
in Stratford than his father-in-law. It is fairly easy to
revert to the loose thinking of the anti-Shakespearean and
answer that Shakespeare was a London playwright, while Hall
was an eminent physician of Stratford; a doctor is far more
important to a community than a playwright, especlally one
who does not 1ive there permanently.

The Ogbﬁrns used the-ep&taph-aé thelr final argument
against the authorship of the man from Stratford. They sald:
Finally, the lines on his gbavestone are altogether
characteristic of Wiliiam Shakesper of Stratforda-on-
Avon, .but they mever could have been an expression_ogz
the author of Hamlet, the true Willliam Shake-speare,
- The Ogburns! book is full of snrgise and conjecture,
It eontains no real evidence of de Verel's authorship because
their plcture of thé author can ﬁe made to fit toc many other
people. The scholarship 1s faulty, and statements are often
inaccurate., It 1s,unf6rtunata that people with the talent
possessed by Dorothy and Charlton Ogburn wasted themselves
on something as inconclusive as thelr book.
The latest book to su

: - 1led Who
in 1955.u3 Written by Miss H, Amphlett, 1t was cal.e

Was Shakespedre: A New Enquiry and wags published in‘London,

l!’;";"(Jg'r:*urirx and Ogburn, 9B. glte, Pa 1248.
on of this study, thls 1is

43 ompletl
At the time of the SONE € 0 - uthorship.

the latest book written on the de Ve

44y Amphlett, who Was M%E A New Enguiry
(London: William Heinemann Ltd., 1955}

poort the de yere theory appeared
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Miss Amphlett presented fourteen characteristics of the

author of the Works and concluded that not one of them per~
tained to Shakespeare but that all of them did vertaln to

de Vere, It is not necessary to list all of her points
here; & few examples will be sufflclent to show the line of
her reasoning: (2} the author was & man of great learning
with knowledge of Latin, Greek, French, Italian, and astron-
omy; (9) he was a nobleman of o0ld and honorable lineage
because of his knowledge of the ways of the nobility {(hunt-
ing, hawking, and neraldry); (11) a libelous attgckthad been

made on him at some time which defamed his mame; (13} he was

thriftless and incompetent in money matters.hs All of the
characteristics suggested by Miss Amphlett describe many
noblemen from Henry VIII to Farouk; she really proved nothing,
Miss Amphlett denounced the Disintegrationist theory.“é
She did not feel that anything as magnificent as the Works
could have been written by a "Board of Directors." She
belleved that any writing other than de Vere's In the Works
was done by 2 manager for adaptation to the stage or by
another author after de Vere's aeath.u? Although she proved
nothing, Miss Amphlett did not waver in her belief that the

Works were written by one man--Edward de Vere,

45

4'6'1?’01‘ a discussion of the Disintegrationist theories,

see Chapter vI.
47

Ibid., pp. H5=46,

Amphlett, op. cit., p. 192.
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Undoubtedly others will advocate the authorship of
the seventeenth Earl of Oxford, but they will need more con=-

crete proof than that which has already been presented.
1V. OXFORDIAN SOCIETIES AND PUSLICATIONS

The Oxfordians, like the Baconians, gained enough
followers to make some kind of organization desirable, Unlike
the Baconlians, however, who waited twenty-nine years before
they started their society; the Oxfordians organized two
years after Looney first introduced de Vere as a contender
for the authorship, 1In 1922, Colonel B, R. Ward organizsd
The Shakespeare Fellowship in England to carry on additional
research into the life and times of Edward de Vere, the
seventeenth Earl of Oxford. The name of the organlzation
was somewhat misleading to those interested in true Shake~
spearean scholarship, but it indicated the feeling of the
Oxfordians: de Vere and Shakespeare were one and the same
verson; the Works had always been known as the Shakespeare
Works; hence, thelir soclety should be called The Shakespeare
Fellowship. The first president of the Fellowship was Sir
George Greenwood, who earlier had entered & contender of his
own in the ccntroversy.ua The Shakespeare Fellowshlip was

active until the beginning of the Second World War. At that

4830e crapter VI, p. 173.
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time, all activities in England were suspended, but Eva Turner
Clark organized an American branch of the Fellowshlp to carry

on the work begun in England,

The publication of the Fellowship was the News-Letter,

‘a bl-monthly magazine which was first lssued by the American -

Fellowship in December of 1939. At the beginning of 1945,
the name was changed to The Shakespeare Fellowship Quarterly.
It has printed the work of those who have done research on
the de Vere authorship question; much of the work is based
on the findings of Looney.

The Fellowship still meets regularly in America but
seldom permits any but Oxfordians to be heard, Its general
is unimpressive 1n appearance, and 1ts meetings are quiet and

restrained.
V. GENERAL REFUTATICN AND CONCLUSION

General refutation. General refutation of the Oxfordlan

theories 1s difficult because these theories do not really
prove anything. Almost any member of the nobility of Eliza-
bethan times can be fitted Into the Oxfordian concepts of
the author. There 1s, however, one peoint whlch should be
discussed.

Much of the Oxfordian contention is based on the fact

that de Vere had to use a pseudonym. Looney believed that
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49
it was because de Vere's name had been disgraced; some of
his followers agreed with him. Most other Oxfordians believed

that de Vere assumed the pseudonym because the nobility could

not assoclate with the theater without disgrace. If any of

these people mentioned contemporary allusions to de Vere as
a writer, these allusions did not satisfactorily account for
de Vere's use of & pseudonym, A more complete study of the
Elizabethan perlod would reveal to the Oxfordians that de
Vere's association with the theater was quite open. He
acted in plays at Court, as did many other nobles, but more
important, he was the acknowledged author of plays and poems

in his own day. Francis Meres, whose Palladis Tamia was

discussed in Chapter II of this study, wrote that Oxford was
the best writer of comedy. In this same work, Shakespeare
was also mentioned and his plays were listed.so If Meres
mentioned de Vere as a writer of comedy, this means that

de Vere was known to be a writer; if one accepts the con-
tention that de Vere, using a pseudonym, wrote the Works,
this indlcates that de Vere acknowledged only & part of his
works., This is not logical and makes the foundation of the

Oxfordian movement very unstable.

“9Locney, oD, ceit., P. 173,

50wllliams, Yo, olt,
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Cne other point might be mentioned here, Edward de
Vere died in 1604, The Oxfordlans clalmed that the writing
of the Works ceased at that time. They were asking the
world to believe that the later plays, such as Kine Lear,

The Tempest, and Henry VIII were written before 1604, but
they could net prove it and often did not try. The state-
ment that since de Vere died in 1604 no further Shakespeare
pPlays were written stoocd bald and unproven and left another
gap in theilr reasoning.

Much is known of the 1life of Edward de Vere. Strangely
enough, Oxfordian B. M, Ward's The Seventeenth Earl of Oxford
is an excelient blography. Nothing in de Vere's busy life
actually indicated he was secretly writing plays. Frayne
Williams, the author of Mr. Shakespeare of the Globe, left

the impression that Ward's work, written to bolster the
Oxfordian movement, helped refute the Oxfordian theories by

; 1
accounting so well for all of de Vere's 11fe.5

Concluston. The Oxfordian thecries, on the whole, are

more conservative and less sensational (except for Allen's

excursion beyond the grave and the cliohers of ward and

Frisbse) than the Baconian theories. In comparison with the

Baconian theories, they are colorless and prove nothing more

than that de Vere 1ived during the Elizabethan perlod,

5l1p1d., p. 257n.
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The Oxfordian movement 1s quiet now, but it 1s not
dead, The Shakespeare Fellowship is still actlive and 1s
working to support de Vere's authorship of the Works, At

any time a new book or article advocating the Oxfordian

cause may appear on a publisher's list or in a magazine.




CHAPTER V
THE MARLOVIAN THEORY

The great majority of the contenders chosen by the
anti-Shakespeareans have been men of the Elizabethan nobility
whose noble ancestry went far back into English history. The
exception to this was Christopher Marlowe, the son of & cob-
bler and the first commoner to be propesed as the author of
the WOrks.l Marlowe has been a peremnial contender, but it
has always been difficult to reconclle his early death in

1953 with the chronology of the plays, and MarloVian theories

have never been numerous or enduring. There have been proposals

that Marlowe collaborated with Shakespeare, and some of the
Disintegrationists have included Marlowe as & member of thé
group of authors responsible for the WOrks.2 However, it was
not until 1955, when Calvin Hoffman proposed Marlowe as a
sole contender and thereby gained world-wide attention that
the Marlovian theory bescame a real part of the controversy.
Hoffman's Marlovian theory will be the subject of this

chapter. His theory, whlle 1t does not have the imporiance

Las nearly as can be ascertained, Christopher Marlowe

1s the only commoner to be proposed as the author of the
Works who galned any following. Other commoners have
appeared in the various Disintegrationist theorles but have
never been proposed as the sole author.

256 Chapter VI for a discussion of the Disintegra-
tionist theories,
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or the number of advocates which the Baconian and Oxfordian
theories have, is being glven & whole chapter because of its
recency in the newspaper headlines, and because it is an
example of what can happen when an anti#éhakespearean theory
is put to the test., Hoffman's work 1s interesting and fasci-
nating, but only as a fictionallzed murder mystery, and it
shows the lengths to which those who disclaim Shakespeare
will go. Hoffman's theory is also the one which first inter-
ested the author of this study in the anti-Shakespearean
controversy.

The first section of this chapter will contain an
account of Marlowe's life and death, because the murder of
Christopher Marlowe 1s an important aspect of Hoffman's
theory. The next section will contain a discussion of the
theory itself. Hoffman's background and research, as well as
the other Marlovian theories he discovered and his work in
England will be given attention. The final section will be
concerned with Heffman's failure and with general refutations

of his theory.
I. CHRISTOPHEE MARLOWE

Cnristopher Marlowe, who has been called the father
of English tragedy, was born in Canterbury in 1564, He
received his Bachelor of Arts degree from Corpus Christi

College, Cambridge in 1584, There has always been some
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question about the Master of Arts degree he received in 1587.

Because he was absent too often, Marlowe was denied the degree

until the government ordered that it be conferred. Many
scholars feel that Marlowe was absent because he was worklng
as a secret agent of the government. For this reason, the
government ordered the university to grant the degree.j-

After graduation, Marlowe spent some time as 2 member
of the Earl of Nottingham's players and prohably was doing
some work as a secret agent of the government. He led a
life of dissipation which, when combined with his athelstic
declarations and his participation in various kinds of
intrigue, served to keep him in trouble with the Court and
government circles, Born in the same year as Shakespeare,
Marlowe was kllled in 1593, the year Shakespeare was just
beginning his work.h

Whatever else he was, Marlowe was alsc a writer,
There are six plays which can be assigned with certainty
to him. Of these six, four are considered major works in

English literature: Tamburlaine the Great (ec. I58?~1588},5

3this dlscussion of Marlowe's activities as a graduate
student was taken from the lectures of Professor Martha
Pilerce in the Development of the English Drama course at the
College of the Pacific. Permission to use secured,

“Sidney Lee, "Christopher Marlowe," Dictionary of
National Biosraphy, Sir Leslie Stephen and Sidney Lee,
editors (London: University of Oxford Press, Humphrey
Milford, 1921-1922), XII, pp. 1065-75.

5Dates in parentheses denote dates when these plays
were first acted,
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The Tragical History of Dr. Faustus (1588-1592), The Jew of
Malta (1592), and Edward II (1593). 1In his plays, Marlowe
rebuilt English drama. His themes differed greatly from

those which hzad been used previously in English tragedy.

