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Foreword

This atudy ia an attempt to set forth the contentions
in the Bacon~Shakespeare Controversy and to determine the
present status of the theory. The principal object has
been to state accurately the condition of the so-called
controversy in America today. 1In order that the reader may
secure a comprehensive view of the entire subject, howsver,
it seemed necessary to devite much space to the firat two
sections, which attempt to emplain the method and summarize

the history of this pasudo~literary discussion,



The Present Status- of thei-Bacgori~-Shakéspeédre Contriboversy.

During the past eighty years, the question of the
authorship of the works attributed to William 3hakespeare,
of Stratford-on-Avon, has been the basis of an interesting
1i§erary controfersy. Initiated in 1848, by a merely
questionable reference, this controversy has expanded to
such proportions that the books and articles extant upon
the subject, at the present time, would form a small library.

The Bacon-Shakespeare struggle is in some respects
gsimilar to the classic controversy, over the authorship of
the Iliad and the Odyssey. In the present disoute, however,

a few svecific facts are known. A ccllection of thirty-
seven plays, two long ooems and a hundred fifty-four sonnets,
the greatest literary works ever produced, are attributed

to an unknown and probably untutored actor. The problem
lies in the attempt to reconcile the facts in the life of
this actor, with the character of the author reflected from
the works.

The purpose of this paper is threefold: first, to give
a brief account of the history of the controversy; second,
to. summarize the arguments on both sides of the question;g
third, to indicate the oresent status of the controversy in
literary circles.

The idea that Shakespeare did not write the works at-
tributed to him, did not occur to the mind of man until about
the middle of the nineteenth century. For two and a quarter
centuries both Shakesoeare and Bacon had slept peacefully in

their graves before the slightest whisper of questionable
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guthorship was heard. Not even the ghost of a tradition oxr

the vaguest gosslp coneerning this subject survives from
Elizabethan times. That there had been, however, some

question concerning the authorship of Shakéspeara’a works,

even in the minds of orthodox Shakespearean scholars, is
evidenced by the atﬁihuda of Charles Knight in his biographiocal
study included in The Pictorial Shake§peare {London 1842).

Throughout the work he assumes a "defensive position in he-
1.
half of the Bard." A first attempt at a biography of

Shakespeare, in fact, was not seriously undertakeun before

Ve

1709, when Nicholas Rowe published a life of the poet, The
acaroify of facts made this work very inadequate as a
biography, but these facts have not heen materially increased
since that time, 3Scholars during the past century have made
systematio efforts to fill in the gaps in our knowledge of
Shakespeare's personal history, but their results have yleld-
ed little substantial increase in information., Their success
has been.chieflywin throwing new light upon society, customs,
and conditions in England during Queen Elizabeth's reigh. |
The first recorded doubts upon the subject are found in
a work by Mr. Joseph C. Hart, (United States Consul at Santa

Cruz. D. 1855), entitled Romance of Yachtinz, published in 1848,

1. Bjorkman, Bt "Zhakespeare?” Bookman Vol., 51:678

2. Boas=--Shakespeare and His Predecessors P. 82
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The following year there appeared the article, 'Who wrote

Shakespoare', in Q&meéra'.sggrgg;, August 7, 1862, The
movement proper, is usually cousidersd to begin with an
article comtributed by Hiss Bali@fﬁaacﬁ to ?atmgn*a'ﬁunggky
Hogazing, January L856. Xn‘laﬁvlﬁiaa Jacon “ublished The

_neulral preface ey‘ﬂ&thauiai Hewthorne. (London and Boston
1857) .

‘Ht%liam ﬁenry'ﬁ$tth,.aaﬁ Englishman, launched the theory
definit#ly in 1856 by suggesting the Bacon hypothssls in a
letter, addrassed to Lord Ellesmer, upon the subjeot,. "VYas
Lord 3agon the Author of the Jhakespeare Playd?' The bpube
stance of this letter was expanded and reprinted in book
form in 18567, under the titla, Bacon and Jhakespearo.

