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EDITORIAL. 

HE Bacon Society’s annual celebration of the birth¬ 
day of Francis Bacon took the form as usual of a 
Dinner, an account of which will be found in this 

issue of Baconiana. On the 21st January a beautiful 
wreath was taken by members of the Council to the Church 
of St. Michael, near St. Albans, and placed near the 
monument of Francis Bacon there. Upon the wreath was 
placed a silver spear and the word ' ‘Shake-spear,’ ’ and the 
inscription read "To Sir Francis Bacon. Bom January 
22nd, 1561." 

The principal guests at the Dinner were Dr. G. B. 
Harrisonand Mr. Robert Atkins. Speaking of "Labeo," 
we believe Dr. Harrison was recalling a discussion in the 
columns of the "Times Literary Supplement” in July, 
1936, in the course of which Mr. Sidney Atkins endeavoured 
to identify “Labeo" with Drayton. "Labeo,” said Mr. 
Atkins, is the typical bad poet, the name being taken 
from Persius. Hall was writing of a type, and the par¬ 
ticular "Labeo” identified with Drayton is satirised in 
Book VI, i.e. one of those containing personal references. 
"Drinking Bowl.” in Book II (i) is Diogenes and the 
Shepherd Boy. The reference to "Labeo” in VI (7) is a 
general piece against Roman Catholicism, and here again 
"Labeo” is the bad poet in general. Hall even uses 
"Lolio” to represent the upstart rustic. 

It seems to us that Mr. Atkins completely overlooked 
the fact that the Puritan Joseph Hall reproved "Labeo” 
for writing in what he considered a lascivious vein—a 
reproof which Drayton certainly did not deserve, and which 
could not possibly apply to any of the poems written by 
him up to the time. It might well, however, be taken as a 
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censure of "Venus and Adonis." Again, orthodox 
scholars either cannot or will not realise the significance of 
Marston's allusion to someone whom he calls "Mediocria 
firma," which can only mean a member of the Bacon 
family, since that was the family motto, and it is quite 
clear that the person referred to as "Mediocria firma" is 
the same person as "Labeo,” whom both Hall and 
Marston identify as the author of' ‘Venus and Adonis’ 

Mr. Robert Atkins referred to a stage-struck youth 
.afflicted with a broad Lancashire dialect. Mr. Atkins, 
we are thankful to say, advised the aspirant to rid himself 
of this before he attempted to play Shakespeare. Accord¬ 
ing to Mr. Atkins, in six months’ time he returned per¬ 
fectly cured, having acquired indeed a splendid diction. 
Mr. Atkins compared this, somewhat audaciously, with 
the achievement of William Shakspere, who he thought 
freed himself of his Warwickshire dialect by similar 
methods. In the sixteenth century, however, variations 
were far more pronounced and certainly teachers of elocu¬ 
tion were neither as numerous nor as adept as they are now. 
Dialects of the different shires were so marked that militia¬ 
men were unable to comprehend their orders unless given 
by an officer from their own district. 

Writing of an English county gentleman as late as the 
time of William III, Macaulay observes:—"His language 
•and pronunciation were such as we should expect to have 
only from the most ignorant clowns. His oaths, gross jests 
•and scurrilous terms of abuse were uttered with the broadest 
accent of his province.’ ’ A century earlier, when language 
was even more unformed, the surrounding speech must 
have struck the ear almost as strangely as a foreign tongue, 
and Englishmen had to pick up their mother tongue as best 
they could, there being no English Grammar until 1586. 

As Mr. Harold Bay ley points out in "The Shakespeare 
Symphony," there is little doubt that the spelling, 
pronunciation and grammar even of the Elizabethan 
.gentry were very uncouth, and the speech of the illiterate 
lower orders must have been many degrees more barbarous 

.and rude. 
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An example of the discordant jargon of playhouse 
habitues may be found in the '‘Roaring Girl'’ of Middleton, 
and a letter written from Elizabeth, Duchess of Norfolk, 
to her brother, Lord Stafford, though perhaps an extreme 
instance, gives some idea of the difficulties which the young 
Warwickshire countryman would have to surmount, either 
by expert tuition or association with aristocratic circles. 
In any case, he must have been conspicuously successful, 
for by 1593 he was able to write “Venus and Adonis,” a 
poem free of any trace of jargon or dialect, and the result 
of the highest culture of the time. Bums, coming from the 
plough, expressed his genius in dialect familiar to himself 
and to his auditors, and so did the West Country poet, 
William Barnes, and many others. William Shakspere 
alone, if orthodox authorities are to be accepted, sang in 
the purest academic English. 

Dr. W. H. Melsome’s remarkable parallelisms between 
the thought and expression of Bacon and '' Shakespeare’ ’ 
are among the most impressive we have read, and his 
article is only a very small instalment of most valuable 
manuscript with which he has entrusted us for publication 
in Baconlana . Dr. Melsome breaks entirely new ground, 
and his discoveries are little less than sensational. Many 
parallelisms and identities relied upon in the past have 
been shown to be common to several writers in the 16th 
and 17th centuries. Mr. J. M. Robertson, for example, 
in The Baconian Heresy and Mr. Harold Bayley in The 
Shakespeare Symphony demonstrated this beyond cavil or 
question; but Dr. Melsome’s work is of an entirely different 
order and shows, we think equally conclusively, that, as 
Gerald Massey wrote in The Secret Drama of Shakespeare's 
Sonnets, ‘ ‘when all deductions are made there does remain 
a considerable residuum of likeness not only distinguishable 
in separate ideas, for the philosophical writings of Bacon 
are suffused and saturated with Shakespearean thought.” 
It is this residuum of likeness which is the fascinating 
subject of Dr. Melsome’s articles, the first of which appears 
in these pages. 
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Mr. R. L. Eagle’s article in the following pages replies 
once more to the orthodox objection that Bacon's idea of 
Love is radically different to that of "Shakespeare.” 
We think it a very great mistake to judge Bacon's solely 
upon the evidence of the famous Essay. This was written 
six years after his marriage and it is by no means unlikely 
that this greatly affected his attitude to Love and to life. 
The marriage certainly brought him no lasting happiness. 
But if we look at Bacon’s "Device” written fourteen 
years before his marriage we shall very quickly be able to 
refute the silly suggestion that he knew nothing about 
Love and could never have written "Romeo and Juliet.” 

"My praise,” he writes, “shall be dedicated to the 
happiest state of mind, to the noblest affection. I shall 
teach lovers to love, that they have all this while loved by 
rote. I shall give them the alphabet of love.’ ’ And with 
wonderful insight—’' Assuredly no persons ever saw at any 
time the mind of another but in love. Love is the only 
passion that opens the heart. If not the highest, it is 
the sweetest affection of all others.” "When one fore- 
seeth withal that to his many griefs cannot be added soli¬ 
tude, but that he shall have a partner to bear them, this 
quieteth the mind." 



BACON'SHAKESPEARE ANATOMY 
(Part I). 

By W. S. Melsome. 

IN modem times many believe that the Shakespeare 
plays were not the work of one man. It is a fact 
that many plays and poems were published in the 

name of Shakespeare, which Shakespeare, whoever he may 
have been, did not write. It is, however, admitted 
that neither Shakespeare nor anybody else, claiming 
to be or to act for Shakespeare, ever took any action 
whatever to suppress or restrain such publications,or, so 
far is known, uttered any protest whatever with regard to 
them. "Shakespeare” became a tiom de plume or 
pseudonym in the sense that it was found profitable to 
publish in a name likely to sell the works which bore it, 
and moreover a name which might be used with impunity 
and without fear of molestation. 