His major theme was the herole struggle of a herolc person-
ality who rose to great helghts only to be defeated physi-
cally. The struggles of the hero were epic in nature; noth-
ing about the hero or his situation was portrayed as being
small, Marlowe's minor characters were unimportant, and his
women characters were stiff and wooden., He had many faulﬁs
which might have improved if he had lived longer, but it is
doubtful whether his humor or his portrayal of minor char-
acters would ever have impreved.6 There is no question,
however, about his contribution as a dramatist, He was the

first great English dramatist, and he prepared the way for

‘Shakaspeare.?

Marlowe also stcod high among the poets of his day.
Among his poems were The Passionate Shepherd to His Love, his
translation of Ovid's Amores, and his narrative poem, Hero

and Leander, left unfinished at his death and completed by

George Chapman in 1598,
There are those who feel that Marlowe's greatest con-

tributicn to literature was in the use of blank verse, This

Sﬁshley Thorndike, "Christopher Marlowe," Encyclopedia

Americana (1958 ed.), 18, 304,

’1p1d., pp. 303-0k.
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feeling was expressed very well by Homer A, Watt and William
W. Watt:

But Marlowe's greatest metrical contribution is the
"mighty line" of his dramatic blank verse, He took the
stiff lambic pentameter of earlier plays and made of it
a flexlible, varieds unrestrained, and powerful vehilcle
for his tragedies.

Before Marlowe, tragedy and blank verse in English

were nothing; by working with them in hls way, he prepared
the way for some of the greatest of English writers tc 4o

thelr work.
II. MARLOWE'S DEATH

The murder of Christopher Marlowe on May 30, 1593, is
the most important element in Calvin Hoffman®s Marlovian
theory. It is mnecessary to present the detalls of that
murder and the events leading up to it.

Sir Thomas Walsingham, a man powerful in government
and Court circles, had taken a great interest in Christopher
Marlowe., Under Walsingham's patronage, Marlowe lived at the
Walsingham nome in Chislehurst., There are those who feel
the bond between the two men was more than that of patron
and poet or that of friendship., It was at Chislehurst that

Marlowe was arrested in May, 1593, after Thomas Kyd had

BHomer A. Watt and Willlam W. Watt, "Christopher Mar-
lowe,* A Dictionary of English Literature (New York: Barnes
and Noble, Ine., 195J) ps 186,

e v o o
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accused him of atheism. Marlowe had been & member of &
group of freethinkers; he had not only declared his feelings
but had alsv written about them. The charge of atheism was
a serlous one at that time, but Marlowe was allowed to go
free on bail on May 20. Nine days later, Richard Baines
brought charges of heresy and treason against him. While
the warrant for his arrest was belng drawn up, Marlowe went
to the port town of Deptford, where he and three friends,
Paley, Skeres, and Ingram Frizer {all employees of Walsing-
ham), spent the day of May 30 talking at an inn. After the
evening meal, there was a quarrel, and Ingram Frizer stabbed

7 since she

Marlowe. Deptford was within the Queen's verge
was vislting at Kew, and Elizabeth's coroner went to the
scene of the murder. He declared that Marlowe's death was
Justiflable homicide and freed Frizer, Marlowe was quietly
buried on June 1, 1593;10

There are still many unanswered questions about Mar-
lowe's death. Was it really caused by a quarrel between
Marlowe and the unsavory Frizer? What did the four men dis=-
cuss all day? Was Marlowe deliberately murdered because

people in high places were afraid of what he would revesal if

Tne verge was the twelve-league area around any
place where the monarch was visiting and over which the mon-
arch's jurisdiction superseded that of local authority.

10
p. 1072,

me————

The stabbing incident was confirmed by Lee, op. cit.,
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he were allowed to come to trial? Why did the Queen’s coro-

ner refuse to turn the investigation over to local authorities,
as was the usual custom? Why was everything done so quickly

i and so silently after Marlowe was killed? Why did Marlowe's
intimate friend, Sir Thomas Walsingham, retain in his employ
Ingram Frizer after Frizer had killed Marlowe? Did Marlowe
really dle that day? These and many other unanswered ques-
tions place Marlowe's death squarely in the middle of the
intrigue which was rampant in Elizabeth's ecourt,

The coroner called Marlowe's murder *a great reckoning
in a little room," and the whole affair is as exciting and
mysterlous as any deteéctive novel. Unfortunately, in the
case of Marlowe, there was no omniscient detective to revesl

all of the answers.

III. HOFFMAN'S MARLOVIAN THEORY

Calvin Hoffman 1s a drama critlc with a weekly column

! in several Long Island newspapers. He has written this col-

o TR Pid
AR i P

| um for nearly twenty years; prior to that, he had been a

E reporter, poet, playwright, seaman, and manuscript reader for

I motion picture studios. He first became interested in the i
Marlovian theory some seventeen years before the publication j
of his book, The Murder of the Man Who Was “"Shakespeare," in
1955. He sald in the introduction of his book that it was

not by denying Shakespeare that his belief in Marlowe began;
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it began with the growing conviction that only Christopher
Marlowe could have written the works.ll

' When he started his research, Hoffman believed him-
self to be one of the first to put forth the Marlowe theory
in writing., After he had been working about twelve years, he
discovered that there had been others before him. In 1895,

Wilbur G. Zeigler wrote It Was Marlowe, in which he fiction-

alized the death of Marlowe by reversing the usual historical
account.12 Zeigler had Frizer stabbed by Marlowe; later he
had Marlowe stabbed by Ben Jonson. In 1923, Archle Webster,
in & six-page magazine article, stated his bellef that Mar-
lowe had written the sonnets.13 Hoffman also discovered that
several of the Dlsintegraticnists had included Marlowe in
thelr groups,la

During his seventeen years of research, Hoffman travel-
led to England, France, and Denmark, and read old wills, old
court records, and old beooks by the hundreds, He also visited
archives, churchyards, graveyards, and libraries in hils

search for evidence, He read, read again, and compared the

ll“Calvln Hoffman, The Murder of the Man Who Was

“S?ikesgeare“ (New York: Julian Messner, Inec., 1955), p.
xvig,

g
“ William G. Zelgler, It Was Marlowe (Chicago: Dona-
hue, Henneberry and Company, 1895).

_ 13Discussed in Hoffman, op. cit., p. x11i, n.
bibliographical details available,

1“Ib1d.
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works of Shakespeare and Marlowe and found over a thousand
parallelisms in their writings, When he had finished all of
this research, he set down his findings in his two hundred

and thirty-two page book, The Murder of the Man Who Was

"Shakespeare "

Although the bulk of Hoffman's work concerned the
parallellisms in the writings of Shakespeare and Marlowe,
his whole theory was based on his reconstruction of the
murder.l5 He felt that the lack of facts and the aura of
mystery which surrounded the death of Marlowe paralleled
clogely the lack of facts about Shakespeare and the mystery
that surrounded the author of the Works. He believed that
the parallel mysterles could be solved if Marlowe's murder
mystery were solved. Hls solution was simple: Marlcwe was
not murdered at Deptford in 1593. Hoffman's version of the
Deptford incident and the events that led up to it follows,

Sir Thomas Walsingham,.with all of his powerful con-
nections, knew that Marlowe was in great danger. He could
not save Marlowe; no one could, He could, however, do some-
thing to prevent the burning st the stake whlch would be
Marlowe's fate as a heretic. He began to bulld his schene
slowly. He would have Marlowe "murdered.® For three reasons,

Walsingham plcked Deptford as the town for the murder: first,

5There 1s a short, interesting account of Hoffman's
reconstruction on pp. 83-102 of the July, 1955 issue of Coro-
net magazine.
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the Queen would be at Kew and that would vlace Deptford. 5

within the verge; second, Deptford was a seaport and there
were many foreign sallors who would be unknown t¢ the towns-
reople if one of them were chosen to be the body of Marlowe;
and third, Deptford was close to Chislehurst so that Walsing-
ham could supervise the plot. Walsingham nad influence with
the Queen's servants, and he bribed Danby, the Queen's coro-
ner, threatening him with death if he ever revealed the secret.

The stage was set. A sallor was killed and dressed in

Marlowe's clothes. Marlowe spent the day in Deptford with

three of Walsingham's employees, When the time came, Mar-

lowe was "stabbed"; the Queen's coroner was called, and the

The burial was

quickly and quietly accomplished, and Christopher Marlowe was

free.16

Hoffman had no direct evidence to prove whare Marlowe

went after the "murder;® but he bellieved that the poet crossed

over into France and from there went to Italy. Marlowe did

riot lose contact with Walsingham; he sent hls patron every

poem and play he wrote, The sonnets were Marlowe's expres-

sion of his exile and his homesickness. They alsc contained

hidden allusions to the *murder." Walsingham felt that the

Works had to be published in falrness to the exlled Marlowe,

16

Hof fman, op. eit., pp. 93-98.
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and he searched for & scrivener and for a mask. The scrivener
was probably Thomas Smith, to whom Walsingham later left a
bequest of forty shillings, and the mask was the actor, William
Shakespeare. Smith recopled the Marlowe manuscripts to ellmi-
nate the chance that someone would recognize the handwriting;
Shakespeare presented these manuscripts to the theater as his
own.}? If Marlowe ever returned to England, it ﬁas to live
in hiding in Walsingham's home.l® .

As part of the evidence to supvort his murder theory,
Hoffman brought in the fact that Frizer, Skeres, and Poley
were employees of Walsingham. As soon as Frizer was released
on & plea of self-defense, he was taken back into the employ
of Walsingham. Considering the friendship between Walsingham
and Marlowe, this was an abnormal action unless Walsingham
knew Marlowe was not dead.19 Refutation of Hoffman's theory
about Frizer's continued employment by Walsingham is not
difficult if one utilizes the loose reasoning of Hoffman.
Walsingham may actually have ordered Marlowe killed. If
others feared what Marlowe would reveal at his trial, Wal-
singham may have had more to fear than any of them. Frizer
could have carried out Walslngham's orders, and for this

reason have been kept in Walsingham's employ.

18

171b1d.,'pp; 101-06, Ibid., p. 104,

12L2ig-, pp. 84-85,
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More supporting evidence was added by Hoffman in the
form of the coroner's report. Coroner Danby described the
Deptford incldent as "great reckening in a little room." In
Act IIJ, Scene 1iii of As You Like It, Touchstone says, "It
strikes a man more dead than a great reckoning in a little
room."* The coroner's report had been hidden away, and no

one saw 1t, supposedly, untlil the twentieth century. How did

Shakespeare get the wording of the report? If Hoffman's loose

style of reasoning is again employed, an explanation is not
difficult., Marlowe's death must have caused some kind of a
stir in literary circles, and it is just possible that the
coroner's words were common gossip in the tavern where the
theater pecple met.

