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delineation on the stage of the fine poesie ' that
fell to their parts as actors. He loved them for
‘pamnting poesie,’ for that picta poesis of theirs
which trod the boards accompanied by the * living
voice,’ and thus made a deeper impression than
mere reading of poetry or merely having it
demissa per aurem would ever effect.

If Davies simply meant that he loved Burbage
for his paintings and Shakspeare for his verses,
then the marginal note about Simonides (a
common-place of the Renaissance) and the defini-
tions there adduced would lose nearly all point.

My suggestion is not without import, for if it be
thought probable that Davies did not profess his
‘love’ for Shakspere as a poet in this passage,
there is certainly no other passage 1n Davies
voluminous works to show his admiration and love
for the Stratford Poet. |

Davies shows plainly that he has no ‘love’ for
the poem of ‘ Venus and Adonis,’ for he says, 1n
‘Paper’s Complaint’ (1611, Grosart’s edition,
p. 231) ;—

" Another (ah, Lord helpe) mee* vilifies
With Art of Love, and how to subtilize ;

Making lewd Venus with eternall Lines
To tye Adonis to her loves designs.’

—

* He writes as paper personified ; ¢ mee’ means paper.
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Indeed, these lines, and especially the expression
“Ah, Lord helpe,’ seem so very different from the
way 1 which he elsewhere speaks of the player as
his friend ‘ good Will,’ that I am inclined to think
that Davies did not attribute that poem to * good
Wil but to the true author, whose secret he
knew. For I can hardly believe that Davies, the
fashionable writing master for so many high

families about the Court, and also the possible

writer of the trial exercises (with a line from

‘ Lucrece’) on the cover of the Northumberland |
manuscript ' (teste Mr. Douse), would be quite

ignorant of the authorship of ¢ Venus and Adonis’
and ‘ Lucrece,’ such very favourite poems in the
circles he frequented.

But it 1s in ‘ The Scourge of Folly " (1611) that
we get the best reference to the Stratford actor,
and there the praise given to him is very high,
and without reserve or exception.

He is said to be no railer, as were so many in
those days, both on the stage by gag and off the
stage by pamphlets. He is said to have a ‘ raigning
wit,” one which had in it a dignified and kingly
excellence, and, indeed, Davies hints that he would
have been a ‘ companion for a king’ if he had not
‘plaid some kingly parts in sport.” This probably
refers to Shakespere acting the king in some play

§
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which was distasteful to James 1. or some of his
courtiers, but the reference is obscure. There is an
anecdote that he once put in a little suitable im-
promptu, or gag, in picking up Queen Elizabeth’s
glove as she crossed the stage where he was playing
a king’s part. But it 1s more likely that Davies
1s referring to something more near to the time
(1611) when he wrote, than this old tale about
Ehzabeth.

Here, too, we have Shakspere’s houesty praised
and specified. It seems, according to my construc-
tion of Davies’ words, that Shakspere was ex-
ceptionally honest in his obtaining and providing
the plays which were to become the private
stock of the company to which he belonged.
In this particular company, 1 believe, if we
read between the lines of the prefatory matter
in ‘Troilus and Cressida,” this stock would be
in the hands or under the control of the  grand
- possessors.’

Every company would require fresh plays now
and then, or new plays, to keep up the public
interest and the receipts. It was Shakspere’s
office to see after this, and, according to all the few
hints we have extant, he did this part of his duties
exceedingly honestly and well. He was thoroughly
interested in it. It was his hobby, as Marston so
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clearly shows us in the portraiture of Luscus,*
and we also know from the same source how some
of his stock was provided.

We must now leave Davies of Hereford and his
important evidence, and proceed to collect the few
scraps that are left.

The real Shakspere, the actor manager, has been
twice depicted under the same fictitious name of
Luscus, once by Marston in his ‘ Satires,” and once
by Ben Jonson in his ¢ Poetaster.'§

The reason why Ben Jonson attacked Shakspere
the actor I have always supposed to be because
Ben’s keen critical scent had detected in Corporal
Nym one of the Stratford ‘shreds’ or ‘locks of
wool’ which the player had contributed to the
Baconian fleece, Ben’s own view of the Poet-Ape's
peculiar method apparently being that he suppled
sometimes some of the * frippery of wit,” and here
and there a few shreds of his own besides.