Many people believe that part of the work published 
in the Folio of 1623 is not Shakespearean and that the work 
of several pens may be found there, that is to say a large 
part of "Shakespeare" was not written by Shakespeare, 
but by others whose work was at least published in the 
same name. 

But whatever theory we may hold concerning the 
authorship, and however numerous the pens who contri¬ 
buted to the various plays contained in the First Folio, 
no one will deny that there was one master mind whence 
flowed all that glorious literature which has made the 
name of Shakespeare supreme. 

That master, whoever he was, borrowed extensively 
from the "De Augmentis Scientiarium” of Francis Bacon, 
which was not published before 13th October, 1623. 

By this time the MSS of all the plays were in the hands 
of the printers of the First Folio which was published not 
less than twenty-six days later. It follows from this that 
none of the reputed authors, not even Bacon himseli, 

57 



58 Bacon-Shakespeare Anatomy. 

could have borrowed from the printed ''De Augment is.” 
Bacon, however, is the only one who had no need to await 
the printing of his own work before making use of it, and 
therefore he must have been either one of the authors or 
have collaborated with some other man or men 
having access to his mind or manuscripts of many years 
earlier. 

We shall probably never know how many men colla¬ 
borated in the authorship of theplays. But when people ask 
who Shakespeare was, they mean the Shakespeare who 
wrote the speeches of Ulysses in "TroilusandCressida,” 
and those speeches in “Hamlet” so full of affectation, and 
the still more affected speeches in''Love’s Labour’s Lost.” 
This was the man who borrowed so extensively from the 
“De Augmentis,” and this is the book which provides the 
best introduction to the Shakespeare philosophy ever 
written. 

Study of the comparative anatomy of minds is not very 
different from study of the comparative anatomy of bodies. 
No surgeon is satisfied with second-hand information with 
regard to the latter. He must obtain first-hand informa¬ 
tion by the dissection of the human body itself, and this 
first-hand information which is gleaned by his own eye and 
corroborated by his own experience can never be contra¬ 
dicted by knowledge and information which reaches him 
at second-hand. So, if the anatomy of Bacon’s mind is 
to be compared with that of Shakespeare, information at 
first-hand with regard to both is a sine qua non, and this 
can only be obtained by the reading and re-reading of the 
fourteen volumes of Spedding, Ellis and Heath which con¬ 
tain Bacon's letters and speeches as well as his literary 
works. 

It will save much trouble and time if the anatomist will 
begin by reading Bacon’s “Exempla Antithetorum” (De 
Augmentis vi. iii). These antitheta, which are theses 
argued pro et contra, were first published in 1623. ’ ‘ They 
werecollectedinmyyouth.and . . . I was unwilling 
they should be lost.” As more than half of them occur 
in the plays the question is, how did they get there ? 
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If we are careful to compare Bacon and Shakespeare 
while arguing pro, and again while arguing contra, we 
shall find that they never differ in opinion upon any subject 
about which they both write at the same period, but only 
in the way they express themselves. But are not the two 
sides of a simple quadratic equation also expressed 
differently? and when they are reduced to simplicity do 
they not amount to the same thing? 

Again, it will save time if one reads Bacon's explana¬ 
tion of the parables in'' Proverbs’ ’ and'' Ecclesiastes’' (De 
Augmentis viii. ii), and especially of those, such as 
Proverbs xii. io and Ecclesiastes x. I., which were not 
published before October 1623. 

In his preface to the “Wisdom of the Ancients” he says, 
"I expect to be new in these matters,” and he certainly 
was new; and, in his commentaries upon the parables, he is 
again dealing with the wisdom of the ancients, and again 
he is new; and, because these new opinions are scattered 
about in the plays, it is as easy to trace them as it is for 
schoolboys playing "Hares and Hounds” to trace the 
hares by the pieces of paper they scatter behind them. 
Bacon's comments upon “Ecclesiastes X. 1” will enable 
a man to trace him in eight or nine different plays, and 
also in “Lucrece;” and his explanation of "Proverbs 
XII. 10." will enable the hunter to double-trace him in 
many of the same plays, and again in "Lucrece.” 

A good surgeon who knows, or should know, every 
cubic centimetre of the human body, can tell at once 
whether a writer upon human anatomy is writing cor¬ 
rectly or not; and no man would care to submit to the 
knife of a surgeon whose knowledge of anatomy was ob¬ 
tained from books only. 

Similarly, no man who wishes to know Bacon’s mind 
should be content with other men’s opinions; for he will 
very soon find that the words of one writer cancel those of 
another. Shelley says “Bacon was a poet." Other men 
flatly contradict this statement. A man who is content 
with other men’s opinions becomes a slave to authority; 
and if you meet such a slave and try to teach him the 
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shortest way to trace Shakespeare in Henry VIII, he 
will probably tell you that this play was not written by 
Shakespeare; yet, if there is any one play in which it 
is easy to trace Shakespeare it is Henry VIII. 

If we follow the surgeon's example and insist on first¬ 
hand information, no second-hand information can shake 
us. We shall not need Ben Jonson's, or any other man’s 
opinion of Bacon or Shakespeare. 

It is certain that one of the authors of the plays turned 
over the pages of the Bible; and, out of more than 30,000 
verses picked out Ecclesiastes x. 1., and drew the same 
conclusions from it as Bacon did. There is, however, 
this difference between them. Bacon draws a distinction 
between eminent men and ordinary men in one paragraph, 
and Shakespeare, in Hamlet’s pre-ghost speech, which 
is based upon Ecclesiastes x. 1., deals with eminent men 
only, and leaves the distinction between eminent and 
ordinary men to Lucrece; and the distinction between folly 
in wise men and folly in fools is dealt with in Love's 
Labour’s Lost; and, while drawing this distinction, he 
makes it quite clear that he has this parable in mind. 

If the reader will go to the nearest public library and 
ask the librarian to show him a fascimile copy of the out¬ 
side sheet of the famous Northumberland MSS, he will, 
with the aid of a magnifying glass, be able to make out 
the following names, one above the other, in this order: 
Francis Bacon, William Shakespeare and Thomas Nashe. 

Bacon wrote a great deal of material which passed 
under the names of other people,—Elizabeth, James I, 
Essex and others; and some think he wrote at times under 
the names, William Shakespeare and Thomas Nashe. 
I shall give the reader an opportunity of judging for him¬ 
self whether there is any justification for this opinion. 
First, I shall write down what they have to say when 
their minds are fixed upon Ecclesiastes x. 1., and for the 
sake of brevity and contrast, I shall write Bacon and 
Nashe in italics and Shakespeare in Roman type. 

The following is Bacon’s version of Ecclesiastes x. 1:— 
"Sicut muscat mortuae foctere faciuni unguenlum 
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optimum, sic hominem preliosum sapientia et gloria, parva 
stultitia." (De Augmentis, viii. ii, Parabola xi). 

(As dead flies cause the best ointment to stink, so does a 
little folly to a man in reputation for wisdom and honour). 

The exact equivalent of "unguentum optimum” is not 
to be found in the Hebrew, Greek, Latin or any English 
version of this parable, but certain it is that Bacon looked 
upon it as a simple analogy between the corruption of the 
best ointment by putrid flies, and the corruption of the 
best men by vice. In his speeches in the Star Chamber, 
and again in the lower House, he changes the analogy from 
the best ointment to the fairest crystals or the best precious 
stones:— 

"It is certain that the best governments, yea and the best 
men, are like the best precious stones, wherein every flaw or 
icicle or grain is seen and noted more than in those that are 
generally foul and corrupted." (Life vii, p. 178-1620). 

Again while addressing judges in the Star Chamber:— 
"Though the best governments be always like the fairest 

crystals wherein every little icicle or grain is seen, which in a 
fouler stone is never perceived.'' (Life vi,p. 213—1617). 