There appesared in 18465 the work, The Authorship of the
Plays attyrbuted to Shakespeare (N, ¥. 1866.), by Judge
Nathaniel Holmes, who was Drobably the most learned expoanent

of the theory in America in his day. During this oame year,
Dr. W. He Furness, the euninent americsn scholar, wrote to
Fathaniel Holmes in s letter dated October 29, "I am one

of the many who have never been able to bring the 1life of
William Shakespeare and the ylayé of Shakespears within
planestary opace of sach other. Are there any tws things

in the world more incongrucus? Had the plays come down to
us snonymously, had the labor of discoveriaz the author

bean impoaed upon after generations, I think that we could



4

LIBRARY
College of
Wiiliam and Mary

have found no one of that day but #. Jucon to whom to ansign
the crown. In this caae it would have been gesting aow
on his head by alwost cowaon canaﬁnt.*;'

A new fashion was introduced among the Haconians by the
publication of Mrs. Henry Poith’ edition of Bacon's Promus

of Formulances and Blegances. (London 1883.) The Promus,first

published in 1594, is a colleation of Tifteen hundred sixty
phrases, poetical wxpressions and proverbs from various
1angu§gaa, avidantly set down Ly Jacon for futupre reforence
in literary composition. Thepo extracts are found scattored
tnroughout th@ Bhﬁk@ﬁ&ears ?lays and Sacon's philosophical
works, especially after 1594, Hrs. Pott succeeded in pointe
ing out over twy thousand so-called pavallelisms betwsen the
acknaw§§ﬂ@¢d works of ﬂaagn and the Shakespenrs 2lays.

ﬁgné sontroversy, from this time fowward, gaived rapidly
témgapuiarxty in America. Ignatius m@naelly,fan energetio
popularist leader of the middle wa&f,now b&&ama the champion
of the Bacon cause. The ‘wildest manifentation' of this new
interest is nis work, in twoe ponderous volunes, 9n%1t1ad,

The Great Cryptogram : Francis Haaon's ¢
called Shakespears Plays. {Chicago 1888.) In this work, for

the first time, the astounding claim is advgnced that lstters,
on the first pages of the 1623 Folic edition, picked out in

1, Bagon is Shakespesre 2. 180
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aénardan&e with certain (flemidle) rules, would reveal a
message from Francis Sacon %o posterity. Thias work, though
?taezt soon rejecisd by the supporters of Baenn; beoame the
%ﬁog§?§tnn‘df a noast prolific uffabriug:

~ Dr. Orvilie W. Owsns advanced a second and mope imagine

ative oipher thedry in 3ir Franocis Bacon's Cipher Story

Discovered and Deciphered (Detroit 1803«95.) Owsns' cipher

is a word system which by mysterious and elastic rules culled

out phranses frowm twenty or thirty plays and joined them

together in a straoge wosalc, He most obligingly disoredite

ed his theory, for us, by failing to find Bacon's documents

at the bottom of the Wye, where his cipher declaved that

they were hiddens and whevre he had excavated at great expanse.l'
Mro. Elizabeth Wells &axlup*a-hmuk,‘giazitergl Cipher of

Pranois Sacon, (1900, Detroit and London.), cdontinued the

fashion introduced by Donuslly. *The advosates of this
sipher contend that two fionts of type werc used by the
printers of the firat Folio, that one front, ne matiter what
letter of the alshabet, represeats o dot and the other flont,
a dash in a type of morse code. The dots ani dashes correse
ponding to the kinde of type are divided into groups of five,
each group standing for some lotiaer of the alphabet, accord-
ing to the arrangeman&ﬁht dots and dashes, thus the hidaen

2.

measpage can be read off like a telegrame®
L. "Bacon Agalnst Shakespeare® F. B. Plerce Yale Review
81170~084 18

2« Plerce, F. B.: "Bacon Against Shakespeare®™ Ysle Review
8:170==84
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¥o one outside of the lnitiated, unlortunstely, can dige
tingulsh a dot from a dash fXont letter.

Bvidenoe based largely upon this Bi-lLiteral cipher was
responsivle for & moat notorious court decision in 1916,

Judge Richard 3. Tuthill of the Chicage Cirsuit Court, made
a deoision, ruling that from the evidnece, the facta and the
circumstances contaiued in the vast bibliography of the
controversy and the proofs submitied, the cours ia c&nviacad
that Shakespeare of 3tratfordeon~Avon was unsble to urtte,
and that Francis BSacon wrote tho plays of Qbakaapmare.lﬁ
Lord Penzonge, a famoud lawyer of the sarly twentieth ocentury,
whose support of the Zacon thaory may da found in nis
Judicial Summinge-up {pudlished 1902) expressly states that
“the attempts to establish s cipher have totally failed:
there was not indecd a semblance of a'azph&r;“*