In my last book I mentioned that Jonson, in
making Luscus swear ‘ by the welkin,’ was trying
to raise a laugh against the Stratford player who
had been responsible (as he thought) for Corporal

* See * Is it Shakespeare ? chapter vi.

t Cf. Is it Shakespeare? pp. 28, 29, and chapter vi.,
and also the chapter on ¢ New Evidence from Ben Jonson '’
in the present work.
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Nym and some of the other ° fripperies of wit ’
‘The Merry Wives of Windsor.” I am glad to ﬁn
that one of the soundest of all the Germa,r
Shakespearians has since taken the same view of
Corporal Nym’s oath as I did,—I mean G. Sa,rrazm@ f-
And 1if we are right in our view that Shaksper
did aim at Ben’s first plays, and did parody their
style and humours in the person of Corpcn m..
Nym, we certainly have a most interesting result,
For we are able under Jonson’s guidance (and h
ought to know) to detach a few shreds and « one
character from the immortal plays, and to say of
them,  This is the work of William Shakspere, of
~ Stratford-on-Avon.” And this which Sa.rra. '
refers to occurs in those scenes of ¢ The Merr
Wives of Windsor’ and other plays where
suspected Stratford a,llusmns Stratford namo i
‘and Stratford work, long ago.* |
Indeed, I think now, as I thought then, t '
the attempt to exclude Shakspere totally from ’Eh
immortal plays is most absurd. I exclude hin :
totally from ‘ Lucrece’ and ¢ Venus and Adoma,ﬁ._:
and from the ‘sugared sonnets,’ which certainl;,j
would not have proved very tasty to hss friends, '

t.'

* ¢f. G. Sarrazin, ‘Kleinere Mittheilungen J ahrbunh ‘: _
d. d. Shakesp.-Gesell.,” vol xl., 1904, and ‘Is it Shake-
speare © pp. 311, 312. %
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either of the stable yard or the tiring room. Nor

do I think there is any clear evidence to show
that Shakspere was a poet at all, unless we
accept the local traditions or his tombstone; and
even then the product is not of the high class we
should naturally expect from such a receptive
genius. But to exclude Shakspere from working
at and patching up the various old plays he had
scraped together 1s to go against all good evidence
and against all the inferences from contemporary
allusions, and 1s almost as great an error as
the supposition that he wrote the last revision
of ‘Hamlet’ and ¢Love’'s Labour’s Lost, or
concelved the wondrous imagery and romance
of ‘The Tempest’ or ‘A Midsummer Night’s
Dream.’

I cannot answer for other Baconians, but my
own opinion 18 that a considerable part of several
plays in the First Collected Edition (1623) were
not from Bacon’s pen. Collaboration was such a

~ usual method in those days that it was quite a

common occurrence for two, three, or even four,
writers to prepare a play for Henslowe or any
other manager who wanted something new for
his audience, with as little delay as possible.
Why should not some of the plays in-the First

Folio have been got together in this manner by
VOL. 1II. 19
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William Shakspere, that active manager and
provider for his company ? Why should he not
procure reversions of old plays, and on occasion
ask for the collaboration of Dekker, Hathaway,
Drayton, or any other playwrights who were well
disposed to his company? This does not seem
improbable, and, indeed, agrees very well with
the glimpse of the true Shakspere that is given
to us in Marston’s ¢ Satires~ under the name of
' Luscus. This view certainly explains some great
difficulties. It explains how the plays came to
be accepted as Shakspere’s plays without any
protest against the title. They were accepted
as his plays because he provided them for the
company, but who worked them up, or what
share each took in the authorship, was a bootless
. question to ask, however curious a man might be.
Though I hold that there is a good quantity of
non-Baconian work in the plays, I do not pretend
to be able to point it out. It would be most
hazardous work, for the only helps attainable
now are parallel passages and expressions, odd or
peculiar words, and a marked change of style. 1
know the last is thought to be a sure test if the
" eritic is a good judge of style. It may be so, but
T have seen so many evident failures, and Bacon
' was such a marvellous adept at changing his style
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in accordance with his subject, that altogether \l

the task seems hopeless.

However, there is no difficulty or doubt with ®

reference to such early plays as ¢ Love's Labour's
Lost,” ‘The Two Gentlemen of Verona,” ‘ Romeo '

and Juliet,” * Midsummer Night’s Dream,” and the

comedies that Jonson aimed at, written Just before
his own satirical allusions. All these are Bacon’s,

and the proof is this, that they are evidently
by the same author who wrote the famous poems
‘Venus and Adonis’ and ‘ Lucrece,” for the re-
markable parallels in language, expression, and
style clearly determine the matter, and I hold it
proven that Bacon wrote these poems. Ergo 1
will add a passage from the Pall Mall Magazine
of about three years ago, which seems proper for
this chapter,—

‘The day has come when, rejecting fictitious
lives of an imaginary Shakespeare, and scrutin-
1zing the insignificant circumstances which are all
that is known of him, the discrepancy becomes
more and more apparent between the intellectual
genius of the author of the plays and the sordid
and squalid characteristics of the man of Stratford.’

I donot endorse the words ‘sordid and squalid,’
but the opinion expressed that we should now-

a-days reject °fictitious lives of an imaginary
19—2

)
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Shakespeare’ I fully agree with. There are some
glaring biographies with Shakespeare’s name on
the title page, which pass current nowadays and
are most misleading.