Compare these quotations with the following passage 
from Bacon’s explanation of Ecclesiastes x, 1., which I 
shall first write down in Latin and then in English. 

‘ ‘ Verum, quemadmodum in gemma valde nitida minimum 
quodque granulum aut nebecula oculos ferit et molestia 
quadam afficit, quod tarnen si in gemma vitiosiore repertum 
foret, vix notam subiret." (De Augmentis viii. ii, Parabola 
*1—1923). 

(But, as in the fairest crystal every little grain or little 
cloud catches and displeases the eye, which in a duller 
stone would scarcely be noticed). 

From the dates in the margin it will be seen that none 
of the judges or members of the House could have guessed 
that Bacon had Exclesiastes x. 1. in mind while addressing 
them; so, when he wrote the following for the ear of Queen 
Elizabeth in 1595, no man could have guessed that he had 
in mind Proverbs xxix. 21. yet it is quite certain 
that he had:— 
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"Your Majesty shall see the true proportion of your own 
favours, so as you may deliver them forth by measure, that 
they neither cause surfeit nor faintness." (Life i, p. 390). 

Twenty-eight years later he tells us what this measure 
is, and we shall come to it later. 

This habit of making use of the Bible, without allowing 
the reader to know what parable he has in mind, is also 
common to Shakespeare. Who would think that he had 
Ecclesiastes x. 1. in mind while writing: 

"Gnats are unnoted whereso’er they fly, 
But eagles gaz’d upon with every eye” ? 

or while writing: 
‘' Since the more fair and crystal is the sky, 

The uglier seem the clouds that in it fly' ’ ? 
The direct references to this parable in the plays are much 

less frequent than the indirect. Some of the direct refer- 

A. "Folly, in wisdom hatch’d” (L.L.L.v. 2. 70). 
B. "Wise men, folly-fall’n, quite taint their wit.” 

(T.N., Hi, 1, 75). 
C. "Turn then my freshest reputation to a savour that 

may strike the dullest nostril." {W.T., i. 2. 420). 
This should be compared with the "reputation" and 
"stinking savour" of the 16x1 Bible. 

D. "They would but stink and putrefy the air.” 
(1 ff. 6, tu. 7. 90). 

This may be compared with the Geneva Bible (1583) 
"Dead flies cause to stink, and putrefy the ointment.” 
The stink coming before the petrefaction is unusual, and 
contrary to nature. 

As Bacon preferred to liken the best men with flaws in. 
their characters to the best precious stones, or the fairest 
crystals, with flaws, icicles or grains in them, rather than 
to the best ointment; so, Shakespeare preferred to liken 
an eminent man with flaws in his character to a fair and 
crystal sky with ugly clouds in it:— 

“Now, Thomas Mowbray, do I turn to thee, . . 
. . Thou art a traitor and a miscreant. 
Too good to be so and too bad to live. 
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Since the more fair and crystal is the sky. 
The uglier seem the clouds that in it fly.” 

(to,*. 1.35). 
But Shakespeare also likens the best men and women 

to the best precious stones, and we shall come to them 
later. 

If we compare the main features of these quotations 
they appear the more striking. 

Best precious Slones .flaw, icicle, grain. 
Fairest crystals. icicle, grain. 
Fairest crystal .grain, cloud. 
Fair and crystal sky. clouds. 

In the Advancenemt of Learning (1605) the order is 
grain, cloud, ice. (ii. 21. 5, Oxford World's Classics). 

Keeping these analogies in mind, we shall now begin 
the story of Bacon, Shakespeare, Nashe and Ecclesiastes 

'' As dead flies cause the best ointment to stink'' by taint¬ 
ing it; so, 

“Wise men, folly-fall’n, quite taint their wit” 
(T.N., iii. 1. 75) or wisdom and cause their names to stink. 

Whenever we come upon the tainting or corrupting of 
wisdom or honour in the writings of Bacon and Shakes¬ 
peare, we may almost certainly conclude that they have 
their origin in Ecclesiastes x. 1. 
Examples:— 

"Leaveth that taint upon honour." (Life ii, p. 178.) 
"To taint that honour.” (H8, iii. 1. 55). 
"Your honour untainted.” (Meas., iii. 1. 264). 
'' A man sorely tainted. ’' (H8, iv. 2. 14). 
"To keep mine honour from corruption.’' (lb. iv. 2.71) 
" Corrupt or tainted wisdon." (De Aug. ,viii. 2). 
"Pray heaven his wisdom be not tainted.” (Meas., 

iv. 4-5)- 
"Corrupt and tainted with a thousand vices." (1 H6, 

v. 4- 45)- 
"Or any taint of vice whose strong corruption inhabits 

our frail blood.” (T .N., iii. 4, 390). 
"Wise men, folly-fall'n, quite taint their wit." 

(Ib., iii. 1.75). 
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In a letter to Rutland, Bacon dissuades him from "an 
infectious collection of base vices of men and women and the 
general corruption of these times," (Life ii, p. 18) but 
rather to strive after "virtue, wisdom and honour” 
(sapientia et gloria, Eccles. x. I.) 

Bacon thought that the dead flies were the infective 
agents which tainted and corrupted the sweet-smelling 
ointment and caused it to stink, and as many diseases of 
the body are infectious, so he thought that many of men’s 
vices were "like to infection" which tainted and cor¬ 
rupted their wisdom and honour and caused their names 
to stink, and these infections he applies sometimes to 
states, sometimes to men, and sometimes to things in 
general, just as Shakespeare does. 

"Envy. . it is a disease in a state like to infection." 
(Essay ix). 

It is like the "envious fever” in "Troilus and Cressida,” 
by which "many are infect.” (Troilus, i. 3. 33, and i. 
3- 187). 

In "Lucrece" there are five of these infections in one 
line, and envy is one of them:— 

"Advice is sporting while infection breeds: 
Thou grant’st no time for charitable deeds: 
Wrath, envy, treason, rape and murder’s rages, 
Thy heinous hours wait on them as their pages.’ ’ 

(Lucrece, 907). 
But did Shakespeare look upon rape as an infection? 

Let this be the answer:— 
' ’ Who does infect her ? ’ ’ —" Why, he that wears her like 

her medal hanging about his neck, Bohemia.” (W.T., i. 
2.306). 

In relation to infection Bacon uses the following terms: 
Infect and corrupt. (Adv. ii. 14. 9). 
Infect and defile. (De Aug. viii. ii. Parabola xxv). 
Infection. . . tainteth. (Essay ix). 

If, then, rape is an infection we should expect it to 
corrupt, taint and defile:— 

"And ever since as pitying Lucrece’ woes. 
Corrupted blood some watery token shows: 
And blood untainted still doth red abide. 
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Blushing at that which is so putrefied.'’ 
(Lucrece, 1747). 

The remedy:— 
"A patient will ever part with some of his blood to save 

and, clear the rest.” (Life ii, p. 86). 
"The remedy indeed to do me good 

Is to let forth my foul—defiled blood.” 
(Lucrece, 1028). 

This to save and clear her honour; but what of the 
traitor ? 

"Solomon saith ‘The mercies of the wicked are cruel,' 
such is the sparing to use the sword of justice upon 
wicked and guilty men.” (De Aug. viii. ii. Para¬ 
bola xiv). 

Then "Let the traitor die; 
For sparing justice feeds iniquity.' ’ (Lucrece, 1686), 

because ' * impunity lets loose the whole army of evil doers 
and drives them upon the innocent” (lb.. Parabola XIV), 
and "saluspopuli est suprema lex.” (Life in, p. 383). 