The evidence offered by Hoffman in sﬁpport of his
theory is very convincing until one examines it more closely

and sees the gaps. The greatest of these is the idea of

keeping the secret when so many people were Invclved. Danby,

Frizer, Paley, Skeres, Smith, and Shakespeare were only a few
of those who had to be entrusted with the secret. Even if
Smith and Shakespeare did not know the ldentity of the

author of the manuscripts, they knew there was some kind of
conspilracy. If Marlowe returned to England, as Hof fman
believed he did, the list of those trusted had to be extended
to include at least a few of Walsingham's servants. It 1is

too difficult to beljeve that QLL.Of those entrusted with the
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secret could have been so silent about it that no hint
eseaped,

_ There are other gaps in Hoffman's murder story which
are revealed by careful reading and consideration, & full
discussion of these could be extended into another book the
length of Hoffman's,

Having laid the foundation for his theory with his
reconstruction of the murder story, Hoffman went on to dis-
cuss the evidence for his belief 1in the Marlowe authorship.
Shakespeare was first noted as an author in 1593 and not
before; Marlowe died in 1593. Hoffman belleved these two
facts were connected., He saild: wry

Four months after the alleged "assassination” of Mar-

lowe (in September, 1593) the nams "Willlam Shakespeare™
appears before the world for the very first time--dlso
for the very first time as a wrlter--with a poem, Venus
and Adonis. Thnis poem bears such an astonishing sty-
listic resemblance to Marlowe's poem Hero and Leander,

that conservative students stg&e that the same hand
might well have written both,

The answér to this may lie in the fact that Shake-
speare borrowed plots, ideas, styles, words--whatever was
needed--yherever he could get them. In hils earllest period,

he was an imitater. Hero and Leander was popular; it would

have been natural feor Shakespeare to lmitate it in Venus and

Adonls,

Asi——
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The "Mr, W. H.® of the dedication of the sommets d4id
i not escaps Hoffman'*s attention. This question has been a
controversial one for as lonmg as there has been Shakespearean

scholarship. Hoffman had no difficulty in finding "Mr, W. H."}

he was Sir Thomas Walsingham, who frequently hyphenatad his

{ :‘ :
name to read Walsinngam.21 It 1s useless Lo refute this; %,?g
there was a "Mr, W. H." in the liveg of most of the % B2
contenders. é;;

Pl :

The First Follio also received Hoffman's consideration, i

He argued that Heminge and Condell did not have encugh educa-

tion to have written the dedication. He demonstrated that

i the dedicatlon of the First Folio was a paraphrase of Pliny's
Natural History. It was his contention that the dedication

! was wrltten by someone other than Heminge and Céndell; who did
i the writing was not 1lmportant because the object was to keep
the association of the plays with Shakespeare, and by select-
Ing two of Shakespeare's aassoclates, the true author kept the
association. In other words, the use of Heminge and Condell

as masks for the person who was writing the dedication for

| Marlowe, who, in turn, was using Shakespears as a mask, only
i _ helped to deepen the mystery and keep the real identity of

the author a secret,zz Such a hopeless entangliement would be

e e
T i p——-—"_ O L .

an ideal plot for a modern mystery writer.

23, -
“Ibid., p- 117. 2?1pi4., pp. 179-81.
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Ben Jonson also entered into Hoffman's theory. Hoff-
man believed that Jonson did not know Shakespeare as a man.
Jonson was often hired to write eulogies, dedications, and
laudations for all kinds of works. Jonson was hired by the
perpetrators of the Marlowe plot to write all of the works
in which he mentioned Shakespeare, Jonson did not know that
Marlowe was the author of the Shakespeare plays; he wrote
about Shakespeare because he was hired to do so. Hoffman
asserted that there is no reference to Jonson's ever having

23

known Shakespeare, This assertion can be answered with the
fact that thsre is no reference to Jonson's not having known
Shakespeare.

The previously discussed Mendenhall Technique was used
by Hoffman to demonstrate Marlowe's autﬁorship. When Dr.
Mendenhall was applying his technique to the Baconian theory,
he used, among others, the works of Marlowe for his control.
He found that Marlowe was the author who came the c¢losest to
agreeing with Shakespeare's use of words. Hoffman found thils
very encouraging to his caus-e_.z4 It seems strange, however,
that if the works of Marlowe and Shakespeare were as nearly
identical as Hoffman believed, Dr. Mendenhall d1d not make a

positive statement to the effect that the works of Marlowe and

Shakespeare were as nearly ldentical as Hoffman belleved, Dr,

: 24
ZBIbid,, pPp. 189-93. Ibid., pp. 137-40.
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Mendenhall did not make a positive statement to the effect
that the works of Marlowe and Shakespeare were written by
one and the same man, The anti-Shakespearean controversy
was at its peak when Dr. Mendenhall applied his test; 1t 1is
strange that no one paid any attention to the resemblance
until fifty years later, when Hoffman took up the cause of
Marlowe,

Much of Hoffman'!s argument was based on parallellsm
in the works of Marlowe and Shakespeare; he found over a
thousand parallels after reading the works of these two men.
Some were too far-fetched to be considered; some were pruly
parallels., Only two examples of these wlll be given here.
The first example shows great similarity:

Was this the face that launched a thousand ships?
Marlowe, Dr. Faustus {picturing Helen of Troy)

+ « « She 1s a pearl
Whose price hath launched above a thousand ships.
Shakespeare, Truoilus and Cressida (referring
to Helen of Troy
The second example shows very little similarity:
Weep not for Mortlimer _
That scorns the world, and as a traveller
Goes to discover-countries yet unknown,
Marlowe, Edward 1],
The undiscovered country'from whose bourn
No traveller returns.
Shakespeare, Hamlet,
It is suggested that those interested in this parallelisn
read not only Hoffman's book, but also other books presenting
other contenders; there are parallels between the works of

most of the writers of the Elizabethan period.

e .
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Hoffman's book, The Murder of the Man Who Was "Shake-~

speare," cannot be recommended as scholarly reading, but 1t

can be recommended for those who enjoy detective flctlon,
IV. HOFFMAN'S FAILURE

Calvin Hoffman's ideas, arguments, and beliefs were all
set down In his book. However, he also believed that some-
where there was tangible proof that Marlowe was the author
of the Shakespeare Works. All the time he was dolng research
for his‘bookg he was looking for this proof., He searched Sir
Thomas Walsingham's estate thoroughly; he went all over Nor-
mandy looking for the place where Marlowe may have spent at
least a part of his exile; Marlowe had visited & monastery
in France as a youth, and Hoffman searched for proof that
Marlowe sought refuge there after the "murder"; he went to
Elsihore in Denmark to see if there were any indications that
Marlowe may have hidden there. Hoffman was not discouraged
by the fruitlessness of these trips. He =ti1ll believed that
somewhers there was proof of Marlowe's authnrship.2§

During hils travels, Hoffman looked for a strong box
whlch was mentioned in the will of 3Sir Themas Walsingham,
It was Hoffman's belief that Sir Thomas put the original

Marlowe manuscripts of the Shakespeare Works in that box,

2SBober_t Potute, "Literary Sleuth,® Senjior Scholastic,
64 (April 7, 1954), 6.
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He finally decided that the box was in the tomb of Sir Thomas,
who was buried in St. Nicholas Church at Scadbury, his estate
at Chislehurst. Hoffman sought permission to open the tomb,
but Canon Lumb of St. Nicholas Church felt such an act was
a descration and blacked the enterprise. However, Hoffman
was persistent in his efforts, and the consistory court of
Chislehurst finally granted permission in 1956, On May 1,
1956, what was thought to be the cover of the tomb was
removed, However, it was only a decorative cover; only
sand and loose tile were found. The brick floor that covered
the crypt was topped with & six-inch hole, and after a light
was lowered, Hoffwan looked in. All that could be seen was
a lead-covered coffin which Hoffman was not permitted to
open. The tomb was sealed, and authorities sald it would
not be opened again,

The newspapers and magazines in the Unlted States and
Britaln were not kind to Hoffman. Suitable lines from Shake-
speare and other wrlters were used for humor in headlines and
stories. Hoffman was not dlscouraged by either his fallure
to find what he saw or the pointed humor of the journalists
and columnists. He felt there was proof, and he expressed his
determinzation to find it. When he left England, he declared
his intention of continuing the search. He also revealed that
an unidentified American had offered $2,800 reward for proof

that Marlowe was the author of the Works. With this reward

|
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and all of the publlcity, it is surprising that others have
not taken up the cause., It is also surprising that Hoffman

has of fered no further evidence to his theory.
V. GENERAL REFUTATION AND CONCLUSION

General refutatlon. Specific refutations of Calvin

p— st

Hoffman's ideas have been made as each idea was presented,
On the whole, the book was unscholarly; it offered no truly
concrete proof of anything. Heoffman put thoughts and words
into the minds and mouths of those who were involved, par-
ticularly Marlowe and Walsingham; he described thelr feellings
as each step of the plot evolved. The book was filled wlth
the sensationalism and cheap drama of & badly written detec-
tive novel. The fact that it 41d not inspire the formation
of a Marlovian society or attract advocates who made thelr
beliefs public is a greater refutation than any written
words,

One of the most impartant arguments against Marlowé's
authorship is the question of characterization found in the
plays of Marlowe and Shakespeare. Marlowe's plays revolved
around a superman hero who overcame everyone and everything
in his rise to success and who was dsfeated but only physi-
cally. This was a Benaissance concept, and Shakespeare used
it to a certain extent, But there the resemblance in char-

acterization between the works of Marlowe and Shakespeare

v
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ended. Marlowe was incapable of adequately portraying
women; his women are all wooden and alike. Shakespearels
women charactersg are beautifully drawn; even in his first
period, he was able to glve the theater such wonderful women
28 Katherine and Portia. Marlowe'!s minor characters are
incidental to the plot and are never clearly defined. In
Shakespeare's plays, the minor characters are as finely
drawn as hls main characters; Puck, Launcelot Gebbo, the
Fool 1n King Lear, and Pelonius iliustrate this point. It
is hard to believe that Marlowe, if he were alive, would

have developed so much in less than a year that he could go

from the inadequate portrayal of women and minor characters

of Edward II (1593) to the portrayal of Juliet and Mercutio

in Romeo and Juliet (1593).

Another argument against Marlowe's authorship lies in
the way he wrote. His plays were wholly concerned with the
herves; the plots were unrelieved by romance and/or comedy.
On the other hand, Shakespeare's starkest dramas had some

comic rslief; the porter in Macbeth, the grave diggers in

Hamlet, and the nurse and friar in Romeo and Jullet exsmplify

this. Beautiful love scenes and/or scenes portraylng roman-

tic interest can be found in most of nis tragedles. Agaln,
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it is hard to bellieve that Marlowe could have developed so

quickly in an area in which he had been so sadly laekinggzé'

Conclusion, It is the bellef of the author of this
study that Marlowe is the least likely candidate for the
authorship of the Works. In the first place, Hoffman did

not prove that Marlowe was alive to write the Works. In the

second place, though Marlowe and Shakespeare had much in com-~

mon in thelr writings, the-&ifferences,'as discussed here,

were too great for them to have been one and the same man.

6Parts of the discussion of characterization in Mar-

lowe and Shakespeare were taken from the lestures of Profes-
SOr Martha Pierce in the Development of English Drama course
at the College of the Pacific. Permlssion to use. secured.