There is another passage from a contemporary
which most undoubtedly brings before us Shak-
spere as an actor, and possibly alludes to his share
in producing a play as well. 1 mean Kempe's
well-known remarks about Ben Jonson and ‘our
fellow Shakespeare’ in ‘ The Returne from Par-
nassus, acted at St. John's College, Cambridge
(circa 1601). Kempe, IV. 1., says,—

‘ Why here’s our fellow Shakespeare puts them
all down [i.c., the University pens}—ay and Ben

Jonson, too. O that Ben Jonson is a pestilent
fellow,—he brought up Horace, giving the poets a

pill [ee, In ‘The Poetaster ], but our fellow
Shakespeare hath given him a purge, [i.e., as Ajax
or Ajakes in ¢ Troilus and Cressida’], that made
him beray his credit.’

Here we have excellent evidence that there
was some amount of dramatic sparring between
Shakspere and Ben Jonson, but whether Kempe
meant that his fellow actor had absolutely written
(1) the whole of the play with the purge n 1t,
or (2) only the parts referring to Ajax Jonson, or
(3) had only given it forth as actor manager, can
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never be definitely known. But this remains
certain, that in some form or other Shakspere
the actor did take a share in the ° Poetomachia,’
and that he was against Ben Jonson. And yet
those orthodox critics were right after all (though
only by a fluke), who said there was no evidence
of malignity between Ben Jonson and Shake-
speare.

The malignity of Ben Jonson was really against
Francis Bacon, lawyer and romantic dramatist,
and constantly in the earlier plays, and once or
twice in his epigrams, he indulges in something
stronger than pleasant satire against that ¢ frolic’

and ‘merry’ Knight-traveller Valentine-Puntar-
volo-Amorphus,

This enmity seems to have arisen on Jonson’s
part, and 1t 1s only in his first printed play of
‘Every Man in his Humour’ that we fail to
have constant satirical allusions to Bacon, which,
indeed, were repeated as long as the ¢ Poetomachia’
lasted.

As 18 well known, Jonson eventually became a
friend, literary helper, and true admirer of the
illustrious Bacon, but how and when this friend-
ship was begun and cemented is not recorded, or
even alluded to. I should not be surprised if the
great Camden helped to bring them together.
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Jonson shows no malignity, as far as | can
discover, against Shakspere. There are allusions
in ‘ Luscus’ to his originally low social position :—
‘Talk to tapsters and ostlers, you slave; they
are in your element;—to his comparative want
of education, for Ovid junior calls him ‘good
ignorance ';—to his claim for armorial bearings, 1n
several places ;—to his second hand and second class
wit, for his ‘ fripperies of wit’ are in the epigram
‘on Poet Ape, asalso 1s his wide spread plagiarism,
for ‘he takes up all ;—and is dubbed elsewhere
Pantolabus for the same fault (‘ Poetaster ’).

But in all these allusions there seems a com-
plete absence of injurious spite or malignity.
Jonson seems genial to him in his blunt way,
and when later in life he had a word or two
to say of ‘our fellow Shakspere’ in his °Dis-
coveries,, he expressed the high opinion he
eventually held of his ‘honest, open, and free
nature.” Of his facility in improvisation,—and
here Jonson seems to me to mean rather stage
work than study work or playwright's work,—he
speaks in high praise, and sums up generally,—
‘He redeemed his vices with his virtues. There
was ever more in him to be praised than to be

pardoned.’
But to suppose that Ben Jonson ever gave
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Shakspere the credit for being the author of
‘ Venus and Adonis’ and ¢ Lucrece,” or of ‘ Romeo

and Juliet’ and the °ecstasies,’ seems simply
ridiculous, and I do not find evidence sufficiently
clear to warrant such an “assertion among the
many allusions made by Ben in his various moods
of candour, banter, or illusion.

Facts about the Stratford actor are very few
in number, but there 1s one more that I ecan offer,
and I attach more importance to it than many of
my fellow believers. It is this ;—We know for
certain the player’s name and how he spelled the
first part of it. If he had been called in Court as
a witness, his name would have been sounded
forth as William Shackspur ; and the spelling of
the first part of his name in his rare autographs
18 Shaks Neither he nor any of his family
were known as Shakespeare; that was a name
used by Bacon when he wrote ¢ Venus and Adonis’
and ‘ Lucrece, and dedicated them by that name
to Southampton. The first known use of this
name Shakespeare is of the date 1593, but I shall
show there was a likelihood of its being used
earlier still.

Some have spoken of Shakespeare as being the
‘ professional ° name of the Stratford man, by
which he was generally known in London, and
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it has been suggested that Field, the printer, is
responsible for the change of spelling. If Field
altered it, I should say that it was through
Bacon, who carefully prepared his first great

poems for the press of Field.
An American has taken the trouble to look up

Shakespeare’s father and his name in the Strat-
ford archives, with a view to see how this name
was written. The result was:—69 times in the
form Shaxpeare, 18 times in the form Shaxpere,
17 times in the form Shakspeyr, and 62 times in
eleven other forms, but never once in the form
Shakespeare or Shake-speare.