This argument of Bacon's comes in the plays at least 
seven times, and in every instance it is used in connection 
with infection; such infections as heresy, treason, murder, 
immorality and others. 

Sometimes Bacon and Shakespeare speak of these in¬ 
fections as the passions of the mind, and sometimes as the 
sicknesses of the mind. 

" Health consisteth in the unmovable constancy and free¬ 
dom from passions which are indeed the sicknesses of the 
mind." (Life ii, p. 7). "Give me the man that is not 
passion's slave.” (Ham. iii. 2. 77). 

As to the sicknesses of the mind:— 
“Not sick, my lord, unless it be in mind; 

Nor well, unless in mind.” (M. of V., iii. 2. 238). 
"A sickness caught of me, and yet I well” (W.T., i. 2. 

398) can only be a sickness of the mind. 
As to unmovable constancy.— 
"There are some shrewd contents in yon same paper. 

That steals the colour from Bassanio’s cheek: 
Some dear friend dead; else nothing in the world 
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Could turn so much the constitution 
Of any constant man.” (M. of V., iii. 2. 246). 

Of all passions of the mind Bacon and Shakespeare 
thought "fear” the worst. We will, therefore, see what 
they have to say about it:— 

‘' Physic hath not more medicines against the diseases oj 
the body, than reason hath preservatives against the passions 
of the mind.’’ (Life ii, p. 8). 

"The passions of the mind 
That have their first conception by mis-dread.” 

(Pericles, i. 2. 11). 
"The passions of the mind work upon the body the im¬ 

pressions following. Fear causeth paleness, trembling, the 
standing of the hair upright, starting and skriching.” 

(WorAs ii, p. 567). 
As to fear and trembling:— 
"I would entreat you,—not to fear, not to tremble.” 

(Dream, iii. 1. 43). 
As to paleness and trctnbling:— 
* ‘ You tremble and look pale.’ ’ (Ham., i. 1.53). 
‘' Why look’ st thou pale ? Why tremblest thou ?1 ’ 

(2H6, iii. 2. 27). 
’ ’ Pale trembling coward.’ ’ {R2, i. 1. 69). 
"The standing upright of the hair is caused, for that by 

shutting of the pores of the skin, the hair that lieth aslope 
(your bedded hair) must needs rise (start up, and stand an 
end). (Ham, iii. 4. 121). 

For ‘' life in excrements’ ’ see appendix. 
As to trembling and starting:— 
“Tremble and start at wagging of a straw.” 

(R3. iii- 5- 7)- 
As to fear and skriching:— 
“You would fright the duchess and the ladies, that 

they would shriek.’ ’ (Dream, i. 2. 78). 
As to fear and paleness:— 
“Let pale-faced fear keep with the mean bom man.” 

(2H6, iii. 1. 335). 
‘‘That which in mean men we in title patience. 

Is pale cold cowardice in noble breasts.” 
(R2, i. 2. 33). 
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“Of all base passions fear is the most accurst” (iH6, v. 
2. 23- First Folio) and can only be allayed by "fortitude, 
which is not given to man by nature, but must grow out of 
discourse of reason." (Life ii, p. io). 

As to reason and fortitude:— 
"Clearness of judgement. . leadelh us to fortitude,” 

(lb., j>. 9). 
and 

“Defect of judgement 
Is of the cause of fear,” (Cymb, iv. 2. First Folio) 

” . . .for it teaches us that we should not too much prize life 
■which we cannot keep.'’ (Life ii, p.9). 

‘' Reason thus with life: 
If I do lose thee, I do lose a thing 
That none but fools would keep.’ ’ (Meas., iii. 1.7). 

*1. . . nor fear death which we cannot shun.'' (Life ii.p.g). 
‘' Merely, thou art death’s fool; 

For him thou labour’st by thy flight to shun, 
And yet runn’st towards him still.* ’ (lb., iii. 1. 12). 

"Morsel fugacem persequitur virum." (Promus.fol. 
84). (Death pursues even the man that shuns him by 
flight). 

"I know many wise men that fear to die] for the change is 
bitter. . . besides the expectation brings terror, and that 
exceeds the evil." (Essay "On Death"). 

"Dar’st thou die? 
The sense of death is most in apprehension.” 

(Meas., iii. 1. 78). 
” . . . but I do not believe that any man fears to be dead, but 
only the stroke of death." ("On Death"). 

“If thou and nature can so gently part, 
The stroke of death is as a lover’s pinch 
Which hurts and is desired.” (A. & C. v. 2. 297). 

“More welcome is the stroke of death to me 
Than Bolingbroke to England.” (R2, iii. 1. 31). 

"This is the strength and the blood to virtue, to contemn 
■things that be desired, and neglect that which is feared." 

(‘ ‘ On Death' ’). 
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"Thy best of rest is sleep. 
And that thou oft provok’st; yet grossly fear’st 
Thy death, which is no more(Meas., iii. 1. 18). 

" He who dies nobly doth live for ever. . ." (Life ii, p. 9) 
And she who lives ignobly doth die for ever. 

“Better it were a brother died at once. 
Than that a sister, by redeeming him, 
Should die for ever." (Meas., ii. 4. 107). 

"... and he who lives in fear doth die continually.” 
(Ib., p.g). 

Therefore'' better eye out than always ache’ (Colours of 
good and Evil, x) for that eye is better eye, past giving 
pain, than that which stays to ache; so too, 

"That life is better life, past fearing death. 
Than that which lives to fear.' ’ (Meas., v. 1. 402) 

“Why, he that cuts off twenty years of life 
Cuts off so many years of fearing death.” 

(J. Caes., iii. 1. 102). 
"Grant that, and then is death a benefit." 

(Ib., iii. 1.103). 
"Death is a friend of ours." ("On Death"). 
"And if wishes might find place, I would die together, and 

not my mind often, and my body once." (' ‘OnDeath"). 
"O! our lives' sweetness! 

That we the pain of death would hourly die 
Rather than die at once.’ ’ (Lear, v, 3, 185). 

"Cowards die many times before their deaths; 
The valiant never tast of death but once.” 

(J. Caes., ii. 2. 32). 
"Physicians in the name of death include all sorrow, 

anguish, disease. . . but these things are familiar to us, and 
we suffer them every hour." ("On Death") 

"Reason thus with life” . . “A breath thou art. 
Servile to all the skyey influences, 
That do this habitation where thou keep’st. 
Hourly afflict.” (Meas., iii. 1.6). 
As Bacon thought that "reason hath preservatives 

against the passion of the mind" so did the author of 
"Henry VIII” (i. 1. 130):— 
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“Stay, my lord. 
And let your reason with your choler question 
What ’ tis you go about . . . anger is like 
A full hot horse.” 

“Be advised: 
I say again, there is no English soul 
More stronger to direct you than yourself. 
If with the sap of reason you would quench, 
Or but allay, the fire of passion.' ’ (H8, i. 1. 145). 

No man has given to the world better pictures of th 
"passions or sicknesses of the mind," which are "liki 
infection," than one of the authors of the plays, and 
shall return to them again. 
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SHAKESPEARE AND THE "ESSAY OF 
LOVE." 

By R. L. Eagle. 

THE Bacon-Shakespeare controversy is seldom pro¬ 
longed before the point is put forward that the 
author of the Essay Of Love could not have written 

Romeo and Juliet. At the first impression this certainly 
appears to present a serious difficulty. There is no need 
to apply the comparison solely to Romeo and Juliet, for 
the argument might equally well apply to As you Like It, 
The Winter's Tale and other romances. 