CHAPTER VI
OTHER CONTENDERS FOR THE AUTHORSHIP OF SHAKESPEABE'S WOQRKS

The theorlies which advocated the authorship of

Francls Bacon, Edward de Vere, and Christopher Marlowe are

responsible for the majority of the literature written about

the controversy in books, magazines, and newspapers. How-
ever, other contenders were proposed at one time or another,
Their role in the whole field of the controversy was only
minor, but their champions made some contributions to the
growing library on the authorship question, They did not
have the following or the bulk of literature written about

them that Bacon, de Vere, and Marlowe did, and a discussion

of them can be coversd in this one chapter, the first section

of which will be d@evoted to a discussion of the Disintegra-
tionist theories, and the second section to a discussion of

all of the remaining contenders,
I. THE DISINTEGRATIONIST THEORIES

Up to this point in the study, all of the theorles
discussed have been single authorship theories. That 1s,
each of the various contenders was belleved by his champlon
to have been the sole author of the Shakespeare Works. How-

ever, there were also theories which advocated the author-

ship of a group of writers. These group theorles have also
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been called "proprietary,® "synthetic," "editional,” “inte-
grationist," and "disintegrationist,® but for purposes of
uniformity in this study they will be called Disintegration-
ist or Group theorles. The Disintegrationists have proposed
groups which among them included most writers, both known and
unknown, of the late sixteenth and seventeenth centurles,
The Disintegrationists have felt that thelr clalms were sup-
ported by an entry in Thomas Heywood's diary which indicated
that collaboration among severzl authors was a common prac-
tice in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries. Besearch
has shown that this was true, and this fact, together with
the knowledge that the work of other authors 1s apparent in
some of the plays, gave the Dislntegrationlsts the foundation
for their belief.l

The first Disintegrationist was Delia Bacon. The
Baconians have always claimed her as thelr founder, and it
is true that her articles and books were responsible to a
great extent for the Baconian movement. However, Miss Bacon
was actually a Disintegrationist. It may be recalled that
her theory first appeared in 18356 and was expanded in 1857

into the book, The Philosophy of the Plays of Shakespeare

2 :
Unfolded. She proocosed a group of authors of whom Francls

lGilbert‘Slater,.Seven Shakespeares (London: Cecil
Palmer, 1931), pp. 147-49,

zThls book was discussed in Chapter III, page 46,
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Bacon was editor-in-~chief; this was the reason for the
Baconlan claim that she was one of them. The other members
of Miss Bacon's group were Sir Walter Raleigh, Lord Buck-
hurst, Lord Paget, and Edward de Vere, Miss Bacon believed
that these men wrote under the name of Shakespeare because
they wanted to write works which would expound their llberal
political attitude; they could not freely do thls under their
oW Yiadmes,

The next Disintegrationist theory appeared in 1881 when
(James) Appleton Morgant!s book, The Shakespeare Myth, was
Publﬁshed.B Morgan had been president of the Shakespeare
Society of New York for many years and we&s one of the most
dlstinguished and scholarly of the Disintegrationists. He
gave Shakespeare a place in the group as stage-man2ger, stage-
editor, and copyist, a Jack-of-all trades of the theater.
Morgan believed that Shakespeare recopled for the theater
what his more accomplished colleagues had written, and in
the course of this rewriting, probably interpolated some of

his own ideas and changed the Works to some extent.

3Appleton Morgan, The Shakespeare Myth: Hilliam_Shake—
speare and Circumstantial Evidence (Clncinnatl: Robert
Clarke and Company, 1881).

“4illiam F., Priedman and Ellzabeth S. Friedsan, ZThe

Shakespearean Ciphers Exzamined (Cambrildge: The University
Press, 1957), p. 8.
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In his study of Shakespeare'!s life and work, Mr.

Shakespeare of the Globe, Frayne Williams summarized Morgan's

theory and his own reaction to 1t:

Mr. Morgan presented a theory that the plays of Shake~
speare were written by several persons in collaboration
with such figures as Southampton, Baleigh, Essex, Rut-
land, Montgomery, and a “"needy but ambitious" scholar
named Bacont In passing, it might be suggested that it
is impossible to lmagine Falstaff belng created by a 5
syndicate of dilettante, assisted by a needy scholar.

Morgan may alsc have seen an error in his own thinking, for
he switched his views to those of the Shakespeareans some
years later, an act which made him unpopular with all anti-
Shakespeareans.

In 1892, Thomas William White published a book which
he called Our English Hcmeg,7 The title referred to the con-
troversy over Homer's zuthorship which had been an issue
earlier than the Shakespearean authorship question., White
proposed Bacon as editor and leader of a group in which
Christopher Marlowe, Robert Greene, Thomas Nashe, George

. 8
Peele, Samuel Daniel, and Thomas Lodge participated,

sFrayne Williams, Mr. Shakespeare of the Globe (New
York: E, P, Dutton and Company, Inc., 1941), p. 250.

6
Friedman and Priedman, lo¢. cit.

"thomas W. White, Our English Homer: Shakespeare
Historically Considered (Lordon: S. Low, Marston and

Company, Ltd,, 1892).

8
Friedman and Friedman, loc. cit.
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Another group theory was presented in 1904 by John

T
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Hawley Stotsenberg in a boock which he called Impartial Study

of the Shaksspeare Titlg_ﬁ Stotsenberg's group consisted of

Prancis Bacon as editor and Michael Drayton, Thomas Dekker, {3
Anthony Munday, Henry Chettle, Thomas Heywood, John Webster,
Thomas Middleton, and Henry Porter as nembers. ;»; ,

An approach that used & musical analogy was chosen by fj b
Harold Bayley in 1906 in his book, The Shakespeare Symphon ‘.11 '
The book presented a parallel between the dramatists of the “!‘ :1‘.
Elizabethan period and a great symphony orchestra with all of

- 12 X
the members playing together to produce the Shakespeare Works. !.;';f,__' !

The next book of any note to advocate a group theory

did not appear until 1930. It was written by Gilbert Standen .

and was entitlied Shakespeare Authorship: A Summary of

Evidence. It waa Standen's belief that a group was formed ! '

by the goverrment as a Propaganda Department to write patri-

otic plays which would inspire national feeling during the
war with Spain, Standen's theory was different from the

group theorles which had appeared before hisj he chose de Vere

9J-Oh!i H. Stotsenberg, Impartial Study of the Shake~
speare Title (Louisville: J. P. Morton and Company, 1904),

lo‘F‘ri edman and Friedman, loc. clt.
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'llﬂaml d Bayley, The Shakespeare Symphony (London:
Chapman and Hall, Ltd., 1906. ’

12G11bert Standen, Shakespeare Authorship: A Summary
of Evidence (London: Cecil Palmer, 1930}, p. 17.
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as the leader rather than Bacon. Standen claimed, however,
that Bacon kept the group together after the death of de
Vere in 1604 and that when the war with Spain was over, the
group wrote such plays as Hamlet and King Lear to fight
Catholicism, According to Standen, Marlowe was a member of
the group until he was killed in 1593; Shakespeare then took
his place.13

Standen's Disintegrationist theory was actually the
Oxford theory all over again, He used all of the arguments
for de Vere as master-mind of the group that the ngordlans
used for de Vere as the sole author of the WOrks.lh

Standen wrote with a great deal of confidence, but he
ignored many of the known facts about Shakespeare when they
did not serve his purpcse. He also gave nationzl and patri-
oti¢ importance to plays whnich had, in all likelihood been
written only for production in the theater,

In 1931, Dr. Gilbvert Slater, a Pellow of the Royal
Historical Society and at one time the Fresident.of Ruskin
College, Oxford, proposed a group theory in & book entitled
15

Dr. Slater's "seven Shakespeares" were

Bacon, (as editor), Mary Sidney, the Countess of Pembroke, Sir

137v14., op. 16-31.

leor a discussion of the Oxfordian theories, see

Chapter IV,

l5Gilbert Slater, Seven Shakesveares (London: Cecll
Palmer, 1931).

S

Pl



166

Walter Ralelgh, William Shakespeare, Edward de Vere, William
Stanley, and Christopher Marlowe,

Much of Dr. Slater's book was devoted to a discussion
'pr Chﬁlstopher Marlowe. He belleved that the other members
of the group wers amateurs at playwrighting; Marlowe was the
professional and supolied the technique of play construction
for the other six. The fact that Marlowe was killed in 1593
dld not deter Dr. Slater any more than it did Calvin Hoffman,
Dr. 3later belleved that Marlowe had gone on a secret misslon,
and that when he came.baek, Marlowe had to hlde because he
had been officially declared dead. It was as simple as that.

Dr. Slater's theory, ad it concerned Marlowe, was
based on conjecture and not facts. As for the other members
of the group, they have all been contenders (with the excep-
tion of the Countess of Pembroke) in single authorship
theories., It appears to the author of this study that Dr.
Slater, unable to believe in the authorshlp of the actor
from Stratford, found that he could believe only in parts of
the other authorship theories. For thls reason, he put then
together into a group theory and added the only professlonal,
Marlowe, to the group to lend credence to hls ldea. His
arguments were not impressive, nor did he ever appear to be

completely assured of his own belief. It is sad to find a

scholar of éuch stature involved in work which has so little

foundation,
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It has been pointed out in this study that the cipher
theories were used primarily to prove that Bacon was the
author of the warks;16 it was also noted that two cipher
theories were offered in support of Edward de Vere.l7 One
other cipher theory of importance was presented, and it
advocated a group theory. This cipher was important, not
because of its scholarly revelations aboubt the authorship,
but because it is an example of what particlipation in the
controversy can lead otherwise normal and sane people to
believe.

The founders of this cipher theory were Dr. Wallace
McCook Cunningham, a noted economlist; and Mrs. Maria Bauer.
Their ideas were more spectacular than any that had gone
before them; they chose Francls Bacon as the leader or
"Great Apchlitect® toqa group of nearly seventy men, Ilnclud-
ing Ben Jonson, Sir Francis Drake, Henry Wotton, Lancelot
Andrewes, Sir Wazlter Raleigh, Thomas More, Edmund Spenser,
Christopher Marlowe, and Miles, Joshua, and Thomas Bodley

18

among other Freemasons and Rosicruclans.

Dr, Cunningham and Mrs. Bauer, working separately,

used the same system and got the same results. Dr. Cunningham

16
See Chapter III, pp.

175ee chapter 1v, p.

1BFriedma'n and Friedman, op. cit., pp..8-9.
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first revealed his cipher in 1940 in a book which he called

The Tragedy of Sir Francis Bacon, Prince of England.lg

* 1 He

called his system the "Masonic Code,* although it did not
resemble the code which was used by early Masens.ZOA He not
only named his code for the Masons, but he also reliled
heavily on them for his theory. He belleved that the Masons
met in & room at the Mermaid Tavern, where they wrote the
plays. Once a monthn in this same room, the Wild Goose Club
{all of whose members were Masons) held a dinner at which
Shakespeare was a singing Qaiter.21

Dr. Cumningham was sent to Colonel and Mrs. Friedman
by General Theodore Roosevelt, Jr., the vice-president of
Doubleday~Doran. General Roosevelt wanted Dr. Cunninghan's
cipher verified before he would cons2nt to publish the book.
The Friledmans were able to disprove Dr. Cunningham's clpher
theory and even went to the extreme of ®"vroving" by the use
of Dr. Cunningham's method that Theodore Roosevelt wrote

Juiins Caesar and Bacon stole it from hlm.az

19,

Bacon, Prince of Encland (Los Angeles: The Phllosopher's
Press, 1940).
2Opriednan sna Friedman, op. ¢it., p. 158.
21
Ibid., pp. 156-58.

zzlbid., P. 160,

Wallace McCook Cunninghanm, The Tragedv of Sir Francis

MR
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'$he message which Dr. Cunningham found was ccherent
and acceptable, but his keys were ambiguous. He could not
give any rules for using these keys, and, although he stressed
the need for using the First Folio, his method was so flexible
that the same message could have been taken from a school edi-
tion of Shakespearels works.23
| Mrs. Bauer used Dr. Cunningham's method and made her
findings known in a pamphlet which she called The Great

& Her revalations about the lives of Shake~

Virginia Vault.>
speare and Elizabeth I would do Jjustice to the more sensa-
tional paperback novels of today. What these two-‘degeneratés"
represented disgusted Bacon and the group of authors who wrote
the Works, Mrs. Bauer sald, but she dld not explain why the
name "Shakespeare" was used as & mask by the authors., She
believed that Spakespeare and Elizabeth were buried under a
barn scmewhere as an indication of what people of that time
thought of them.zs'

From the sonnets, Mrs. Bauer was able to deccde an

account of the voyages of Sir Francls Drake. She explored

the poems and plays of Shakespeare and the poems of other

231b1d., p. 162,

yaria Bauer, The Great Virginis Vault (Los Angeles:
privately published, 1939).

25Fr1edman ond Priedman, op. ¢lt., p. 163.
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writers of more than a century after Shakespeare's death; she
*3iscovered® that the Masonic group did not.publish all of
its works during the lifetime of the members. Many of thess
works were handed down tc an inner Masonic group with instruc-
tions for publication., An examination of a poem by Charles
Lamb revealed that 1t had been written by Bacon and Lancelot
Andrewes; the poem also contalned in code instructions for
publication and an additional two lines, one of which named
Lamb as the author through whom the poem was to be released.zs
This 1s an excellent example of the supernatural farsighted-
ness attributed to the Masonic group.