I am not able to verify the American investiga-
tion into the Stratford archives, but we all know,
or ought to know, that of the four or five well-

authenticated signatures of the player, a/l begin
clearly with Shaksp——. The ending is less
distinet, but the important result remains that
the player did not sign his name in the form used
for the dedication of his (?) immortal poems, and
that his ancestors and fellow-townsmen did not

use this form with the ‘Shake’ in it. More
depends upon the evident mystifications concern-
ing this name than is generally believed. The
Shake-speare of Gray’s Inn and the Shakspere,
Shacksper, ete., of Stratford are very different
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personalities. And there is the curious ' \
Shakespheare in R. Carew and Camden, Shake-
sphear twice in Edward Phillips' ‘ Theatrum J
Poetarum,” and, still more extraordinary, we are
assured that, in the deed under which the player
purchased for £440 part of the tithes of Strat-
ford, we find Shackesphere thrice, Shakesphere
five times, Shacksphare once, Shaksphere once,
Shakespeare once, Shakespear once.

The reference given is Halliwell's ¢ Life ' (1848),
p. 210, but the edition which I possess, the sixth,
gives a transcript of the deed where the name is
spelled throughout as Shakespear. This I cannot
explain, but I know well enough that Mrs. Stopes,
Dr. Furnivall, and Mr. W. C. Hazhtt, are atroci-
ously careless about this important point, as I shall
show presently.

We should not forget that, if the Stratford actor
made some considerable portion of his savings from
his concealed connection with Bacon and South-
ampton, then these varied and semi ridiculous
spellings might have been purposely inserted to
conceal the distinction between Shakespeare of
Gray's Inn and Shakspere of Stratford. Bacon,
with his mighty, all embracing aims, might well
have been facetiously dubbed Shake-spheare by
his friends who knew his Pallas, i.c., Shake-speare
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appellation, and I have elsewhere given some
reasons for Greene calling him Shake-scene.

I will now say a word or two for some critics
who are not careful enough about their spelling.

Mr. W. C. Hazlitt says* that the ¢ Sonnets’ of
1609 ° ostentatiously * set forth the authorship of
Shakspere. He is wrong—absolutely so—and it is
assertions of this misleading character which throw
so much dust in the eyes of the public, accustomed
to gaze with open admiration when an expert
speaks.

Mr. Hazlitt s an expert, and I have only just
entered into controversy, and know far more about
Milton than I do about Shakespeare; but an ex-
pert can be blind, or can shut his eyes to what is
absolutely staring him in the face, and Mr. Hazlitt
1s In some such case when he says the ‘Sonnets’
“ostentatiously ’ set forth Shakespere’s authorship.
Open your eyes, I say to him and to all : only
take one look at the title page of the original
ecition of the  Sonnets’ (1609). You will see that
the title page does most ‘ostentatiously’ and in
the largest of type set forth that these ¢ Sonnets,’
now first given to the public, are ‘SHAKE-
SPEARE'S Sonnets,” and not a single person of

* Second edition, p. 230.




ford records of that period or any other period.

Look, again, at Dr. Furnivall, who says, in the
Introduction to the ¢ Leopold Shakspere,” p. xxxi :
‘The poems each contained a dedication signed
with Shakspere’s name.” This, again, is untrue to
fact and misleading. They were signed ‘ William
Shakespeare,’ and as it is generally admitted that
the poems had been carefully prepared and cor-
rected for the press by the author, why does Dr.
Furnivall say they were signed with Shakspere's
name, and why was he the leading spirit of a
Shakspere Society ?

As for Mrs. Stopes, she is worse still, and on
p- 83 of her ‘ Bacon-Shakspere Question,” when
treating of allusions in chronological order, she
says: ‘1609. Dedication by Thorpe to Mr. W. H.
of “Shakspere’s Sonnets,” as they are explicitly
termed on the laconic title.’ What can we say to
such a downright false assertion ? If a lady were
not in question, what Pascal said to a mendacious
opponent would hardly be too strong. What
would her old tutor, Professor Masson, so careful
and judicious in his statements, say to his quondam
pupil if he heard that she coolly sent such a state-
ment through the pikes of the press ! _

The question of Shake-speare or Shakspere 18
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a much more important department of Baconian
evidence than most people suppose. Shake-speare
was Pallas-Bacon, the merry Knight of the Helmet,
Sir Oliver Owlet, with one or two more aliases :
Shakspere came from Stratford, and went there
again to enjoy its bourgeois company till his death,
a very different man.

I did not expect to make such a long chapter
out of ‘ The True Shakspere ’ nor could I have done
so without the prolix, but necessary, examination of
his correct name and its spelling. So, leaving out
all references to local traditions, which are mostly
very unsatisfactory and largely posthumous, I will
conclude with the last ‘Shakspere find, which
proved so interesting to Dr. Furnivall, and a
precious find which he held to his heart even when
it had been shaken to pieces by the inextinguishable
laughter of the press.