The assumption is, of course, that Bacon could not have 
adapted his soul, nor his style, to Romeo and Juliet 
(1590-1595), and that the Stratford rustic, presumably, 
could; though on what grounds this assumption is based 
has never been stated. In my opinion, however paradoxi¬ 
cal the case for Bacon may appear, it is the acme of reason 
and common-sense compared with the notion that John 
Shakspere's eldest son was capable of such an achievement 
either in sensitiveness, in command of language, or in 
that experience which caught the true Italian atmosphere 
and character. Had that miracle happened, we need not 
marvel that young William, fresh from the stench of his 
father’s muck-heaps, had stolen by moonlight to Anne 
Hathaway's farm and wooed and seduced her, as no yokel 
had ever wooed and seduced before, in this illiterate 
neighbourhood. Then there was poor Anne Whateley, 
like Romeo’s first love Rosaline, who had also "sucked 
the honey of his music vows I' ’ In spite of all the research 
which has been patiently pursued, not one fact has been 
brought to light which shows him to have been a sensitive 
soul. Such evidence as there is proves the opposite. 
Bacon was, however, a man of moods in spite of his reserve 
and disciplined mind. Raw ley states that his tempera¬ 
ment was so mercurial as to be influenced by the moon. 
Believe me, it does not need a passionate lover to write a 
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passionate love-poem, any more than it requires a detec¬ 
tive to write a detective story. What is required is the 
gift of transporting oneself into the atmosphere and 
characters—"and as imagination bodies forth the forms of 
things unknown, the poet’s pen turns them to shapes and 
gives to airy nothing a local habitation and a name." 

I see nothing extraordinary in the fact that a highly 
gifted writer and thinker, such as Bacon, should have 
written in his youth the tragedy of Romeo and Juliet, for 
we know that he had a fine ear for the beauty of language. 

It has often been objected against Bacon that his view of 
love is so cold, passionless, unromantic, that he must have 
been incapable of understanding the sweeter aspects of 
the passion. This view fails to take into account the real 
purpose of the Essays in general and this one in particular. 
The Essays are very brief, never discursive nor rhetorical, 
but severely practical. They are, as Bacon said, intended 
"to come home to men’s business," and the topic of the 
Essay of Love is the business side. Its theme is love and 
its bearing on public life. Take the opening sentences: 

” The Stage is more beholden to love than the life of 
man. For as to the Stage, love is ever a matter of 
comedies, and now and then of tragedies; but in life it 
doth much mischief, sometimes like a Siren, sometimes 
like a Fury.” 

By " life” Bacon means public life, especially of the public 
man .You will recall the scene in Henry, IV, part i where 
Hotspur keeps his wife in ignorance of his destination and 
business when setting forth on his expedition. On the 
other hand, there is the disastrous result of Anthony allow¬ 
ing Cleopatra to enter with him into the war with Octavius. 
"They do best,” says Bacon, “who, if they cannot but 
admit love, yet make it keep quarter." He goes on to 
say that "great spirits and great business do keep out this 
weak passion.” This observation is to be found in 
Measure for Measure: 

Believe not that the dribbling dart of love 
Can pierce a complete bosom. 

Bacon says that' ’ the speaking in a perpetual hyperbole is 
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comely in nothing but loveThere is no lack of instance 
in the Plays of such use of hyperboles, of " taffeta phrases, 
silken terms precise, three-piled hyperboles" by lovers. 
In Love's Labours Lost both Biron and Armado employ 
the most extravagant language, though in totally different 
styles, in keeping with the characters and their respective 
approaches to love. 
Consider the Essay further: 

'' For there was never proud man thought so absurdly 
well of himself as the lover doth of the person loved; 
and therefore it was well said that it is impossible to 
love and be wise." 

Could anybody think and speak more "absurdly well" of 
his lady than Romeo does ? 

0, she doth teach the torches to burn bright; 
It seems she hangs upon the cheek of night 
As a rich jewel in an Ethiop’s ear. 
Beauty too rich for use, for earth too dear. 

It was not Bacon's own observation that "it is impos¬ 
sible to love and be wise.” He found it in Suetonius and 
gave it his approval, but originally it was applied to the 
Gods:— 

To love and be wise is hardly granted to a God. 
Shakespeare, like Bacon, converted the Gods into men:— 

To be wise and love 
Exceeds man’s might; that dwells with Gods above. 

Troilus and Cressida, iii-2. 

The same idea frequently occurs in the Plays as, lor 
instance, "Reason and love keep little company together 
nowadays." Nobody can deny the separation of reason 
and love in Romeo and Juliet. It turns Romeo faithless to 
Rosaline. It leads to the violent death of Mercutio, 
Tybalt, Paris, Romeo and Juliet. There is no "living 
happy ever after" about the play. Indeed, it illustrates 
Bacon’s remark," In life it doth much mischief, sometimes 
like a Siren, sometimes like a Fury." Both the lovers are 
"transported to the mad degree of love." Says the Friar, 
very wisely: 
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These violent delights have violent ends. 
And in their triumph die. 

Thy wild acts, 
Denote the unreasonable fury of a beast. 

The truth is that when you come to search the plays, it 
is astonishing how little the author was "beholden to 
love.” In Love's Labours Lost it is shown as upsetting 
business and study. It is introduced for the purpose of 
ridicule in amazing salvoes of brilliant repartee. In the 
end the '' lovers' ’ part, and we do not know whether they 
ever returned to each other.' 

In A Midsummer Night's Dream, the lovers find them¬ 
selves in ridiculous situations owing to the influence of 
fairies. Lovers are coupled with madmen as both have 
such "seething brains that apprehend more than cool 
reason ever comprehends.” 

In The Merchant of Venice Bassanio wins Portia with a 
lie about his wealth. She is offered in a lottery. Jessica 
robs her father, is false to her religion, and elopes. In 
this play we have: 

Love is blind, and lovers cannot see 
The pretty follies they themselves commit. 

As You Like It shows up the follies of lovers. Of real 
romance there is very little. Rosalind and Orlando main¬ 
tain a quick battle of words and run into some strange 
capers deserving of Rosalind’s, “Love is merely a mad¬ 
ness,” and Touchstone's "As all is mortal in nature, so 
is all nature in love mortal in folly.” What an abject 
fool the shepherd, Silvius, makes of himself in his devo¬ 
tion to the scornful Phoebe! 

The very title of The Taming of the Shrew is sufficient! 
Love here is conditional upon wealth. 

If Angelo in Measure for Measure had remembered that 
“great spirits and great business do keep out this weak 
passion,” he would have saved himself from disgrace. 
There is no real love in the play. The same must be said 
of All’s Well that Ends Well. It is impossible to under¬ 
stand why Helena should have pursued that ungracious, 
heartless snob, Bertram. 



74 Shakespeare and the “Essay of Love.” 

In Twelfth Night, Viola is the only true and worthy 
lover. The Duke drops his infatuation for Olivia and is 
betrothed to Viola within a few lines of one scene. The 
Countess marries Sebastian with equal suddenness under a 
mistaken identity. As the Duke says: 

For such as I am all true lovers are, 
Unstaid and skittish in all motions else. 
Save in the constant image of the creature 
That is beloved. 

As Bacon puts it, "there was never proud man thought 
so absurdly well of himself as the lover doth of the person 
loved.” 

The Two Gentlemen of Verona illustrates Bacon's say¬ 
ing that "Love is the child of folly.” The expression 
itself is paralleled in the play: 

By love, the young and tender wit 
Is turned to folly. 

The Essay also reflects the lament of Proteus that love 
has 

Made me neglect my studies, lose my time; 
War with good counsel, set the world at naught, 

for, says Bacon, "whosoever esteemeth too much of 
amorous affection quitteth both riches and wisdom,” and 
again, “all who, like Paris, prefer beauty quit, like Paris, 
wisdom and power.” 