In her work on poems felt by literary hlstorlans to
have been written a hundred or more years after the deaths
of Bacon and Sﬁakespeare, Mrs. Bauer found the message that
the original Shakespeare manuscripts had been taken to James-
town, Virginla in 1635; in 1674, they had oveen woved to
Williamsburg, Virginia, where they were buried under Bruton
Parish Church (this is enother example of the clairvoyancy
of the Bacon-Masonlc group). This ldea sent Mrs. Bauer to
Williamsburg, which was being restored by the Rockefeller
Foundation., After securing the permission of the Founda-
tion, she did some excavating, but found nothing. In a

nearby churchyard, she deciphered a tombstone inscription,

261b14., p. 16k,
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and the resultant message told her where to find the manu-
seripts., However, the Rockefeller Foundation refused to
nave anything more to do with her, and Mrs. Bauer devoted
much of her later writings to a recitation of her grievances

against the Foundationgz?

Mrs. Bauerts "findings® refute her theory. Further
refutation can be made through her c¢ipher, She deviated
from Dr. Cunningham's method (which had been refuted by the
Friedmans) in that she believed strict adherence to the rules
of the mechanical code and clpher could gain her nothing; she
relied on a psychological key to break the code. Complete
refutatipn can be made on the basis of this subjective method
alone.28
The preposterous Cunninghan-Bauer group theory seems
to have discouraged any further work by Disintegrationists,
since there have not besn any more group theories since 1940,

when Dr., Cumningham's book was published.
I1. OTHERS

In order to complete this study of the Shakespeare
authorship controversy, it is necessary to present contenders

whose claims never gained popular appeal, but who were

- .
?Ibid_., Pr. 165-66,

28
Ibid., p. 168,
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proposed at one time or another as the author of the Works,
The presentation of those who have been classified as “others®
will be in the chronological order of thelr appearance.

Although the Baconian thearies predominated in the

late nineteenth and early twentieth centurles, other con-

tenders made thelr appearances, only to Ee jost because of
the great mass of Baconlan literature.

The first of these contenders was Robert Burton, who
was proposed in 1886 in a pamphlet entitled Who Wrote Shake-

sgeare229 The author signed himself "Multum in Parvo," but

his real name was M. L. Hors., He was an Amerlcan who spent
twenty-five years trying to prove that Burton and Shakespeare
were one and the same person, but his only convert was George
Parker of the Bodleian Library.

Two years later, in 1888, an Englishman named F.
Scott Surtees offered Anthony Shirley, an Elizabethan
30

Surtees
31

adventurer, as his candidate for the authorship.
demonstrated that Ignatius Donnelly's cipher theory
supported the authorship of Shirley, since much of Donnelly's

story fitted Shirley as well as Bacon.32

29
avalilable.
3% scott Surtees, William Shakespeare, His Epitaph

Unearthed and the Author of the Plays Run to the Ground
(privately published, 18887.

3lsee Chapter 1II, p..149 ff.

32priedman and Friedman, pc. clt.

actually

Discussed in Ibid., p. 6. ©¥No bibliographical detalls




e s

— RS TRELT

e et

Das neue Shakespeare Evangelium.

173

Henry Wriothesley, the third Earl of Southampton, was

proposed in 1905 by J. C. Nicol in The Real Shakespeare.

Nicol used & somewhat mysterlous style in hils revelation:

I, Fortinabras, otherwise Posthumous, quarried and on
7th December, 1905, plainly discovered Henry Wrlotheslie,
third Earl of Southampton, undoubtedly to be the sole
author and begetter of the so-called poems and plays
known as Shakespeare'!s Works . . . producing innumerable
of fspring in Art with other various games, notably . . .
(Marlowe) . . . from the age of 13.7

A partnership between Henry Wriothesley, the third
Earl of Southampton, and Roger Manmmers, the fifth Earl of

Rutland, was suggested in 1907 by Peter Alvor, a German, in
E It might be well to note

here that Alvor was a victim of indecision; he changed his
mind and his contenders three times. In 1911, he proposed as
a contender Anthony Bacon, the brother of Francis, in Anthony
Bacon: Dile Lossunz des Shakesgeare-?rohlems.35 His third
contender, Charles Blount, the Earl of Devonshire, was

, - 36
offered in 1930 in Eine neue Shakespeare-bliographie. Such

changeableness is a refutation in itself.

The Great Unknown sppeared a2s 2 contender in 1908.

This rdather mysterious title was given to his cholce of author

33¢, F. Tucker Brooke, Shakespeare of Stratford (New
Haven: Yale University Press, 1926), p. 143.

L
3 Peter Alvor, Des neue Shakespeare Evangelium (Hann-
over: A Spoonholtz, 1907).

35Peter Alvor, Anthony Bacon: Dile Lossung des Shake-
speare~-Problems (Munchen and Leipzig: G. Muller, 1911).

38peter Alvor, Eine neue Shakespeare-blographle (Wurz-
burg: C. J. Becker, 1930),
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by George Greemnwcod, a lawyer and member of Parliament, in

The Shakespeare Problem Restated.j? Greenwood later sup-

ported the Oxfordian movement and became the first presldent
of its Shakespeare Fellowship, but at the time he first pre-
sented his theory, de Vere had not yet been suggested as a
contender,

Greenwood's picture of the Great Unknown was similar
to that painted by all anti-Shakespeareans; the author was
of the nobility, had an excellent education, was & genlus of
the highest order, and was morally strong and good.

The Great Unknown theory was rather negative, Green-
wood based 1t on the fact that he did not believe in Shake-
speare as the author, nor d4i1d he believe in Bacon, He did
not name an actual person as the author, and he did not deny
that his Great Unknown had help from cother literary men of
the period., The entire book was negative in that it was more
of & denial of the authorsnip of Shakespeare and Bacon than
it was an espousal of any specific man as the author.

A refutation of Greenwood's theory was written in
1812 by Andrew Lang, a Scottlish scholar and man of letters,
who was interested in historical and iiterary intrigues, He
nad been interested in the Wolflan theory of Homer's author-

ship, and when that was settled, he turned his attention to

376; G. Greenwood, The Shakesceare Problem Restated
(London: John Lane, 1908).
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Greenwood!'s Great Unknown theory. He called hils work Shake-

s 8
speare, Bacon and the Great Unknown;B it was a polint by

point refutation of Greenwood'!s theory as well as a discus-
sion and refutation of several of the Baconian theories,
Lang’s work did not discourage Greenwood; the Englishman
later decided that his Great Unknown was de Vere, and he

joined the camp of the Oxfordlans,

It 1s enough to say of Greenwood's Great Unknown theory

that it was a theory of conjecture and denigl rather than one
of actual fact and affirmative approach,

Belgium entered the controversy in 1912 when Professor
Celestin Demblon, the Scciallst Deputy from Liege, published
a filve hundred and fifty-nine page book which advocated the
authopghip of Roger Manners, the fifth Earl of Rutland. Pro-

fessor Demblon's book bore the title Lord Rutland est Shake-

sgeare.39 Blght years later, J. Thomas Looney, in his sup=-
port.of de Vere as the author, declared that the Mamers
authorship theory was ridiculous since Marmers was between

sixteen and twenty-two years of age when the sonnets were

38Andrew Lang, Shakespeare, Bacon, and the Great

Unknown (London: Longman's, Green and Company, 1912).

| 39celéstin Demblen, Lord BRutland est Shakespeare,
%gizl;s grand des mystéres devoile (Paris: P, Ferdinando,
91z2}.
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written (1592-1598) and that was far too young for the author

of such beautiful wark.bo

In 1914, an American, Henry Peuberton, Jr,, nominated
Sir Wglter Baleigh for the authorship in hls Shakespeare and

i
3ir Walter Raleigh, -

Two years later, John M. Maxwell, an American from
Indlana, suggested-ﬁobert Cecil, Earl of Salisbury and son of
Elizabeth's great advisor, Burghly, as the author not only of
the Shakespeare Works, but also of the works of many other
Ellzabethan writers in The Man Behind the Mask. 2

The scene of the controversy wmoved next to France,
Professor Abel Lefranc, French scholar ard Professor of
French at the College de France, maintained. that Willlam
Stanley, the sixth Earl of Derby, was the Shakespeare author
In a two-~volume work which he published in 1919. The title

of nls book was Sous le Masdque de *Willlam Shakespeare™:

Willliam Stanley Vie Comte de Defbg.“a Professor Lefranc

“QJ. Thomas Léoney, "Shakespeare® Identified in Edward

de Vere {(new edition; New York: Duell, Sloan, and Pearce,

1949), p. 377.

blﬁenry Pemberton, Jr., Shakespeare and Sir Walter
Raleigh (Philadelphia. J. B. Lippicott Company, 1914).

i —— il SR Th e

polis: prlvately published 1916).
43

William Stanley Vie Comte de  Derby (Paris: Payot and Company,
1919).

Avel Lefranc, Sogs le Masque de *Williem Shakespeare®:
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based his contentlon on the fact that William Stanley was
known to have been wrlting plays in 1599. 1In his boﬁk,
Studies in the Shakespeare Apocrypha, Baldwin Maxwell com-

mented on this:

None of Derby's plavs is extant, so far as is known,
though certain eccentrics see him as the author of the
plays which, for aristocratic reascns of his own, he
arranged to be fathered by the ignorant actor William
Shakespeare, But Derby maintalined his own company of
players from 1594 to lé&é, and what plays he wrote were
probably acted by them.

However, Lefranc maintained his belief, and twenty-six

years later, in 1945, he wrote another book on the subject

L
which he called A la Deconverte de Shakespeare, 3

Continental Europe was by this time very much inter-
ested in the controversy, and Italy now offered its own con-
tender, John Florio, who transiated Montaigne's Essays.
Plorio was proposed by Santi Paladino in a book published in

_ L6
Italy called Shakespeare, Pgseudonym of an Itallan Poet.

Signor Paladino was reading & book of poems written by a
Michael Angslo (no relation to the sculptor) and was impres-
sed by the fact that some of the phrases and maxims were

familiar to him. He then realized that they were from Hamlet,

oo tawin Maxwell, Stuiies in the Shakespeare
Apocrypha (New York: The King's Crown Press, Cclumbia
University, 1956), p. 10.

asﬁhe:!_ Lefrane, & ;_e Decouverte é_,e_ Sbakgsgeal"e (Parls H
A, Mickel, 194%),

46No copy of this book was avallable, but 1t was dis-

cussed in Anonymous, "Shakespeare An Italian,* Literary

Digest, 104 (March 15, 1930}, 24~25,
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which had appeared six years after Michael Angelo‘s poems
were published, Research showed Paladino that Michael
Angelo had been a writer who had wandered around Europe after
being persecuted during the Inquisition. Michael Angelo
finally arrived in London in 1586, where he became the protege
of Lord Pembroke, Paladino concluded that the real author
was a man named John Florio, who had taught classical history
at Athens and who had lived for a year at Denmark,. where he
unearthed the legend of Hamlet. Paladino tied Michael Angelo
to Florio through the "Mr. W. H.," of the dedlcation of the
sonnets. "W. H." was Willlam Herbert Pembroke; hence Floric
was Pembroke's protege, Michael Angelo. After the death of
Florio, Paladino sald, Shakespeare ceased towite. The pseu-~
donym Shakespeare was used because Florio was in fear of the
Inquisition; he was living in the house of Shakespeare in
London and chose his name for a mask,

Signor C. Camenisch of Naples, however, found that
Florio died in London nine years after Shakespeare. It was
also noted that Florio studied at Oxford and was a tutor in
the royal family. He didn't use 2 pseudonym for his philo-
sophlic writings which are in the British Museum; included in
these manuscripts was his 1603 translation of Montzigne's
Essays.