In 1909 another cipher attenpt appeared in Some Acrostic
Signntures of Francip Dacon {Boston 1908), by @. T. Hooth.
This aco=~called atring oipher atiempted to read Francis Saconfs
name on the initial words of the pagén of the first Follo.
This cipher, if uaed with equally flexible rules, is sald to

work Jst as well on any freshman gomposition book.
A saner and more reasonadle approach to the problem is

given by Mr. 0, Greenwood In The-FhakedpeaRre-RPoblanr-Hi
Stateq (1808). In 190%, never-the-less, another oryptogram

1. *The BSaconian Jhakespsaripns” editorisl
Jour. of Bducation, Vols B3:511l~=12 Hayy'1l6

2. Encyoclopedia Britannica
11th sedition, Vol. 24 7?3 786
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theory was advanced. 8ir Edwin Durning-Lawrence in Hacon
Ais Shekespesre attempted s new approach, sclecting the long
word Horonificabilitudinitatibus, found in Love's Labour
Lozt Ast V, Scens I, line 151, as & Mey word. He prooecds
to disocover s mathematical reeson for the author's placement
of the WOrR word in 1ts emmot location. The word ocems to
be thrown, unnecoessarily, f$oto the play, adding nothing
whatever to the scene. He demonstraton that these lstters
transposed according to certain rules will produsce the
following perfect {%?) Latin hoxamaterww

14 Ludi ¥, Saconis Nnti Tuiti Orbiw~e*These 'plays' (drauad
asopposed to oirous productions) P. Hacon's offsgring; pree
served for the world.” )

#ith this *key word! and a mathematical formula he
proceads to Juggle‘enrieuaiy with the limes aa‘tha page of
the 1623 Folio containing this word. He finds that he may
be able to work out & long mﬂnaage¢anae further goes to the
trouble to confirm his theory by gounting the lettera in
Beg Jonaon'a vorses “To the Reader® duscribing the Droeshout
portrait in the first Folio. Finding them to ve 287,(taking
sach "w* as two "v's’) he concludes by adding 287 to 1623,
{the date of the first folio) that 3acon intended to reveal

himaelf as the author in the year 1910,

1. Bucon is Shaksspeare P 894107
2. Encyclopedia Sritannics Yol. 24w, 7886
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Buch ingenucus manipulation and psinstaking labor .
are characterietioc of the Baconian methodns of attack., Some
aiphers have been produced which zive a9 many as ninetesn
different ways of reading one pa=»sagce. The very aumber of
the cipher messages daveloped disproves their validily.
Lawrence 's work is of some value, never-theelesa, in desmone
atrating the lwmpossidility of proving the suthenticity of
any Bhakeapeare porirait or any scrap of haddwriting.

James Phinney Baxter pubdblished in 1915, Yhs Greatest of
Literary Provlems. This work is a most careful summary of
the history,discoveries,and inventions of the Sscon supporters
up %o that d&té* ginos a few booka of importance have baen
published. One of the more recent works on the subjeot is
%. 5. Sooth's book, Subtle Shint
ﬂﬁrg@nta of Books,., {1928) This work adds substantially

jeorecies Writ in the

nothing $o the coatroveray. Of all of the works written upon
the subject singe 1918, only ten were in print January 1, 19381'
A Bacon Soclety was founded in London in 1885, to develop
and promulgate the Bsocon theory of authorship. This society
publishes a magazine called (oince Hay 1893) Baconiang. 4
quarterly periodical by the same name was eastablished in
Chicago in 1892, The Jacon 3ociety and its publicationas
exist today,but thekr cause seems $o be ou the decline. 3Since
19158 the Baconians have hoen fighting a loasing battle. The

attitude of those interested iu the gquestion of authorship

1. UMMQ asgsﬂﬁ g;gt‘g_logua.
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of the plays today, secme to be a position of doudbt toward
both Shhkespeare and Sacon. Thin tendency will be discussed
ot greater lengtih under the $third division of Yhis paper..

& rapid survey at this point of $he arguments advanoced
by the 3aconians and the answers to thuse by Shakespearean
3oholarn 15 neckssary in order that one may understand the
diapute in the light of present knowloedge. The acarcity of
actunl facta concerning the Stratierd antor and the uegative
attitode whion he took loward the works attributed to him
provably first suggested the idea that &he author of the
plays wished to shroud his identity in wystery. Thal the
author of the plays possessced an almost unlimted knowledge
of human pature, law, classics, history and sdedunee, 1o
evident to careful students of these works. ~;ﬁ is also a
matter of common knowledge that it {2 by no weans certain
that Shakespeare of Siratford atiended ovan a grawmar seshool,
Scholars agroeg, morgover, that Wiiliam Bhakeaspeare’s father
and ésther ware most illiterate,and that Shakespeare's owm
daughter could not write her name.