The Winter’s Tale has a charming background for a 
fairy-tale romance. It is borrowed from Greene’s Dorastus 
and Fawnia (including the famous sea-coast of Bohemia). 
Here one might imagine is Love in contrast to Bacon’s 
views! But, divested of the lovely lines, there is no denying 
the fact that it shows a prince transported to the “mad 
degree of love.” He falls in love at first sight with a girl 
who is not doubted by him to be any more than an old 
shepherd’s daughter. Like her "brother,” the father is 
alluded to as a "clown.” The King discovers what is 
going on and orders an immediate end of the folly, but so 
far does Florizel’s passion "check with business’’ and 
make him "untrue to his own ends” (as Bacon puts it) 
that he replies: 
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From my succession wipe me father, I 
Am heir to my affection. 

He would, therefore, "quit both riches and honour.” 
The Tempest has a beautiful episode in enchanting 

language picturing the love of Miranda and Ferdinand. 
The whole play is so high above all earthly matters that 
we find ourselves in the midst of a vision. It does not 
concern the affairs of life, and therefore cannot be judged 
in comparison with the Essay. Antony and Cleopatra is a 
tragedy of unbridled affection; or rather lust. ‘'I know 
not how,” says Bacon, "but martial men are given to 
love.” Anthony comes to Egypt on State business. He 
falls at once for Cleopatra's charms. He fails to keep 
out this passion from his business, and it "does great 
mischief, sometimes like a Siren, sometimes like a Fury.” 
It ends in death and defeat. 

I see no necessity to quote any further plays as illustra¬ 
ting Bacon’s Essay. I have chosen those in which love is 
most prominent. The historical plays have no concern 
with love. In about thirteen of the thirty-six plays in the 
Folio, love is almost or entirely absent. The truth is that 
love is nearly always subordinate in Shakespeare. It is 
rarely the leading motif, and even where it is prominent it 
is often shown as a form of weakness, or a subject for jest. 

The Essay was not included until the 1612 edition. It 
was written sometime between 1606 and 1612 when Bacon 
was between forty-five and fifty-one—a greater age in those 
days than it is to-day. His own marriage had proved a 
failure, and he must have felt that disillusionment which 
is so marked in Hamlet and Troilus and Cressida. 

There are many striking parallelisms on the subject 
of love between other works of Bacon and the Shakes¬ 
peare plays. There is for instance a line in The Two 
Gentlemen of Verona (written about 1590, but not published 
until 1623) which is borrowed from a saying of Dante: 

Love will creep in service where it cannot go. 
In a letter to King James, Bacon wrote, "Love must 

creep where it cannot go.” But the most extraordinary 
and unaccountable collection of parallelisms was noted by 
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Mr. Edwin Reed as occurring between a speech in Bacon’s 
Masque A Conference of Pleasure (written about 1591), 
and Shakespeare’s Love's Labours Lost, Act iv, Sc. 3(also 
written about 1591, and published in 1598). The Masque 
was unknown until discovered at Northumberland House 
in 1867, forming one of the pieces contained in the North¬ 
umberland Manuscript. Bacon must have been familiar 
with the play in manuscript, or Shakespeare with the 
Masque, or the same man wrote both Masque and play. 
Shakespeare is quoted first in each case: 

Love gives to every power a double power. 
Love gives the mind power to exceed itself. 

Love is first learned in a woman’s eyes. 
The eye, where love beginneth. 

Is not love a Hercules? 
What fortune can be such a Hercules ? 

Love . . with the motion of all elements. 
Love is the motion that animateth all things. 

But for my love . . where nothing wants, that want 
itself doth seek. 

When we want nothing, there is the reason, and the 
opportunity and the spring of love. 

St. Cupid then, and soldiers to the field! 
Lovers never thought their profession sufficiently 

graced until they had compared it to a warfare. 

So far as the Essay of Love in its relation to the Shake¬ 
speare plays is concerned, it must be admitted that far 
from those relations being opposed they are, in fact, 
united in mind though, in outward appearance, they are 
very different. 



SHAKSPERE’S “COAT-OF-ARMS.” 

By H. Kendra Baker. 

RMS and the Man I Sing" wrote Virgil, and 
he had a truly heroic subject for his theme. 
In the present case the subject is sordid rather 

than heroic. But it merits attention, for it is not at all 
unusual to hear it said that “it is ridiculous of Baconians 
to assert that the Stratford man was a nonentity, seeing 
that his father was granted a Coat-of-Arms.” 

Superficially this is a good point but its merits evaporate 
on closer inspection. 

The "Life " of William Camden in the “Biographia 
Britannica" illuminates early seventeenth century 
methods at the College of Heralds. 

Before dealing, however, with these interesting dis¬ 
closures, let us see what the late Sidney Lee had to say 
about this " coat armour’ ’ business. Ingenious and imagin¬ 
ative though his biography of Shakspere was, we find him 
somewhat sparing in his use of the word "doubtless” in 
connection with his hero’s armorial ambitions! Indeed 
the "Crusted Stratfordian’' could derive little comfort 
from his findings, and unless the acquisition of "arms” is 
to be regarded as another of those marvels attributable to 
"genius,” we are left groping for a solution of the 
mystery. 

We are informed (I quote from the 1915 edition of the 
"Life”) that "at the same date (1596) the poet’s father, 
despite his pecuniary embarrassments, took a step, by way 
of regaining his prestige, which must be assigned to the 
poet’s intervention. He made application to the College 
of Heralds for a "coat-of-arms.” A footnote informs us 
that it is still customary at the College of Arms to inform 
an applicant who has a father alive that the application 
should be made in the father’s name, and the transaction 
conducted as if the father were the principal. "It was 
doubtless on advice of this kind that Shakespeare was 
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acting in the negotiations that are described below.” 
He goes on to say that “heraldic ambitions were wide¬ 
spread among the middle classes of the day, and many 
Elizabethan actors besides Shakespeare sought heraldic 
distinction.” And then comes this interesting passage: 
"The loose organisation of the Heralds College favoured 
the popular predilection. Rumour ran that the College was 
ready to grant heraldic honours without strict enquiry 
to any applicant who could afford a substantial fee. In 
numerous cases the heralds clearly credited an applicant’s 
family with a fictitious antiquity. Rarely can much 
reliance therefore be placed on the biographical or genea¬ 
logical statements alleged in Elizabethan grants of arms.” 

Now, it must be admitted that this is all rather un¬ 
settling for the “crusted Stratfordian,” but when he goes 
on to show that the "allegation” of a "pattern” or 
sketch of the "coat” having been "obtained” from the 
College in 1568, "is not confirmed by the records of the 
College, and may be an invention designed by John 
Shakespeare and his son to recommend their claim to the 
notice of the easy-going heralds in 1596,’ ’ even a ‘' crusted 
Stratfordian” might be excused a passing doubt as to 
the probity of his hero! 

He continues: "The negotiations of 1568, if they were 
not apocryphal, were certainly abortive; otherwise there 
would have been no necessity for further action in later 
years.” Anyhow, they got their "coat,” and Lee in¬ 
forms us that "Garter stated, with characteristic vague¬ 
ness, that he had been 'by credible report’ informed that 
the applicant's ‘parentes and late antecessors were for 
theire valeant and faithful service advanced and rewarded 
by the most prudent prince King Henry the Seventh of 
famous memorie, sythence which tyme they have con- 
tinewed at those partes [i.e. Warwickshire] in good 
reputation and credit’; and that ‘the said John had 
maryed Mary, daughter and one of the heyres of Robert 
Arden, of Wilmcote, gent.’ 