The Florlo theory had no support outside of Italy; it
did not have enough substance to make it acceptable to non-

Italian anti-Shakespeareans,
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Scholars of English literature and teachers of English
have been consplcuously absent from the controversy except 1ln

rare cases when they have defended the Shakespearean author-

ship., In 1937, however, Alden Brooks, who had been an instruc-

tor of English at both Harvard Unlversity and the Unlted States
Naval Academy, entered the controversy with a completely new
contender, Professor Brooks! approach differed from that of
other anti-Shakespeareans; he wrote two books on the subject
and d41d not name his contender in the first one.

After considerable research, Professor Brooks pre-
sented a blography of *Will Shakspere® which he called Qg;;

L7

Shakspeare, Factotum and Agent. Published in 1937, thls

book described "Shakspere® as a shrewd business man, theat-
rical agent, and mask for the real author. Professor Brooks
did not name this author, but promised a second book which
would reveal the entire story as well as the true author of
the Works.

The second book Will Shakspere and the Dyer's Hand,

appeared in 19@3.48 The author proposed by Professor Brooks

was Sir Edward Dyer, poet and diplomat under Queen Ellzabeth.
Brooks listed fifty-four characteristics the author of the

plays must have possessed, and then he put the lmpoverishned

%741den Brooks, Wwill Shakspere, Pactotum and Agent
(New York: Round Table Press, Irc., 1937).

81 1den Brooks, will Shakspere 2nd the Drer's Hand
(New York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1943).
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Dyer into thls pattern. He was kinder to the man from
Stratford than many other anti-Shakespeareans had been; he
gave "Shakspere® a vital part in the production of the plays.
*Shakspere® was the agent for the sale of the plays; he also
added much of the humor. In short, he was the very lmportant
assistant to the author. Professor Brooks zaid of "Shak-
spera®: "In final word it must be written of Will Shaksbere
that had not his activities occurred, the Shakespearean plays
might well never have come into being.‘ug The Shakespeareans
might add a fervent “Amen" to this statement of Professor

Brocks.

Will Shakspere and the Dyer's Hand was the subject of

unfavorable comments by scholars and the press. The review

by H. E. Woodbridge in the Soringfield Reoublican of

February 23, 1943 is not only an adequate summary of all of
the reviews of this particular book, but also an adequate
summary of criticism of the literature of the entire author-
ship problem:

Though it is entirely undocumented, the book shows a
wider acquaintance with Elizabethan litersture and
schnolarship than do most books of its kind., But it is
like all the rest in two ilmportant respects. First, it
reveals an almost complete lnsensitiveness to style and
literary values; thus Mr. Brooks actuzlly believes that
Nashe was the creator of Falstaff and that Jonson was the
creator of Antolycus--and, incidentally, that both these
comic characters are designed as caricatures of "Will
Shakspere"t GSecond, the bock ignores or slurs over all

) - e 05

A
%Ivid., p. 4oz,
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the facts which do not fit into the writer's theory; for
exaaple, the fact that the author of the plays must have
had an intimate knowlzdge of acting and the theater.

The trifling requirement is not listed among the 54
because it 1s obviously a test that Dyer cannot meet,
The book 1§ a mcnument of misdirected industry and
ingenuity. 0 :

The latest antl-Shakespearean theory 1s also the most
awe-inspiring. It apveared in 1956 in a book by Elliott

Sweet entitled The Shake-speare Mystery, and it advocated the

authorship of Elizabeth 1.51 Sweet, & geophysicist and des~
cendant of Sir Francis Drake, first became Interested in the
Shakespearean mystery while studying the life and times of
hig famous ancestor, During the course of his research, he
developed the 1dea that Elizabeth I was the author. He
reasoned that she had the knowledge necessary to be‘the author
of the Works; she also had access to all of the plays being
published gt that $time and it was her royal prerogative to
take what she wanted of them {thus, the charge of plagiarism
in the plays had a foun.dation).s2
' Sweet examined the plays carefully and found & reason

for all of them: the history plays were intended to induce

loyalty and patriotism;53 Timon of Athens, a play of savage

0.
5 H. E. Woodbridge, Book Review, Sprinzfield Bepublican,
February 23, 19413,

1
E Elliott Sweet, The Shake-speare Mystery (Palo Alto:
Stanford University Press, 1936).

52
Ibid., pq 91Q SBIbid.’ Pg 500
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bitterness, was written after Elizabeth learned of the mar-
riage of her favorite, Lelcester, to her cousin, Lettice;
King Henry VII]I was Elizabeth¥s early life Story.55

Shakespeare's role in all of this was that of the
mask. He was brought in from the provinces in order 1o pre-
vent others from questioning his status as a playwrlght.56
Hé never knew who the real author was, and he did not eulcglze
Elizabeth at the time of her death because he did not know how
teo write.

Sweet concluded his arguments in favor of Elizabeth's
authorship by pointing to the Epilogue of King Henry VIII.
He bslieved that the riddle of the Epilogue held the entire
key to the controversy, and he went about solving it. His
solution to this riddlie was reached by examining the Epllogue
line by line. He claimed that Elizabeth revealed her author-
ghip of the plays; that she said that women would have sym-
pathy with her hoax; that it would be a joke on the literary
men of London, especlally if a foreigner discovered it; that

it would be a shock when the authorship was revealed and that

some men would never believe it.57
o : ' 6
5 Ibido » PP. 87“88. 551b1d0 2 'po 1110 5 Ibiau PS po I-LLI»..

5?For a8 line by line discussion of the Epilogue riddle,
see The Shake-speare Mystery, pp. 111-13.
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Sweet's book is very interesting, but like so many
anti-Shakespeareans, herhad'no actuzl proof to support his
theory. The entire theory was based on conjecture and sur-
mise; this makes it unacceptable by any standards of scholar-
ship. Sweet is 2 scientist, but he did not follow the sci-
entific method when he made this excursion outside his own
field,

Although no new contenders and n¢ new theories about
old contenders have dppeared in the last two years, one should
not be lulled into believing that the controversy is dead,
Undoubtedly, more books and articles will be written on the
subject, but the controversy has reached a period of calm

for the moment,




CHAPTER VII
CONCLUSION OF THE STUDY

The first six chapters of this study have been devoted
to a chrornological survey of the controversi over the Shake-
spesarean authorship, its background, and its probable causes.
At this point, an effort will be made to sumnarize the find-
ings of the study; to refute, in general, some of the impor-
tant arguments of the anti-Shakespeareans; to indicate the
conclusions drawn from this study; and to make recommenda-—
tions from the observations of the author during the course

of the study.
I. BSUMMARY OF THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE PREVIOUS CHAPTERS

From the standpoint of the mass of literature produced,
the publicity attained, and/or the advocates gained, the
three most important anti-Shakespearean movements were the
Baconian, the Oxfordian, and the Marlovian, Of these three,
the Baconian movement was the largest; it was the first, it

has lasted the longest, and it has produced the most litera-

ture. The Oxfordian movement was second only to the Baconian;

it had the most scholarly advocates and the least number of
sensational and absurd theories, The Marlovian movement
galred its place because of the wide newspaper coverage of

the efforts of 1ts chief advocate, Calvin Hoffman.
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The Disintegrationist theorles were persistently
Presented, but the champions of these theories were never
able to agree about the composition of the group.

Meny other single contenders were presented; such
people as Stanley, Manners, Wriothesley, Raleigh, and Eliza-
beth I were nominated, but the theories which advocated thelr
authorship did not gain the support or inspire the literature
which the more prominent thecries had.

Throughout the controversy, there has been & recogniz-
able pattern in each major movement, Once the movement had
begun, it built up to & climax with a great mass of literature
and then gradually diminished.

Certain names have recurred over and over agaln in the
controversy. Marlowe, Bacon, de Vere, Stanley, Manners,
Wriothesley, Mary Sidney, and Raleigh were either proposed
as contenders or as members of one of the groups, or they
were in some way placed in assoclation with one or the other

of the contenders.

This study has shown that nmone of the anti-Shakespeareans

adegquately proved their theorles because they could not pro-
duce any concrete evidence, Many of the theorles were so
ridiculous in methods and claims that they refuted themselves.

It is difficult to determine the present status of any

of the theories presented in this study. Some of them appear

to have died a natural death; others are dormant, but may be

reactivated at any time,




186
II1. GENEBAL BEFUTATICNS

As each theory was presented in this study, an attempt
was made to give a specific refutation wherever it was neces-
sary and whenever it was possible., It would be well here to
offer general refutations of the antl-3Shakespearean theorles
as a8 whole,

The first point to be considered will be the gquestion
of the Shaksspeare signatures. Most of the anti-Shakespeareans
have pointed up the fact that Shakespeare did not know how to
spell his own name., He used the variations "Shaksp,* “Shak-
ape,™ *Shakspere,® and "Shakspeare;" he used "Shakspere® on
two pages of his will and rShakspeare* on the third.l The

debunkers of the Stratford man did not go beyond Shakespeare

to discover that laxity of spelling in those days was the

rule rather than the exception, For example, Burghly spelled

his title and his name (Cecil) half a dozen different ways,

and Raleigh had at least forty different spellings of his

name'.z' Therefore variestions in spelling wculd not necessarlly
point to a lack of educatlon or intelligence.

While the subject of education is under discussicn, 1t

might be well to say something about the use of Shakesrpeare

1z, 5. Hzlliday, A Shakegpeare Companion (New York:
Funk and Wagnalls, 1952}, p. 597. |

2 ; ; son-Shakespears Folly,"®
John Fiske, *Forty Years % Ba(B.c.s!;on: Houghton,

Ak ' ays
A Century of Science and Other E S.S;_L
Miffiln and Company, 18997, p. 370«
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as a mask., If, as the antl-Shakespeareans claim, Shake-
speare was an lgnorant country man who could not have written
his name, much less the Works, then the real author did not
show much subtlety or imagination when he chose the man from
Stratford as his ma.sk.3 Surely the real author must have
realized that his hoax would quickly be discovered.

The anti-Shakespeareans (especlally the Baconlans) were
quick to point out that Shakespeare showed too much knowledge
of the law for a man from the country. It seems needless to
point out that he was involved 1in several legal suits, a fact
which 1is supported by docu:ﬂents.u The anti~Shakespeareans
have alsc failed to note that the Elizabethan period was a
period of great intersst in law. People attended courts of
law much as they attended.'plays.s It might also be noted that
Shakespeare's father was & Justice 6f the Peace in Stratford;
Shakespeare would moOst certainly have been exposed to some of
the legal actions over which his father presided.

One of the stock arguments of the anti-Stratfordlans

is that Shakespeare would not have had access to the courts

BBef‘sen Evans, "Cood Frend for Jesus Sake Forbeare:
Was Shakespeare RBeally Shakespeare?*® The Saturday Beview of
Literature, 32 {(May 7, 1%49), 7-8. il T

uSee Benjamin Roland Lewis, The Shakespeare Documents

(Palo Alto: Stanford University Press, 1940).