The * find’ came to light in this way,—

‘That excellent antiquary and editor, the Rev.
Dr. Andrew Clark, of Great Leighs Rectory,
Chelmsford, sends Dr. Furnivall some interesting

extracts from the Plume manuscripts at Maldon,
Essex, written 1657-1663. Among them was the

following,—

‘ He [Shakspere] was a glover's son. Sir John
Mennes saw once his old father in his shop—a
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merry-cheekt old man that said “Will was a
good honest fellow, but he darent have crackt a

Jesst with him att any time.”’

On this Dr. Furnivall remarks: ‘This is the

only known notice of the look of Shakspere’s
father, and his opinion of his gifted son, and is

a great gain.’

On the next day we have another letter from
Dr. Furnivall correcting one of the words of the
‘merry-cheekt’ old glover, which ought to have
been ‘darest,” not ‘darent,’ and thus makes the
meaning just the reverse.

The Doctor adds a hope that,—

‘this unique record of the appearance of old John
Shakspere and what he said of his son will
lead all folk who have the chance of seeing
sixteenth and seventeenth century manuscripts to
read them carefully through, in the hope that some
thing about Shakespeare may occur in them.’

Alas, alas! the next issue of the Westminster
Gazette dispelled all the hopes and 1illusions of
the veteran Shaksperian, for under the heading

of ‘The Merry-Cheekt Old Man’ appeared the
following letter from A G, —

‘May it be permissible for one who 18 rather
sceptical as to Dr. Furnivall’s conclusions to
remark that Sir John Mennes was born on.
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March 1, 1599, and that the father of Shakspere
died in September, 1601 ?

‘Hence it was at a very early age that the
future Knight “ saw once ” John Shakspere “ in his
shop,” apparently travelling from Kent especially
for that purpose, accompanied by his nurse. This
doubtless enhances the “ great gain” of his report
of “Shakspere’s father, and his opinion of his
gifted son,” since this report may be regarded
as the sweetly unsophisticated impression of the
innocent little toddler.’

One would have thought this amusing knock-
down blow would have settled Dr. Furnivall.
Nothing of the kind! You cannot settle some
Shaksperians either with rhyme or reason or
common-sense, and so we have the indomitable
veteran writing the very next day to the effect
that he means to hold his own opinion still. He
says,—‘'The anecdote may well be trustworthy,
though assigned to a wrong source. Sir John
may have told the story to Plume.’ And he
absolutely tries to drag Professor Dowden into
the same waterlogged boat with him, and
finishes—‘I at any rate don’t mean to give up
that “merry-cheekt” old father cracking jokes
with his son.’

What is the use of trying to reason with a
man who won’t be convinced ?
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I have bad my own experiences of this kind
of thing, when Mr. Churton Collins tried to

upset my discovery of Milton’s ‘ Nova Solyma’
in the National Review not long ago, and I
‘showed him up’ pretty plainly in my answer
as having made a mistake as foolish and as laugh-
able as Dr. Furnivall's—nay, even worse, for in
his mistake the man was not even born. Mr.
Collins submitted in silence, for the good reason
that he had no valid answer. Perhaps it would
have been better if Dr. Furnivall had done the
same. But I have no hope of ever seeing such
determined combatants lower their colours. How
can we expect people to renounce their beliefs
when the organs of their intelligence have become
actually ossified by continued action n one
direction? How can we expect more than we
get at present’

I will end my facts about the real Shakspere
by one I mentioned frequently in my last book.
It is this: The first five letters of Shaksperes
name are SHAKS. These same letters began the
names of his family and relatives, and Shakspere
himself signed them three times in his will. The
pronunciation is generally allowed to have been
Shaz. Now, in ¢ Willobie his Avisa,” which was
published very soon after ¢ Lucrece was written,
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' the author of ¢ Lucrece’ is distinctly pointed at
~ as Shake-speare ; therefore the writer, whoever he
was, certainly did not mean that the Stratford
man was the author of ¢Lucrece,’ for that
Warwickshire genius never possessed either a
‘Shake’ or a hyphen in his name, neither did

any of his family.
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Comte’s laws of evolution in
Shakespeare criticism, 224

Courthope on Greene, 44; re-
ferred to, 241, 249

Crosby, Shakespeare no demo-
erat, 217

Daniel in Chettle, 73 ; his
‘Idea,’ 89; in ‘ Narcissus,’
100

Dark Lady, 115, 189, 206

Davies of Hereford on Shak-
spere, 52, 71, 281, 283, 286

Davis, Shakespeare no demo-

crat, 216

Dawbarn, C. Y. C., on contem-
porary evidence, 172

Dekker in ¢ Satiromastix,’ 148
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Df.'éuﬁe on Davies’ handwriting?