Bo scrap of the post's handwriting, which can b8 proved
to ve autheuntic, survives., Hoasl caraful avidence,for this
fact is presented by Baxter, in E&g,ﬁraaaamt-ggw&&gggggi

, 1 A
Probloms. If this evidence be accepltad thare ie grave doubt

that the Stratford Shakeapearse could avan write, To assume

that the author of these masterpicoes was handioapped by

1. Pages 2692w2986.
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suoh a trivial physicel hinderance as the inability to writs,
ig abaurd; to attempt to prove that the aignatures on the Will
could be the handwriting of the author of the plays is
preposteroun,

Nothing Safinita is xnown of the years sugceeding ShaXesw
pears's schooldays (?). There was a love affatr, an apprentice-
ship, a marriage and a sudden departure. {or did he leave

Stratford?). Ho one knows when he weunt to London.

Assuming that he d4id reach Iondon, vassed through o stage
apprenticeship and Legen writiag playn, why did he take a
pursly passive attitude in respect to tha pubdlication of
works under his nawe? The seme negative silence is most
rigidly okaerved when either hia own or the plays of annther
ware published in -his name, There is, also, tho greatest
uncertainty concerning the extent of his sojourn in London.
During the most active period of comvonition and publieation,
{1600-1608), the Stratford rocords show that Shakesnears
carried on & large number of dusineas transactions thera..
Theres scemn to be a strong probadvility that he was living in
3iratford at this time,

Of Shakospoare's doings in London, nothing is known.
There 1is, ev@n, a atrange mystery overhangling the surroundings

of his glﬁée of reaidence. Bxoept for Sraened attack and
and Chattle's apology, 3hakeapears is ignorsd fow years by

his contemporaries. Only after 1598, ohien the first play

appeared with ¥, Shakenpeare's name attached, does the pudlic



CUOLLEGE OF WILLIAM & MARY

i1,

hear his name. During this year he ip mentionsd as a
arawasgﬁh by Frandfa Moras, but as an agtor or o peraonality,
he is unknown, Oxthodox Shakespeanraan 3cholars te}&cﬁ the
only anecdote told abont him. This in itaclf is sufficient
to confirm the belief that as a peraon he was unknown. The
only correapondenge oxtant whioch refers to him deals wholly
with money matters, Bdmund Spenacr ignoras him entirely.
Although tha compmny to which he is beliaved to have Jeen
attached made continued Sours in the provinees. the namo
Shakeapsare is not meuntioned in the records. There is no
contemnorary referagee to his appearance in a "Shskespoara®
plays Rumor aaai@ﬁa to him only minor parts as an aqtor,
such a» the Ghoat in Homlet and Adem in As You Tike ¢, His
nagme, while associated in the gagaaigy‘af an aetor with
tad of Jan Jonson's plays, is nol mﬁﬁtiaued in the records
which contain the names of the other actors. He is supposed
to have been sttached to the Lord Chamderiain's Company, dut
his nmme a?ca not appear in {a) the records of the procced
ings respscting the ¥ssex Rabellion and the Company; (b} the
Company's attendance upnn the Spanish Ambasosedor in 16043
{c) references to the buming of the Globe Theatrs, and the
Company's participation in the inetallation of the Prince of
walaaali

Nothing deflinite ia known conderning the date of the

Conposition of any of the plays, if o fow internal references

1. Loougy-~'Shakespenre’ Idantified. Pages 68«69
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o contemporary events be disregarded. It is true that
Prencis Meres, io 1398, mentimned ten plays which he gte-
tributed tu ¥. Shakospeares, but Hercs in the same passagc,
ppeexs of Ben Jonmaon as "one of our bast lo tragedy”, while
wa are unuware of any tragedies coupleied by Jonson up o
this tima»x*

The thaory that franais Becon wrote the plays of
Shak&apaars wmay have been auggeatad I irst by a sistument
found in a letter weitten to Francis 3acvon (as Viscount
3%. Albans) from Sir Tobie HMatthews, January 1621, *The moat
prodigiova wit that ever I knew of my nationm and of this
side of the seu is of your Lordship's vame, though he be
known by another.¥ The a&ateﬁue is suggestive, but 1t
evidently hos referencs to sowe other Unglishman whose name
w3  Bacon,~-=eprobably to Fathor Thowas lJouthwall, a Jesuilte
priest, whoss resl surname was Baeangz*