5William F. Friedman and Ellzabeth 5, Friedman, The
Shakespearean Civhers Examined {Cambridze: The University
Press, 1957}, p. 12,

6;!}1{1.
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of the nobllity where the conversation was witty and full of
puns, yet the plays are full of just such dlalogue. The
anti-Shakespeareans were undoubtedly assuming that Shakespeare
kept nimself locked up in seclusion, hecause such conversation
was available in novels, in plays on the stage (particularly
In Lyly's plays), and in poems. Unless he were & hermit,
Shakespeare would probably have seen and read much about the
Iife of the nobility and would have tried to improve upon what

he saw and heard.? In Shakespeare, Bacon, and the Great

Unknown, Andrew Lang refuted the anti-Stratfordian stand very

well when he said:

People did not commonly talk in the poetical way,

heaven knows;;people did not write in the poetic con-
vention ., . . A man of genius naturally mede his ladles

and courtiers more witty, more "conceited," more elo-
quent, more gracious than any human belings ever were
anywhere in daily life, ’

It seesms scarcely credible that one should be obliged
to urge facts so obvious against the Baconian argument
that only a Bacon, intimately famlliar with the socclety
of the great, could make the great speak as, ln the
playg they do--and as in real life they probably did

nott
One of the main assumptions of the anti-Shakespeareans

has been either that no one was aware of the authorship hoax

except Shakespeare and the real author, or that there was a

blanket of silence on the part of those who participated,

i

?Andrew Lang, Shakespeare, Bacon, gnd the Great
Unknown (London: Longman's, Green and Company, 1912}, p.
121.

BIbid., . 122,

-
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This problem has been dlscussed elsewhere in the study, but
it 1s an issue that is too important to ignore at this time.
It seems impossible that so great a deception could have
escaped the notice of theater people, and nowhere in con-
temporary writings was there & hint that anyone even suspected
that Shakespeare was not the author of the Works, On the
other hand, contemporary allusions to the man of Stratford
demonstrate that he was thought of as the author. Jonson,
Heywood, Heminge, and Condell are but & few of those who
referred to his authorship.9

If the people who worked with‘ShakeSpeare d1d not

suspect such a hoax as the anti-Shakespeareans clalm was the
ecase, then he could not héve been the uneducated lout they
have always described; if he had the intelllgence necessary
to keep up the hoax, was it not possible that he also had the
intelligence to write the plays? In his little book, Sergeant

Shakespeare, Duff Cooper peinted to the crux of this whole
argument and at the same time refuted this lire of reasoning
when he sald, "But it has always seemed to me most necessary,

before showing that somebody e¢lse wrote Shakespeare's Works,

to prove that he did not write them himself. This nohody has

eyer d.one.l0

912;&-. p. 133.

0huer Cooper, Sereant Shakesvesre (New York:

Press, 1949}, p. 15,

Viking
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Almost every anti-Shakespearean theory has utilized
the argument that Stratford-on-Avon did not recognize Shake-
speare as a playwright; if his own home-town did not see him
as a great author, he could not have been one, Concerning

this question, J. M. Robertson salid in The Baconian Herssy;

A Confutation:

On the other hand, there is not the slightest reason
to suppose that the average Ilnhabitants of Stratford
did or could appreciate the plays as literature, all
questicns of authorship apart. If for most of them
Shakespeare was not a celebrity, it was because, first,
many could not read; and secondly, because they tended
to be puritanical, and did not dream that stage plays
could be great or serious matter. Many of them, in
fact, would regard everything connected Tith "the
hariotry players® as savouring of sin."1

The idea that Stratford did not celebrate Shakespearels
greatness can be turned on the antli-Shakespeareans. JIf Will
were the mask for another person and if Stratford were as
quick to glve recognition to authors as the anti-Shakespearean
argument implies, Shakespeare could not have been very success-
ful as & mask, for he did not inspire Stratford to treat him
as a celebrity., This merely points up Robertson's statement:
Stratford dld not consider plays to be great works of liter-
ature. In all probablility, Shakespeare did not consider the
Pplays to be great elther. They made money for him, and that

was enough.

11
J. M. Robertson, The Baconian Heresy; A Confutation
{(New York: E, P, Dutton and Company, 1913), p. 28.
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It can be sald of the anti-Shakespeareans that if an
unauthenticated tradition about Shakespeare fitted their
theories, they used it; if it did not fit, they mentioned it
as unauthenticated and discarded it.

It is interesting to note that the anti-Shakespearean

theories often canceled each other., The advocates of a

certain theory not only had to prove that their contender was

the author of the plays, but also that none of the other con-

tenders were responsible. Perhaps by watchful waiting, the

Shakespearean scholar will not need to act in favor of the
Stratford man; he needs only to walt for the anti-Shakespeareans
to do such & thorough job of negating each others' theories
that Shakespeare will be the only contender left.

At the present time, as well as {throughcut) the con-
troversy, the most Ilmportant weapon of the Sheakespeareans

has been silence. Very few of them have written books on the

controversy; if it is mentioned in works of literary history

or criticism, it is given so little space that it might as

well not be mentioned at all. By the very fact that they
overlook the authorship question, scholars give the con-
troversy the aspect of a passing fad.

There is, however, something good to be saild for the
controversy as a whole: it has led people to read more of
the works of such writers as Bacon and Marlowe; it has caused

research which has led to the discovery of some of the-

g
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writings of de Vere and other contenders; and it has
aroused the interest of many in the lines and backgrounds of
all of the contenders.

A fitting conclusicn to these general refutations 1s
to be fourd in George Sampson's The Concise Cambridge History
of Epglish Literature: -

But two great unassallable facts we do know and must
never forget: first, that a man n2med William Shakespeare
lived and wrote, was seen by many, was admired for his
works, and was liked for his qualities; second, that a
great mass of work was known by friends and rivals to
be nis, was published as his by people who had been, so
to speak, in the making of it, and was never doubted teo
be his by any contemporary, or by any successor, till
America in the nineteenth century began to throw up a
successlion of ecranks representing thf extremes of lgno-
rant credulity and morbid ingenulity. 2

IXII. CONCLUSICNS DRAWN FROM THIS STUDY

It was not the purpose of this study to determlne
whether or not Shakespeare was the author of the Works which
bear his mame; this was a historical examination of the
authorship probtlem. However, certalrn concluslions can be
drawn from thls survey.

First, it has never been proven by documented facts
that any of the suggested contenders for the authorship wrote

the Works,

12630rge:5&mpson, The Conclse Cambridge History of
English Literature (New York: The Macmillar Company, 1941),
P 25- ‘
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Second, it has never been proven by documented facts
that Shakespeare was ngt the author of the Works,

Third, the absurd contentions of many of the antl-
Shakespearean advocates have tended to turn away serious con-
sideration and research by responsible scholars in the field
of English literature.

The author of this study firmly believes Shakespears
was the author of the Works and will remaln so convinced
until such time as documentary proof to the contrary is

presented.
IVv. HRECOMMENDATIONS

During the course of this study, the author has worked
in a variety of public libraries, all of which were used by
students on the secondary and collegiate levels. In these
libraries, the shelves which contalned the works of and about
Shakespeare also contained the works pertaining to the con-
troversy. No attempt was made to identify these latter
books. The titles of many of them are very misleadlng; for

example, The Man Who Was Shakespeare, The Shake-speare

Mystery, Will Shakspers and the Dyer's Hand, and Thls Star
of England: William Shake-speare Man of the Renaissance.

are 28l1 books which advocate anti-Shakespearean theories,
but any one of them might be mistaken for a book abtout
Shakespeare, Students who have no idea that there is a con-

troversy take these books in the course of everyday library

P e
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assignments under the misapprehension that they have found a
blography or criticism of Shakespeare. In some cases, con-
fusion is probably the result; in others, students may take
the anti-Shakespearean theorles as fact, The author over-
heard a conversation in the local library in which one
secondary student, locking for Shakespeare material, remarked
to another that she had read a book which said, "Somebody
named de Vere or Oxford or something® was the real author,
She further remarked that, “Somebody had better set the
teacher straight.® Unfortunately, the teacher is often not
aware of the controversy or its extent.

It might also be noted that this study was undertaken
because the author, unaware of the controversy, blundered
upon one of the theories and accepted it as plausible,
Further research led to the study.

Such observations have led to the Tollowing recom-
mendations:

1. Secondary schools, colleges, and universities
should spend some time on & discussion of th?
controversy in courses in English literature;
the author recommends one complete lecturs in
courses in Shakespeare and at least a part of
a lecture in all courses in English literature
on the collegiate level; enough tlme should ge &
spent on the secondary level to acguaint students
with the fact that there is a conlroversy.

2. Libraries, if possible, should in soze way

identify the literature of the controversy
in order to prevent confuslon.

ars should publish research
ide of the question to bal-
d should give the lnter-
to turn for guidance,

3., More responsible schol
on the Shakespearean s
ance the literature an
ested student some place
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If such recommendations were followed, they might
prevent confusion 2nd misunderstanding in a field where
confusion and misunderstanding are the outstanding attrib-

utes of the participants.
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APPENDIX A
LIST OF CONTENDERS FOR THE AUTHORSHIP OF SHAKESPEARE'S WORKS

The contenders for the authorship of Shakespeare's
Works have been discussed at length in this study; A list of
them is made at this time so that the reader may see at a
glance who they wére.and Just how contemporary they were with
Shakespeare (1564-1616).

The contenders in the list below are there fqrvany one,
or all, of three reasons: (1) they occupied a place of great
importance in the field of the controversy; {(2) their names
have appearsd in many of the Disintegrationist theories; and/
or (3) their claims, from the standpoint of time, imdleate
the absurdity that was often reached in the cohtro?ersy;l
1., Thomas More (1478-1535)

2., Elizabeth I (1533-1603)

3. Thomas Sackville, Earl of Dorset and Lord Buckhurst
(1536-1608)

4, Sir Edward Dyer (1540-1607)

5. Edward de Vere, the seventeenth Earl of Oxford (1550-1604)

6, Sir uWalter Raleigh {¢, 1552-1618)
7. Glovanni (John) Florio (¢, 1553-1625)

lﬁther contenders who are not included in this list
appeared in the various group theories, but they were usually
named only once; therefore, their claims to authorshlp were
very miror,




9.
10,

11,
12,
13,
14,

15.
16..

198
Willism Stanley, the sixth Earl of Derby (c. 1561-1642)
Mary Sidney, the Countess of Pembroke (c. 1561-1624)
Sir Francis Bacon, Baron Verulam and Viscount St. Albans
{1561-1626)
Christopher Marlowe (1564-1593)
Robert Cec‘il , the Earl of Salisbury (c. 1565-1612)
Henry Wriothesley, the third Barl of Southampton (1573~
1624)
Roger Manners, the fifth Earl of Butland (1576-1612)
Bobert Burton (1577-1640)
Daniel Defoe (1659-1731)
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APPENDIX B
DELIA BACON

One of the most interesting and at the same time one
of the most pathetlc aspects of the Shakespearean authorship
controversy is the life story of Delia Bacon..l In her efforts
to prove not only that her theories about the authorship were
correct but also that she was the first to advance anti-
Shakespearean ldeas, she appeared as a lost, frigntened per-
son, dreamy, imaginative, romantic, and unable to cope with
the world in which she found herself.

Delia Bacon was borm in 1811 in a log cabin in Ohio
during one of her father's fruitless attempts to lmprove his
lot by going west., Her roots, however, were in Connecticut
and New England, and she eventually returnsd there to teach
school.z She taught a course in Shakespeare, and she became
obsessed with the idea that this common, uneducated man could
not nawe been the author of the beautiful works attributeqd
to him; she even taught this to her students.

At some time during the period when she was teaching,

Kiss Bacon became deeply involved with a young man. When he

lSee Chapter I1I, p. 44.