One marvels at their modesty: why such recent ‘ ‘ valeant 
service” as to Henry VII: why not to William the Con- 
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queror or even to Charlemagne ? Such lack of imaginative 
effort is unworthy of a "genius” ! 

"In consideration of these titles to honour,” says Lee 
(presumably with his tongue in his cheek) "Garter de¬ 
clared that he assigned to Shakespeare this shield, viz., 
‘Gold on a bend sable, a spear of the first, the point 
steeled proper, and for his crest or cognizance a falcon, 
his wings displayed argent, standing on a wreath of his 
colours, supporting a spear gold steeled as aforesaid.' 
In the margin of this draft-grant there is a pen sketch of 
the arms and crest, and above them is written this motto 
'Non Sans Droict’.” 

All that seems to be missing from this imposing 'coat' 
is the note of exclamation after the motto! Perhaps it 
was a little touch of irony on the part of the "harrots” I 

But the "coat" didn’t quite "fit” after all. "Grand¬ 
father” had to be substituted for "antecessors,” and 
"esquire” for "gent.” as regards Robt. Arden: one 
can’t be too careful in these matters! 

"Neither of these drafts was fully executed,” says 
Sir Sidney Lee. "It may have been that the unduly 
favourable representations made to the College respecting 
John Shakespeare’s social and pecuniary position excited 
suspicion even in the credulous and corruptly interested 
minds of the heralds. At any rate, Shakespeare and his 
father allowed three years to elapse before (as far as extant 
documents show) they made a further endeavour to secure 
the coveted distinction. In 1599 their efforts were crowned 
with success. Changes in the interval among the officials 
at the College may have facilitated the proceedings. In 
1597 the Earl of Essex had become Earl Marshal and chief 
of the Herald's College (the office had been in commission 
in 1596)This circumstance should be carefully noted. 
"While the great scholar and antiquary, William Camden 
had joined the College, also in 1597, as Clarenceux King- 
of-Arms .... His father’s application now took a new 
form. No grant of arms was asked for. It was asserted 
without qualification that the coat, as set out in the draft- 
grants of 1596. had been assigtied to John Shakespeare 
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while he was bailiff, and the heralds were merely invited 
to give him a 'recognition' or 'exemplification' of it." 

A footnote to this tells us that " an ' exemplification' was 
invariably secured more easily than a new grant of arms. 
The heralds might, if they chose, tacitly accept, without 
examination, the applicant’s statement that his family 
had borne arms long ago, and they thereby regarded them¬ 
selves as relieved of the obligation of close enquiry into 
his present status.” A delightfully simple arrangement, 
sparing all concerned much agony of mind! 

But the Shaksperes also wanted to '' impale’ ’ on their 
"ancient coat-of-arms'’ that of the Ardens of Wilmcote, 
John Shakspere having married Arden’s daughter Mary. 
"The College officers,” says Lee, "were characteristic¬ 
ally complacent." Presumably these "complacent” 
officers would have impaled anybody’s arms—for a 
consideration! But the question seems to have arisen, 
what were the arms of ’ ‘ the Ardens of Wilmcote’ ’ ? The 
Shakespeares, with their customary modesty, desired the 
heralds to recognise the title of Mary—wife and mother— 
to the arms of “the Great Warwickshire family of Arden, 
then seated at Park Hall.” But when this was brought to 
the notice of Dethick (Garter) and Camden (Clarenceux) 
we are told they "betrayed conscientious scruples.” They 
had the bad taste to regard the relationship," if it ex isted,” 
as "undertermined” ! The Warwickshire Ardens, as Lee 
points out, were “gentry of influence in the county, and 
were certain to protest against any hasty assumption of 
identity between their line and that of the humble farmer of 
Wilmcote." The heralds accordingly "erased" the impale¬ 
ment, but, with further "characteristic complacence," 
substituted for it “the arms of an Arden family living at 
Alvanley in the distant country of Cheshire,” and Lee 
continues in these words: "With that stock there was no 
pretence that Robert Arden of Wilmcote was lineally 
connected; but the bearers of the Alvanley coat were un¬ 
likely to learn of its suggested inpalement with the Shake¬ 
speare shield, and the heralds were less liable to the risk 
of complaint or litigation. But the Shakespeares wisely 
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relieved the College of all anxiety by omitting to assume 
the Arden coat.” 

Lee goes on to say that "Shakespeare's victorious quest 
of a coat-of-arms was one of the many experiences which 
he shared with professional associates.” Some might find 
a less euphemistic expression than "victorious quest” 
for the operation! At any rate we shall hope to show 
presently that the grant of spurious “arms” was not 
confined exclusviely to his "professional associates.” 
True it is that protests were raised by "two or three 
officers of the Heralds College, who disapproved of the 
easy methods of their colleagues,’' against the bestowal on 
actors of heraldic honours. 

Indeed, Ralph Brooke, York Herald (whom Lee des¬ 
cribes—with very little warrant, it is to be feared—as “a 
rigorous champion of heraldic orthodoxy") drew up a list 
of 23 persons whom he charged with "obtaining coats-of- 
arms on more or less fraudulent representations." The 
fourth on his list is Shakespeare! Though the name is 
merely mentioned in Brooke's indictment without annota- 
tation, "elsewhere," as Lee records, "the critic took the 
less serious objection that the arms 'exemplified' to 
Shakespeare usurped the Coat of Lord Mauley, on whose 
shield a ‘bend sable’ also figured.” Dethick and Camden 
in their reply confined themselves to the technical point 
and disputed the infringement of the Mauley coat, adding, . 
as Lee says, "with customary want of precision, that the 
person to whom the grant was made had ' borne magistracy 
and was justice of peace at Stratford-on-Avon: he married 
the daughter and heire of Ardeme, and was able to main¬ 
tain that Estate.’ " 

Here we may take our leave of Sidney Lee, whose 
testimony can hardly be called reassuring. 

But the whole transaction is suspect. Granted that 
certain officers of the College may have been "com¬ 
placent," not to say corrupt, does it not seem remarkable 
that such men as Dethick, Garter King-of-Arms, and 
Camden, Clarenceux King-of-Arms, should, even after an 
open charge of fraud against the Shakespeares, seek to 
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bolster-up so transparent an imposture ? If there is any¬ 
thing in the alleged arrangement between Bacon and the 
Actor-Manager by which, in consideration of £1,000, and 
the promise of a grant of arms, he was to return to the 
home-fires of Stratford and figure as the author of Richard 
II., which was engaging the Queen's rather embarrassing 
attentions for its'' seditious’ ’ features; if, we say, there is 
anything in all this, it is certainly remarkable that the 
action of the Heralds should fit in so aptly with the theory. 

With Essex as Earl Marshal and Chief of the Heralds, 
Dethick as Garter and Camden as Clarenceux—all asso¬ 
ciates of Bacon—their “complacence” assumes a some¬ 
what different complexion. 

And now let us consider for a moment this Ralph 
Brooke who poses as the champion of "heraldic purity.” 

For many years he had been Camden’s bitter enemy. 
When in 1594, shortly after he had been appointed as 
Head-Master of Westminster School, Camden published 
the fourth and much enlarged edition of his great work 
"Britannia,'' we are told in the Biographia Britannica 
that "this Edition exposed him to a very warm, and in 
many respects indecent, attack” from Ralph Brooke, 
York Herald, who went so far as to publish a book with the 
title, "A Discovery of certain Errors published in print in 
the much commended 'Britannia' &c.,” without license, 
and without name either of Printer or Bookseller. 