283

Dowden, Professor, on the Dark
Lady, 206 ; and Furnivall, 302

Dowland in Shakespeare’'s son-
net, 201

Drayton in Shakespeare, 61 ; in
Chettle, 73; not Aetion, 89 ;
not Adon, 101

Drummond on Ben Jonson, 176

| Du Bellay and Bacon, 195

Dyer, correspondent of Harvey’s,
65

Edwards, Thomas, references to
contemporary poets, 99

| Einstein, Lewis, on Italian in-
fluences, 239

Eliot, George,
Spencer, 189

Elizabethan drama rose in Italy
and Spain, 4

| Essex in ‘ Histriomastix,’ 81 ;

not Adon, 101

and Herbert

Fels on Montaigne in Shake-
speare, 222
| Filon, Augustus, on the ¢ Son-
nets,” 208-210
Fischer, Kuno, on Bacon, 243
Fitton, Mary, 115, 190, 273
| Fleay, Professor, on doubtful
plays, 38
Fletcher in Shakespeare, 60
l Florio and Bacon, 75 ; sonnet
to Bacon, 77 ; Montaigne, 223
French in Shakespeare, 255
Furnivall, F. J., on Shakspere's
father, 154, 300-302; on the
Dark Lady, 190; on Herbert
and Shakspere, 190 ; ¢ allusion-
lz)goks,’ 58, 282 ; on Shakspere,
7

Garnett, Dr., Jonson's eulogy of
Drayton, 165

Gaules Amoureuses and Bacon,
2738
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Gﬁr\_?&iﬂ, F. P., on Florio’s Mon.-
taigne, 164 ’
‘Gesta Grayorum,’ 126, 208,

246-248

Gosson on the word * upstart,’
26

Greene, his evidence, 31 ; attack
on actors, 32 ; parody on a
Shakespeare p e, 85:;
describes Bacon, 87: his griev-
ance, 38, 46 ; Shake-scene,
40, 48 ; the ‘crow,’ 56: law-
yers aimed at, 56 ; attacks
poets, not actors, 69

Grosart, Dr., on Labeo, 25; on
‘Aidon’ as Bacon, 101: on
Harvey’s silence about Shak-
spere, 111

Hall, Bishop, risky satires, 12 |

his evidence, 22: summary of
Bacon’s early literary life, 22,

25,29 ; * Mundus alteret Idem' |
and ‘Nova Solyma,” 23 ; his

Labeo, 24 ; Labeo differently
identified, 25; Bacon indi-
cated, 28, 172 : intimate with

Bacon’s family, 28; his wri- |
tings, 57 ; on briers and law- |

yers, 57

Harington, Sir James, silent
about Shakspere, 112

Harington, Sir John, his Ariosto,
147, 181, 186

Harvey, Gabriel, in danger for
satire, 11 ; on Greene, 58 ; in
Shakespeare, 61 ; his com-
plexion, 61; his evidence, 63;
his marginalia, 64; never
names Shakespeare, 111 ; ro-

mantic element in dramas,

175
Hathaway in Shakespeare, 61
Hawking and hunting in Shake-
speare, 235 ; books on, 236

Hazlitt on Shakspere’s name, |

298
Henslowe's diary, 256

Ingleby’s *Centurie of Prayse’

58, 66, 68, 185, 282

~ Italy, drama originated in, 4-7,

252

Jodelle and Bacon, 193-197 ; his

poetry, 193

Jonson, Ben, in danger for

satire, 11; Shakspere's char-
acter, 52 ; allusions to Bacon,
Itlh()‘:! ; not called * Mister,” 106 ;

e ‘ Sonnets,” 114 ; frequent
personal allusions in, 116:
composite names, 117; al-
ludes to a traveller, 118 ; sug-
gestive names, 119, 148 ; ‘ The
Case is Altered,’ 120-135 ; its
date, 120 ; fantastic words, 121,
125, 126, 128, 148; ‘ change-
ling,” 125 ; ‘hieroglyphie,' 126 ;
fencing, 128 ; courtesy words,
130-132; the traveller, 132 :
‘ Every Man out of his Hu-
mour,’ 136-141 ; Puntarvole,
136 ; ¢ Cynthia's Revels,’ 141-
150 ; Amorphus, 143, 169;
attacks the romantic drama
of Bacon, 155, 169-174, 230,
287, 298 ; laws of duelling,
144; no malignity towards
Shakspere, 149, 168, 178, 204 ;
‘The Poetaster,’ 156-162; * mis-
prize,” 160 ; anagram in the
¢ Cheveril ’ epigram, 162, 170;
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Bacon the ‘ Grammatieaster,” | Nash endangered by his satires,

162 ; ‘The Silent Woman,’
163; on Drayton, 165; the
eulogy on Shakespeare, 165,

178, 187; reverence for Bacon, |
172: ‘The Swan of Avon/

178 ; hawking and hunting, |

235

Knight on the Shakespeare dedi-
cations, 191
Kyd in Greene, 36

Lane, Sir Robert, had his
players, 82

Lee, Sidney, his blunders, 90,
03, 168, 172 ; his invective,
248

Leek, Sir Francis, had his
players, 82

Macaulay on Bacon, 275

Machiavell, 231

Marlowe mutilated prefaces,
13 ; ‘ Tamerlaine’ quoted, 34 ;
Greene’s attack on, 49; re-
ferences by Edwards, 99, 100 ;
not entitled ‘ Mister,” 106