Both ﬂurning~ﬁawr¢na@.;nd 3&xtar4ﬁav& demonstrated
falrly conclusivaly that suthentic 3xhakespeare portraits
are mythe and that the present monument Just over Jhakese
peara*s tomb i entirely different frow that formariy placed
over the grava. The Droeshoat porirait, tha only pisture
of Shakeapeare ascgpted by critieos, was inoluded in the
Folio edition of 1623+ Droushoubt, the pailnter, wus a well

1., 3jorkman, Z:y Shakespeare? 3 Zookwman, Vol., 51:677.82
2. Q. T, Birch, Letters,a% Bacon. (1763) 2. 392

Keilson and Thoradyke, facts mbout Shakespeare. (1913) P.156%

3o %gaan ia Shnkespoare : Pages 136
- hg Ureatest of Iitsrary Problems P. 224=64
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knowa engraver of the poriod succoeding Shakespeare's death,
but In 1616, he was only a doy of sixteen. Iy a @raful
method of comparison on mathemationl principles 1t has been
showm that this soe-called nortrait ¥s not an actual piciure,
but a maak; the face being a gopy of Francis Jmoconts portrait
by Panse. The body is componed of a 1eft shoulder and arm
front visw, oith a 1aft shoulder and arm rear view aerving in
the place of a right shouldar and arm. A careful study of
the ploture will reveanl these faotls to anyone.

Francis 3acon, in his oven day, was acknowledged to be
8 poet,-=indead, the greatest of posts-~in a work publioched
anonymously in the 1590B. Thia work entitled The Great
Asniosas Holden in Parnassus by Apollo snd his Assenpsours

is ascribed, at the present time, to Seorge Withera. 3acon,
28 Lord Verulan, in this work is plaved first and desigasted
*Chancellsr of Parnassus,® the poet of poots.

Snakeapeare’s Séﬁats,hava for ycars heen a puszzle to
Both Bhakespearsan ;ﬁd Sazonian achelars, Hystory is most
certainly ovident hers, Are thess asomnets to be taken as
avtoblographiosl,; or were they writiezen with some purpose in
view? @rthodox scholars usually consider ik zonnats as
avtobiographical, but fail to explain thelir significance.
Those afflictad with the 3acon mania, however, feel that in
the Bonnets Shakeapeare oshose to reveal his identity. Xotice
eapecially sonnets 78 to 83. 'The Shakespeare supporters
_ say that the poet had some rival bard in mind whon he psne

aed thess lines. The Baconiane inaist, in thueir turn, that
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{he author took ocoasion in these five somnets to reveal
that he was writing under a psewdonym. They say: 'Would
one poat write against a rival in this manner'«e

"Your nawne from hence lmmorial life shell have

Though I (once gone} to ALl the world nmust dye®
or

*The Earth can yield me btut a common grave

¥hile yuu inloumbved in men's eyed shall lye®
and thon declars agalnst his rivales

*¥Your monument shall de my gentle verse.®

Presuming that from thia indication of mystary they have
evidencs fop sceking the author of the plays and sonneots
iu some, hidden or ohaszure placzo the Saconians set albout to
aatqﬁii;h,aiyhera. gryplograms and the like. "Truth,” they
say "was aever distasteful 4o despotism, hanoe men of that
day who roalized tho nental barranness wghizh preavailed in
the world gnd desired to ceurich it, were nbliged to weid
thaeir eyes from those in powers. This is the reason why
Rosiarucianisn tihrimhad“lf Bacon it would seonm, from thelr
point of view, was very much awara nf the existing state of
‘mental barraannesst for he ‘veils his eyas' behind aymbols,
elphers, watermarks, oryplograms, anograms, ato. Xt i, ine
deed, strange that i ths atatesents made above referring to
‘truth and despotism' were true, that 3acon gould success-

fully produce under his own name , his groeat philospphical

1. BaxtereThe Greatest of Litorary Problems. P46
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works. This is, in drief, a surmary of the 1&31@4@? the
3aconians.

A oritical survey of the contentions above advanced Dy
the supporters of the Jason theory, revesls that they ooy be
grouped roughly inte five arguments or lines of attack,
First, there is nod exterual evidence or gontemporary res
farenee connesting 3nakezmare of Htratford with the picture
of the author as resd frou the plays. There is ue reliable
gontenjorary nention of 3hakeapeare, the potor, and Shokese
peare, the author as the same wan, therefore, 1t i logical
téﬁéﬁnalu&e that Jhakespesre is o non de plume.