“Esther Cloudman Dunn, Shakespeare in America (New

York: The Macmillan Company, 1939}, p. 296.
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left her after breaking all of his romantic promises, she
was deeply disturbed and became eccentric and withdnawn.j

Miss Becon's views about Shakespeare became known
daround New England, and when she went to Englarnd in an attempt

to prove her theory, she had the backing of the best intel-

lectuals of her time. She was financed by Samuel Butler,

and Ralph Waldo Emerson wrote Thomas Carlyle, asklng him to

aid her in any way he could. Putnam's Monthly contracted

for articles about har theory,b and the Boston publishers,

Philips, Sampson and Company gave her an advance on a book

and consulted with Emerson about it, treating him zs her

unofficial agent.5

In England, Miss Bacon met Nathaniel Hawthorme, who
was then the American Consul at Liverpool. He had known her
when she had been a teacher, and when he found her in need
of help, he befriended her. Many other iiterary people became
interested in her because of the romantic idea behind her
project. Carlyle tried to help her long after he was con-
vinced that her theory was worthless and that she was

mentally unbalanced.

BIgnatius Donnelly, The Great Cryptogram (Chicago:
R. 3. Peale and Company, 1887}, pp. 901-03,

i
Although the reception of her articles was so poor
and Miss Bacon attracted so 1little favorable attention in
America, her remaining articles were cancelled.
5D0ﬁnally, op. git., p. 297,

6
‘Ibid.
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Miss Bacon believed that there was some evidence of

the Shakespeare hoax at his grave, The verse vver the grave

convinced her that Shakespe:zre had died with some gullty
secret. She once hid near the grave with the intention of
opening it, but she was frightened and never got up the
courage to carry out her plan.T This fear and lack of
courage stopped Miss Bacon from ever discovering anything
concrete, but she continued in her belief that Shakespeare
was not the author everyone belleved him to have been.

In 1856, Putnam's Monthly published an article by her

entitled "William Shakespeare and His Plays: An Inquiry Con-
cerning Them."a That same year, William Henry Smith of
England published his letter to Lord Ellesmere entitled "Was
Lord Bacon the Author of Shakespeara's:Plays?‘g The following
year, 1857, both Miss Bacon and Smith expanded their ldeas
into books. Mliss Bacon's was entitled The Philosophy of the
Plays of Shakespeare Unfolded, and had a preface by Nathaniel
Hawthorne (who dld not endorse her beliefs but sought to give

her moral support by writing the prarace):lo Smith called his

?Alfred van Rensselaer Westfall, Amsrican Shakespearean
Criticism (New York: The H, W. Wilson Company, 1939}, p. 291

ﬁSee Chapter III, p., 44,
9See Chaoter III, p. 45.

108&e Chaoter III, p. 46.
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book Bacon and Shakespeare: An Inquiry Touchlingz Players,

Playhouses, and Playwriters in the Days of Eiizabeth.ll

There was now a controversy within the controversy:
who had been the first to bring up the authorship question?lz
Nathanlel Hawthorne wrote an introduction to the second edi-
tion of Miss Bacon's book In which he charged Smith with
plag.its.n'-ism.1'-3 In the s=cond edition of his boaok, Smith
replied to Hawthorne's charge; he stated that he had believed
in Bacon's authorship for over twenty years and that he had
never heard of Miss Baeon until he saw her name 1n a review
of his baok.la The argument went back and forth between the
two camps. Unfortunately, the year after her book was pub-
lished, Miss Bacon's mind falled, and she was sent to an
asylum where she died 1n‘1859.15
This controversy over who was the first to bring the

authorship controversy before the public 1s not dead yet,

There is & sharp dividing line between those who favor Delia

llSea'Chapter IXI, p. 45.

12&1though neither Miss Bacon or Mrs. Smith were aware
of 1t, there were several others before them who had, in
isolated cases, brought up the question. See Chapter II,
pPr. 33-39.

13

Mg

————

Westfall, op. clt., p. 2%0.

15The fact of Miss Bacon's insanity makes her an
unfortunate choice, by the Baconians as one of the founders

of thelr movement, but this has never deterred them.
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Bacon and those who support Smith. One thing which can be
said in favor of Smith is that he actually proposed Bacon as
the author; Miss Bacon took the view that Shakespeare could
not have been the author, and eventually she proposed & group
wlth Bacon as the leader. Ignatius Donnelly, in an effort to
bring peace into the Baconian camp, discussed the differences
between the two. He tried to show that they were on the same
side, that only their approach was different. He said:

Tnere is no resemblance in the mode of thought between

Miss Bacon's argument and that of Mr, Smith. Miss Bacon
dealt in the large, general, comprehensive propositions
involved in the question; Mr, Smith's essay 1s sharp,
keen and bristling with points. Both show wonderful
penetration, but it is of a different kind. Miss Bacon's
is the pefgtration-of a phllosopher; Mr. Smith's that of
a lawyer.

Delia Bacon failed to prove what she belleved, but she
succeeded in giving birtn to a movement which 1s still active
today. Nearly insane, frightened, lost, and romantic, she
clung to the belief that the Shakespeare Works were too great
to have been written by an uneducated man frcm the country.
Esther Cloudman Dunn summed up very adequately the baslis upon

which the BRaconian movement, rests when she said, "The whole

story of Delia Bacon's effort is a pathetic distortion of . . .

(the) . . . ldolatry of Shakespeare.'ly

16
17

Donnelly, op. ¢it., P. 917.

Dunn, loc. cit.
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APPENDIX €
SHAKESPEARE WROTE BACON

Chapter III of this study was concerned with the
theories that Bacon was the author of the Shakespeare Works.
This apprendix, however, is concerned with a theory that
advocated Shakespeare as the author of the Bacon works, The
Shakespeare thecry, @ satire on the Baconlan theories, was
adyance&'in a magazine article by Sir Leslie Stephen in 1901
at the height of the Baconian movement.  This essay was
later included by S. 0, A. Ullman in a collection of Sir

Lesllie's essays.entitled Men, Books, and Mounta;gs.z

Sir Leslie Stephen was an English man of letters, a
philosopher, mountain c¢limber, biographer, and literary editor.
His family was llterary by tradition; his first wife was the
@aughter of Thackeray, and he was the father of Virginia

Woolf by his second wife, His subject matter was usually of

a serious nature, but in this one essay he turned to the

field of satire,
According to 3ir Leslle, Francis Bacon was very active

poiitically and wanted ta do something that would make a good

151r Leslie Stephen, "Did Shakespeare Write Bacon?®
Living Age, 231 (December 21, 1901}, 777-780.
ZSir Leslle Sterhen, "Did Shakespeare Write Bacon2®

Msn, Books, and Mountains, S. 0. A, Ullman, editor (Mimme-
apolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1956), pp. 74-80,
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impression. He had made an outline of a vhilosophieal
reform, but he nad no time to work on it. It has since been
proven that he was not above underhanded intrigue, and he
employed it in this case, He went to the Earl of Southamp-
ton, who would have been his enemy because of his part in
the Southampton-Essex trouble.3 Bacon made peace with
Southampton because he was aware that the Ezrl was in touch
with authors who could help him. There has long been a
tradition that Southampton gave Shakespeare one thousand
pounds for a purchase of scme kind.“ S5ir Leslie suggested
that this money actually came from Bacon, but had to be

concealed as such. The result of this bargaining was The

Advancement of Learning (1605). Shakespeare put an anagram

in this work to identify it as hls own. The anazgram con-
tained an unnecessary word or two, and the meaning was
velled, but it was as good @n 2nagram as the Baconians had
ever found. The work got to the printers before Bacon dis-
¢overed it, and since he couldn't say anytping publicly, he
had to wait to get his revenge. He avenged himself in the
First Folio by inserting the same type of velled cryptogram

which claimed for him the authorship of the plays.

3The year Bacon was appointed Solictor-General he
launched an attack which resulted not only in the execution
of Hssex but 2lso the imprisonment of Southampton,

uF. E. Halliday, A Shakesveare Companion (New York:

Punk @nd Wagnalls, 1952), p. 613.
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Sir Leslie went on to show why Shakespeare ceased
This cessation of

Sir

writing when he retired in 1611 cy 1612,
literary activity has long been a puzzle to scholars.
Leslie said Bacon paid Shakespeare to go to the country where

he would not be tempted to write plays, drink at the Mermaid

Tavern, or talk too much.' At that time, Shakespeare was

writing Novum Organum-and Bacon did not want to take any
Bacon had no time te do all of this writing because

He probably made notes

thances.
of his political and legal activities.
and gathered observations to give to Shakespeare. TUnfortu-
nately for Bacon, Shakespeare died in 1616, leaving Novum

Organum as a fragment. Bacon put the papers together, had

them translated into Latin to guard against anagrams, added
a few notes for a conclusion, and had the work published in
1620,

Sir Leslie said that interrnal evidence supported his

The Novum Orgzanum showed the author to have been
This would have

theory.

lgnorant of what was going on in his own day.

been natural in Stratford but not in Londeon, where Bacon could

have been kept abreast of all developments, scientific and

philosophical. Sir Leslie also pointed out that Novum

Organum was the work of a poet; the formulae are given in
¢oncrete maxims and are represented by concrete emblems.

Raconn was not a poet, a fact that was evident in his version

of the Psalms, but Sphakespeare most certainly was a poet,
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Sir Leslle concluded his argument by stating that

after Baccn was convicted of bribery, he had nothing to take

up his time, so he wrote, What h2 wrote in these later years

contributed almost nothing to what Shakespeare had written

for'him.i

If the reader will turn to Chapter III, he will dis-
cover many parallels of this theory; the only difference 1s

that Sir Leslie proposed Shakesveare as the author where the

Bagonians proposed Bacon, The import of such a comparison
lies in the fact that Sir Leslie did not mesan one word of

what he sald, whlle the Baconians were completely serious.

551r Leslie Stephen, "Did Shakespeare Write Bacon?®

¥en, Books, and Mountains, S. 0. A, Ullman, editor (Minne-~
The Univevsity of Minnesota Press, 1956}, pp. 74«

apolis:
80.
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APPENDIX D
WINSTON S. CHURCHILL WROTE THE WORKS OF GEORGE BERNARD SHAW

The methods employed by the anti-Shakespeareans to
*prove® the authorship of thelr contenders have occasionally
been the subjaet of ridicule by those who favor the author-
ship of William Shakespeare.

In the autumn and winter of 1948 in the "Letters to
thie EGditor" columns of several issues of The Saturday Review
of Literature there appeared many, many letters about the
guthorship of de Vere.l After several weeks of argument for
and against de Vere &s the author, a man named Clark Kinnaird
became ‘disgusted with the methods advocated by the Oxfordians,
In the November 6, 1948 issue of The Saturday Reylew of Liter-

ature, he wrote a bitingly sarcastic letter on the subject.
In this letter, he stated that George Bernard Shaw was not
the author of the plays attributed to him; the real author,
like de Vere, was a nodble who could not allow the plays to
be published under his name. Using the same loose reasoning
and methods employed by the Oxfordians and other antl-
Shakespeareans, Kinnalrd utilized the titles of the Shaw

plays to "prove” whoe their real author was.3

1
See Chapter IV, p. 128,

2Clark Kinmnalrd, "Letters to the Edltor," The Saturday
Review of Literature, 32 (November &, 1948}, 21,

3The titles of the plays are not in chronological or
alphabetical order or in any other recognizable order.




WIDOWER'S HOUSES
SAINT JOAN
MAN AND SUPERMAN
ARM3 AND THE MAN
THE PHILANDERER
TOQ GOOD TC BE TRUE
ANDROCLES AND THE LION

MRS. WARREN'S PROFESSION
PYGMALION

OVER RULED
ON THE HOCKS

BACK TO METHUSELAH

' GETTING MARRIED
GREAT CATHERINE

THE DOCTOR'S DILEMMA
' HEARTBREAK HOUSE
YOU NEVER CAN TELL
MAJOR BARBARA
CAESAR AND CLEOPATRA
THE MAN OF DESTINY
CANDIDA
MISALLIANCE
JOHN BULL'S OTHER ISLAND
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