Marston, risky satires, 12 ; his
clues, 23; *Scourge of Vil-
lany,” 143 ; recognises Bacon,
172 ; Briseus, 204

Meeres, early praise of Shake-
speare, 75 ; his reserve, 76 ;
on Munday, 85; on Kyd, 85 ;
the * Sonnets,” 197

Melicert identified, 72, 78

Montaigne and Seneca, 163;
and Shakespeare, 222

Morgan, Appleton, on Shake-
speare as no democrat, 216

Morley, Henry, on ‘ Adon,’ 101

Munday, Anthony, referred to
by Greene, 386 ; in Shake-
speare, 61; as Posthast in
¢ Histriomastix,” 80; Owlet,
80 ; Queen’s messenger, 82

|

11; his exaggeratons, 27 ; his
evidence in ‘ Menaphon,’ 31,
82 ; his grievances, 38, 84 ;
his ‘ Anatomie of Absurditie,’
41 ; Greene addresses him,
49 ; his ‘Foure Letters Con-
futed,” 50 ; his style, 50 ; and
the Marprelate war, 51 ; im-
prisoned, 53; on devices,
83: mnot entitled °Mister,’
106

‘ Narcissus ' allusions, 99-101

Nichol, Professor, on Dacon’s
character, 274-276

Nichols’ ¢ Progresses of Queen
Elizabeth,” 247

Nicholson, Dr. B., on Melicert,
73 ; on ‘ Adon,’ 101

Nicknames, significance of, 63

Noel de Faille, original of
Eutrapel, 65

Owlet as Bacon, 107 ; in ¢ His-
triomastix,” 81

Oxford Dictionary on ‘qualitie,’
52

Pall Mall Magazine on Shake-
speare, 291

‘ Palladis Tamia’ on lawyers, 57

‘ Parnassus * (play) on lawyers,
57 ; references to Shake-
speare, 105, 106 ; Ariosto, 197;
in Ben Jonson, 297

Peele in Greene’s attack, 49

Penzance, Lord, on Bacon-
Shakespeare, 241

Petrarch, 239

Plato, 231, 239

Podmore, Frank, on spiritualism,
18 -

Ponsonby, his ¢ Complaints,” 90

Puntarvolo as Bacon, 136

Puttenham, his ‘ Arte of Poesie,’
149 : Bolton’s reference to,
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109 ; referred to, 176,
195 .

Raleigh not ‘ Adon,’ 101

Rawley hints at Bacon’s secret,
240 ; the laudatory verses
published by, 240 ; published
‘ Sylva Sylvarum,” 242

Reed, Edmund, 24

R{:éléegrtaon, J. M., in Montaigne,

Ronsard and Bacon, 193

Schlegel, the philosophical eritie,
225 ; fairy lore, 229

Selden Bacon’s friend, 87 :
silent about Shakespeare, 113

Seneca, Portia’s speech derived
from, 163

Shake-scene, 40 : not Shak-
spere, 41 ; the hyphen in, 44 ;
its signification, 47 |

Shakspere : the Memorial, 2 ; |

unknown to Greene and the
early allusion writers, 32, 85,
39, 41, 59, 93 ; his publiec début
in 1597, 36, 42 ; his exit, 54 ;
a supposed polychrome edi-
tion, 60 ; incapable of the
plays, 232 ; no allusions to
his death, 192 ; his private
friends, 197 ; his hand in the
plays, 287-290 ; spelling of
the name, 295-300
Shakespeare : quotation from
early ‘ Taming of the Shrew,’
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34 ; earliest publication, 85 ;

Capriceio, 121,123 ; the Indies,
153 ; his learning, 167 ; the
‘ Sonnets,” 188 - 211 ;
Platonism, 205, 211; many
words once used, 212 ; Mon-

taigne, 222 ; polychrome edi- |

Neo- |

tion, 60 ; three stages of eriti-

cism, 225 ;