The following are fucls which fuvoer Dhakespeare as ths
author. Ben Jonson, the nost learned of the Nlizsbethan
playwrights, waz en intimate friend of both authors. He
commenta upon Both in o »rief notebook, published shortly

after his death under the €itle, ZLimbeyp or Discoveries ade

Upon Men gné,ﬁ&ttar.‘zhakaapaar@ iz moutioncd once, Jacon
four times. Jouscn, aleve, wrbte twe svets to Shaxeupeare and
one to Jacon. In his prone referances 0 Shakespeara, Jonwon
iz most oritical, espeecinlly in those mailers in which he
himzelf ezcelled. In the seven passages referring to Jscon,
on thne cther hand, there in not s touch of ogritiolsm. Jonson

peys of Sh&keaneﬁﬁa’ Y lovaed the wan and do honor hia

memory on this aide of {dolatry, as much as any." He admired
- 1. :

Shakespeare partially, facon wholly unqualifiedly., Sen Jonson

Iee }bhngu, A. HeeFalataff and O%her Shakespearean Topica.
£ B
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in apesking of the author of the nlays iu poous "To the
Reader® prefixed to the firat Folio caition of 1623, raefers
to him'ag the “sweat swan of svon.” This nmay be conaidered
a8 o reliable contemnorary refaronce.

The theorists, in the sscond place, attempt fo eatablish
soecalled parallelisma in thought and phraseolgoy between the
work of Iazcon and the plays of Chakeavsars. The nethod of
establiching theae parallelisme {8 notoriourly naive, ine
decd, 8 rviolation of pll of the rules of skholsrship. Choobe
ing ocarefully those phrases and thoughts which fit their
purnone, they judicliously discerd the remaining material
Just ms a small boy dosn when explaining the reasons why
he wap worstsd in a Tight. %Yhere parallelisms do occur they
refer to either commonpince thoughts or to phrases and
proverbs familisr to all odasses at that geriodf

The Zaconians contend, io the third place, that no man
of Shakespenrvets lin{ted opportunities no matter how prodie
glous & gentus, could have written works se replete with
profound knawm@dge; espeoially of law. %o aotor whone life
was as busy as Shalkespeare's 4s nictured to have heen, could
have had the oppeortunity to déquire such an enormeus vocabulawy

or such z depth of classical learning. In order %o estagblish
such an arguP@gt the Baconians wust prove thrae things: (1)

Legel and olassic references are often used with profenaional
accuracy; (2) should aueh usage be found, that it proves a
profound knowledge of law and of the olassices (3} that
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Shakespeare had tno opportunity to acquire such knowledge.
Oenius alone oan account for the enormous vocabulary. The
Baconians have thus far, been unable to provs aany one of
these thrue arguannta.

They {fail $0 roalize, moraover, that the works of either
Bacen or Shakosprare alsng ars more than any dut a most
supariow gonius aould producs. Qonbing the works of the two
mon, then considar how absurd it is %o ascrive the sulk of
the hest Tlizabethan literature and thought to one man. Tha
Basonians gsan nat uaderstand how a youth with the limited
advantagen uf.ﬁhakaapaa:e, of Otratford, could producse such
mastorpioces of 1ifterature as Hamla$ or Lsar, yet they readily
gcoent the 1dau that a ningle brain nroduced tha aombdlined
woirxs of Ghakaspoars and 2sgon. Truly, "they strain atl a
gnat and swallow a oamol.*

The Racsoalasa have offshn objocted that Shakespoare wan
1lliterate. JAudbrey, 2 well kunowmn antiquurian of ths later
. seventeenth gentury, says this of Shakospoarss "Though as
‘Ban Jonson says,of him, that hs know 1ittle Latin and leaa
Greek, ho understood Tatin pratty well, for he hai %een in
his younger years a sidhoold mualer in the aonﬂtréll. In the
margin Aubrey indicates that hig {nformation came "from
Hr. $§£E§§1~ The Williom Beeston whom Aubray knew was the

son of christopher Bsoaton, who was 8 nenber of Shakospearve's

T rolmanwﬁa;étgtf and Othor Shakespearsan Toplca. P, 83
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gompany and knew him well. Profassor adawms in his Qgggmgg
Shakescears accepts this statenent of Aubtrey as re&:ahle.