Though the collections for this book, we are told, were 
framed "soon after the publication of the fourth Edition of 
Britannia,” yet it was not published until 1597, and "the 
common stream of authors represent this attack upon Mr. 
Camden as proceeding from the envious malice of its author, 
arising from Mr. Camden's promotion, and his own dis¬ 
appointment.” 

It is not improbable that "the common stream of 
authors” was fully justified in their surmise, for this 
venomous attack on Camden followed immediately upon 
his appointment as Clarenceux King-of-Arms—for which 
he had been specially recommended to the Queen. Now, 
Brooke, as York Herald, had an eye to that appointment 
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himself, and was immeasurably disgruntled at this mis¬ 
carriage of his schemes, which he, no doubt, attributed to 
Camden’s evil machinations! "The greater his assurance 
was,” we are told, "the disappointment lay so much the 
heavier upon him, and (as men who lay too much stress 
upon their own merit are always hurried on to revenge 
upon the least injury) his next business was to find out a 
fair opportunity of shewing his resentments.” From 
which it will be seen that Heralds are not free from human 
imperfections! 

His criticisms were directed to certain armorial bearings 
as given in the "Britannia,” but for our purpose they are 
immaterial, as also is the history of the controversy. 
Suffice it to say that the latter "developed energy” and 
Brooke became quite inordinate in his venom. 

It is not disputed that Brooke, when he compiled his 
book, may have had good grounds for believing his critic¬ 
ism to be just, but the fact that he did not publish it until 
after Camden had occupied Naboth’s vineyard has the 
definite appearance of malice. 

For years this animosity on the part of Brooke towards 
the ageing Camden continued unabated, until "in the 
latter end of the year 1616,” as we read, "there happened 
an affair which exposed Ralfe Brooke, who had given our 
author so much trouble, to very severe censure.” 

The "affair” was this, and it forms an illuminating 
commentary on the methods obtaining among "certain 
officers” of the College of Arms and our promoter of the 
"purity league” in particular. 

On the 27th Dec., 1616, complaint was made to the 
King that Garter King-at-Arms, had granted to a certain 
applicant the Royal Arms of Arragon, with a canton of 
Brabant, "at which his Majesty was highly offended. 
But,” the record continues, "upon strict enquiry, the 
fact came out to be, that Ralfe Brooke' (or Brookesmouth, 
as they here call him) York Herald, had actually drawn 
these arms which were not unlike those of Arragon and 
Brabant, and, by an emissary of his, imposing upon the 
credulity of Garter, for a fee of two and twenty shillings. 
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procured the confirmation of them, and then caused them 
to be presented to the King. Thus Mr. Camden plainly, 
clearly, and fully relates this story: but Dr. Smith, who 
had seen a relation of this affair by another hand, gives 
some further circumstances. . . He says that the man 
who came from Brooke pretended that he was in a mighty 
hurry, and was to embark that very day on board a ship for 
Spain, by which means he the more easily drew Sir William 
Segar (Garter) to confirm to him, what he called the Arms 
of his family. On the 30th of the same month, the whole 
affair was heard before the Commissioners appointed to 
execute the Office of Earl Marshal, where York Herald 
openly took upon him the whole affair; and upon report of 
it made to the King; himself, for his malicious suborna¬ 
tion, and Garter for his weakness and credulity in con¬ 
firming those arms for the sake of a little money, were both 
committed to the Marshalsea.” 

The significance of this interesting incident will be better 
appreciated when we say that this aspirant to the Arms of 
Arragon and Brabant was no other than George Brandon, 
the Common Hangman! 

The incident enables us to understand more clearly how, 
with a'' complacent'' herald such as Brooke at the'' seat of 
honour," an actor-manager was enabled to secure "coat 
armour," if not perhaps quite as ambitious as the Arms of 
Arragon and Brabant! 

An influential petition to the King, "together with a 
certificate from the Herald's Office, of his integrity and 
upright behaviour before this unhappy accident’ ’ secured 
Sir William Segar’s release from durance vile. It is 
more difficult to believe, however, that "soon after the 
friends of York Herald procured his discharge likewise." 

Presumably it was after his incarceration in the Marshal- 
sea (during which he had had time to ponder on the vanity 
of vanities) that he was moved to indite his work on the 
corruptions of the Office of which Sir Sidney Lee has told 
us, but how he "escaped the consequences” is not clear. 
Seeing that he had been York Herald all the time and had 
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already been caught out in a nefarious transaction for which 
he had been imprisoned, it is more than strange that he 
should have embarked upon such a literary effort. 

But what is even more unintelligible is that two years 
later "he dedicated a large work of his to King James, 
and to the Lords Commissioners for executing the office of 
Earl Marshal of England.” 

The nature of this enterprise is not disclosed by the 
writer of the article in the Biographia Britannica— 
possibly it was a treatise on how to make the College of 
Heralds a profitable concern! But the same writer in 
commenting on Brooke's enormities says: "This plainly 
shews the restless and turbulent temper of the man and his 
impious malice, as Mr. Camden calls it, against his 
Superior.” Thus it may very well be that though 
apparently conniving at the grant of fictitious arms to the 
Shakespeares, father and son—Camden and Dethick may 
in reality have been grossly deceived by this man Brooke 
and his "fellows,” and were in fact quite innocent of any 
irregularity. 

However, in view of the "hangman” incident one 
cannot but feel that Camden was to be congratulated on 
escaping the consequences of so fraudulent a transaction 
on the part of the Heralds College. That the minor 
officials—at any rate—whose job it was to investigate the 
claims, were hopelessly corrupt and venal is obvious: the 
responsibility of those confirming grants on representa¬ 
tions made is not so manifest. While affording the 
opportunity for turning the blind eye to undeserved honours 
where thought desirable, there is always the plea that they 
relied on the investigations of subordinates. 

The moral of the whole thing is that when the arms of 
Arragon can be granted to the common-hangman, the 
grant of a "coat” to the Shakespeares implies nothing 
whatever—except, perhaps, a touch of "genius” for shady 
transactions. 



READERS may recall that in our issue of February, 
1932, we reproduced an enlargement of the initial 
capital B which appears at the commencement of 

The Tempest as first letter of the word "Bote-swaine." 
In the ornamental pattern around this letter Miss Annette 
Covington discovered what she took to be distinct outlines 
of the name Francis Bacon, and many students have come 
to a similar conclusion. Miss Covington now calls atten¬ 
tion to the Marshall portrait of Bacon which appears as 
frontispiece to the 1640 edition of The Advancement of 
Learning, and which we reproduce opposite. Her conten¬ 
tion is that the upper outline of his hand and arm, and 
the hanging medal, form Jf, while the arm of the chair 
and the jewelled portion of the coat hanging from his 
shoulder form which may be understood as a 
hint for F. T. or Francis Tudor. And in the diamond 
shaped panel beneath the book-shelf Miss Covington 
notes 5 pearls, 4 black stars and what she describes 
as F 1 formed by the lower oblique bar and the 
shading on the broad horizontal band. Her interpreta¬ 
tion is that 5 stands for the letter E and 4 for the letter D, 
thus hinting at Elizabeth and Dudley, whom many 
Baconians believe to have been the real parents of Francis 
Bacon. 

We leave these suggestions to the consideration of those 
who are collecting evidence pointing to the Tudor birth 
of Francis Bacon. 

Miss Covington points out that neither the arm nor the 
hand of Bacon rests on the chair or the book but remain 
suspended. This she interprets as a suggestion of the word 
"Shake," and " the spear point is the white form under 
the pen-point and finger." 

The medallion hanging from Bacon’s neck appears to 
represent a horseman brandishing a weapon, and though 
this looks a curved one, it might possibly be meant for a 
spear, and thus again a hint "Shake-speare.” But was 
it merely part of Bacon’s insignia of office? 
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