225 ; literary quality, 250;

heraldry, 227 ;
hawking, 234 ; country life,

dronicus,’ IL. iv. 14, p. 188 ;
‘Winter's Tale,” I. ii. 201,
2-27133; ‘ Lucrece,’ 54-72, p.
Shakespeare referred to: ¢ All's
Well," 125 ; * As You Like It,’
141 ; ‘ Merchant of Venice,’
256 ; ‘ Midsummer Night's
.]I):];.:m” 125,229 ; ‘Rmnom
iet,’ 138 ; ‘Taming of
Shrew,' ?,36; ‘Two Gentle-
men of Verona,” 130; * Tem.
pest,’ 229 ; ‘ Venus and
Adonis,’ 147
aﬂwgl;ateg% 13 ; mmm
wordas, -
with Harvey, 65 ; as ?h‘l.llﬂ.,
72 ; not ¢ Willy,” 93; not a
writer of comedies, 94 ; few
contemporary allusions, 111
Singer on Labeo, 25
Sonnenschein, Professor,
Portia's speech, 163
Southwell, the Jesmt, 101
Spedding on the * Discourse in
Praise of the Queen,’ 252,
259
Spencer, Herbert,
Lady, 189 ’
Spenser, Edmund, not * Willy,
95 : not called * Mister,” 106 ;
silent about Shakespeare, 112 ;

on

his Dark
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‘ Faerie Queene,” 137 ; in

Shakespeare's © Sonnets,” 200
Swinburne on changes made in

Shakespeare, 253

Tarleton not ‘ Willy,” 89 ; not a
writer, 94

¢ Teares of the Muses,’ ‘* Willy’
in, 88 ; quoted, 91

Temple, Archbishop,story about,
57

Theobald, R. M., on Shake-
scene, 44 ; referred to, 24;
on Bacon the aristocrat, 218

Thurston, Father, S.J., contro-
versial temper, 42

Tyler on the Dark Lady, 190

Valerius in Heywood’s ‘ Lucrece,’
102-106

Vaughan, Henry, silent about
Shakespeare, 113

Vere not ‘ Adon,’ 101
Von Mauntz on heraldry in
Shakespeare, 228

Walsingham as Mel®bee, 72

Warner in Chettle, 73

Warton on Labeo, 25

Watson in ‘ Narcissus,” 100

Webb, Judge, 24

Weever’s epigrams, 182, 185

Whately, Archbishop, story
about, 15

Wh(i)ta, Grant, on German crities,
207

Whitgift, Archbishop, helps
Bacon’s concealment, 10, 13

Willis, Judge, as a controver-
sialist, 42

¢ Willobie his Avisa,’ 45, 303

Wyndham, George, on ‘ Lucrece,’
227

END OF VOL. I1I.

EILLING AND SONS, LTD., PRINTERS, GUILDFORD.

e






.ae.s-J’-"wt*-.-- |

=-=~4‘- Fras

o
Al

ey
I

.-
B .
.
| ,rﬁ;l
.
.
a4
I‘






£ - -I‘: i"-
1,1.' ey W B
. i e d
L i} - . -
dlr-l-'a- "!"l" M-‘r X If"'"f'
B

& i (]
_Il” . ll-l f-l-'l

=Tt

-







‘.'-'1:-.‘-1#;' L I

l.'F,],_

e

..r

- .5
LR

3

“ q.._.—1- .—.- ..-..w“.. ".-. ”-.n-.-_..-.._-. J..._—
& 1.1 .|.+H_-|..-1. ..ai.. r—_“-_-mv
&

—_— * ..ﬁll.'_f_
F - - i

% H

Wil L Y Pl Nl e
__.mr .___....-b " i

i L8 ....fmm_..._ 7
e Tt g RSN
> ah .M%r ..._._r.___mi-mw.. T__.qrr_

pta | v
i WL
&

,Hz

e = 3 ._* W t

, AT

2l B ? t:“r Mm .w mmmmmmm »hg,. N

ISR BRI R TN

sl
.. . | de.- ' .Hw...-.-. [

‘l
] i
s
L. k
vt Ia .
i .r_.
H '

x
i s

5
e

8

e

Lt e ..Tn.hL.ﬁ-..a..

_n.

3.

B e e

e

=3 .wuﬂr_._._.. .

3 L Y
l ..— l.“. ‘Wl..l ..r-..

NI et R 1 2 = 1
i L 4 .wt_;.u... Fi

e At o s Yl
£ D Y Tu 3 ;H._.uw*.h__.__m__._.

s2ie

B ¥ arr TR "

¥ 'F £ et 2 o J.-_.. £ ...1.—. :
.|.._J." _p.r1.—F-.. ot “lwﬁ - .1_.' l-._. ol 1 ..ﬁ .-1 i “

* ! " -.r. J F&#n.ﬂ .ﬂfmu.i... &

..-_‘ A B o ¥ ol 4
SR VR
: A oL
u.._r

J.-#-.,____.-.ﬂ__,-.-. » kA 8 ‘i
-_ ﬂ“n 'y -%“v b4 ...-_...- a
.._.- .-__w..ﬂ : nq...___.w.m” -.lmuaﬂ(_ ;

Jﬁmuﬂﬂ e
o, ..w._n 1 M«ﬂ.ﬂ. .u...:__
P e \,.Mw.,

L3
(T3

T

e et

s

i r --.Fi

FE . S
..._ “..1_.:..__.._.-_.

Gl A
Elralivie

Lyl

oY BN
UM

st

il ¥

...._\m.ﬂ,...i..

P
L