As a fourth contention the Baconians profesa to prove
that Bacon was rocognized an a great poet in his own damy,
and that the sonnets suygest that Shakespseare is a pseuds.
onym. Such a problém as this "interesta the minds of penee f/
literary peopls who are disturhed by profound shadows in
their owa minds.? 'Brg ten Brink is credited with saying
that any sane, normal wan who would read one page of Bacon'sa
philosophfical works, then, turn to one of the 3hakeapeare's
Comedies, could mee that it would be impossible for the
author of one to produce the other if his 1life depended
upon the task, The styles of the two writars are utterly
different, Consider for a moment, could the man who drew
such beautiful characters as Jortia, Julist and DesdeuonVa,
be at the same time & man who viewsd women indifferenty,
marriage oynieally and love coldly? @hen a Poa produces a
'Paradise Lost!,or Huckleberry Pinn 1is mscribed to a Bunyed,

then ,and then only, can iﬁtelligeﬁt 1iterary students beligve
that Bacon wrota Shaksspeare's plays.

The fifth argument advanced by the advocates of Lord
Bacon iz basaed uprn thelr soe-called ciphers and cryptograms,
Although authoritative bibliographers asseamt that no true

eliphers exiat, it 15 not necessary to take their word. The

1, P, 83

2.
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very numbder of the cipher stories proves that they are not
valid. A® already mentioned above, some oiphers have been
manipulated to read the 3ame passzge as many as nineteen
differant ways. ZBven if a cipher could o domonstrated, it
would not bo sufficient to break down the evidenos for
Shakeepsareta authorahip found in plain English in the first
Folio edition.

There are two other ohjactions %o cipher methods. Thaey
often sssert that ths impoasible is the truth, for aexample,
& certain oipher haes revealed (o ite exponents attest) thie
message a numder of times,««e- B Bacon wrote Harlowe, Greene,
Kyd, 3hakeapeare, hllﬁbxaya. Spensar and 3urton. Thie would
be, indeed, hagd to believe posaible, even for our great
author francis 3acon. In the sscond place, these thrilling
‘cipher maa#agaa invariadly work out in the most atrocious
graumar, grammar which would disgrace the most illiterate
achool boy, yet o few 3Jacon followorks assert that Shakese
psars wae too uncoultured to have bveen the author of Qthello
or Hagbeth because éf the ‘'horrid doggerel’ wwe

*Good friend for Josus sake forbdearse

To dig the duast enclosed here

Bleat be the man who sparee these stones

And osurst be he who moves my bones.”
placed upon his tombatone. hy should such & master of
Jiphers, as BSacon must have been, trausmit his measage to

posterity in such miserabls Eagiioh?
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Upon thess arguments the Bacon advocates rest thelir case
&t the present tims. The Tenasntury aniversary of Shakea-
peare’s death, 1816, was o year of activity and confliot for
the Baconians. During that year they won theiy cass in the
Chicago courta, as mentioned sbove. For g womaent 1¢ sdsmed
that. they might have an opportunity for a fighting existence,
but this faint gleam of hope has bean steadily gpowing dime
mer a8 the yaérm have passsd. Only ten of the buoks writien
upon the controversy betweaen the yeares 191641628 wore in
print Januvary 1, 1828. The few which have besn written have
not received a favorsble hearing. The criticism directed
againot Mr. ¥ S. Dooth's new work, Sublle Shinilng Jecrecies

Frit _in tna~3§£gsn&a.g£ Books ., (1025) By M¥r. ®. L. Pearson,

in hia review of it, is representative of the attitude of

1iterary men toward the controversy today. The following
sketeh is a resume of the article,

The object of UAxr, Bosth's naw book is to prove that "
"Shakespsare® ia a pen name used by the real author of the
plgya, Prancis Bagon. “There seems to be something apiders
like and appaﬁﬁng in the patisnoe with which studont$s bitten
with the Baconian wmania 58t themselves to their task.® Their
induatry ia, indesd, a silent tribute Lo their master, the
solomn judge, whom they contend was not only a great
philosopher and the son of an English queen, but also a very

great humorist, the worlds greatent dramatist and its most

1. Olitlooks=-Vol. 1401 301~211 Ja. 24-25
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practical literary triokster. Ha mo sleverly covered his
tbatatep&, in faot, that it waos fully two hundred yeara
before any one was wise snough to penetrate his ruse.

Booth bases his agguments for the secerecy ouserved by
Bacon in writing the 'plays' on the conteation that they
were written as a wers pastime, a diversion which ao great
a man as ha,taauld not afford to aaknnwlégga without dise
grace, or at lenst, embarrassment. Once aaéegﬁ this and
you will believe anything. Hacon, to atimulate his enjoye
ment and to leave aométhing for posterity to wcrk‘épnn, worke#l
into the plays a ayatem‘ar'crnaéward 93551&&, signn, symbols
and the like by which futurs readers who took the trouble
might discover his favorite “indoor sport.®

*If lir. Booth sces the word ‘Pigmios‘', his cagle gace
lights uon the first ayfﬁ&la, *;xg*, and he assures you
immediately that you g&nnut go far wrong if you smellewBacon®
Indeed, the mmthod éégaara aimple, take rod ink, glancef%he
manuaariﬁt of 'a Shakeopears play and every time you can
find a B, an g, a g,'mn g and an 1, mark these., For example,
Mr. Booth takes the title page of "Wing Richard IXI as it
hath been publikely acted by, etc., and discovers that

cond, of mecond, & of as and She b of by,are tho first letters

e

to begin the lines on that page. Very well, taking the b

of by, the a of as, and the gon of cond {omitting the 4 be-

cause it is not necessary) sud you have “Bacon” Q. BE. D.*
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Mr. Pearson continues his satire in this manner. Kr.
Booth, strange to say, 9vex,1aaka% some startling clues. He
failedﬂﬁo'not@ée that Shhkespeare wrote many plays about a
King namél Henry. "What is the first ayggble of Henry?ee
hen} and what do hens do? gay aggas~=-then what is the natural
accompaniment of egge---bute-=Bacon?" Not a few of the
writers suffering from the ‘Baconian disease! deserve like
oriticism.

a)naw tendency appeared in the controversy about 1918,
Not satisfied with the results gained from pursuing the
Bacon fantaay, a few bhold Spirits began to explore for other
possible candidates for the authorship of the Bhakespeare
plays. Some attrivute the plays to a ¢lub of distinguished
men, others to Sir Anthony Shirley or to the Earl of Ruth-
land. 5till others are content to assign the plays to an
unknown author, preferring to view the authorship as an
impossible mystery. In this conneotion, Mr. Jj T. Looney's
‘book, "Jhakespeare” Identified (N. Y. 1920) deserves mention,

Hr. Looney attempts to identify Edward De Vere, Seventeenth
BEarl of Oxford, the brilliant and eceentric courtier of
Elizabeth's c¢ourt, with the author of the plays. Though the
work contains much material similar in gubatance to the work
of t%a Baconians, Mr. Looney has discovered a strange group
of coincidents which explain curiously several literary
puzzles, surviving from Elizabethan times. Thesepuzzles secm
to form a unified and intellegible whole if De Vere 1s taken

as the author of the plays. Looney, however, had proved
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nothings he has advancaed an intersating theory.

The most recent. issus of the-gggggy&n’ﬂacogtgnai‘
{publishad by the Bacon Zociety of America) contains some
interesting material which eheds light upon the method of
attack directed against Shakespeare in the past year or two.
Dr. Appleton MHorgants ariiole, "The ‘'3hakespenrsan Jyth!

50 Years AfSer” io s apecddl featurs in this tssuoa. )

Dr. Horgan's work, 3hakesvearean Myth, which appeardd in
1877, was the fira% general discusafon of the Saconian
Theory,--=Judge Sathaniel Holmes work, jauthorship of
Shakespaare (18466) its only predoccasve, having been only
a prescatation of the 3aconian argumente from the 3acon
point. of view,

In this article published fifty years afteyr his first
work, Dr. Horgan retaius his hopeful attitude, expressing
it tn this manner: "The time will come when those who accept
the biographies of 3hakespsars will percédve that these
5tographlas do not depict sny literary character, or any
character familiar with librarios or the use of theuw, or with
any book or a pen iy lig hand, or in consulltation with any
litesary suthority, and that the faots collected by auch
writings as I propose effectively dinpose of the orthodox
Shaksspearsan thoory. XL this course is puragg@, it will
eventually convines the world that whéther Baaén or anybdody
elag wrote the plays, WILLIAM SHAKE3IEARE OF STRATSORD DID NOT,

1. Vols, IX No. 2:¢ 1927:3 Pagoes, 120453
2, . 297-302
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and that was what I started out %to prove in mpyShakespearesn
Hyth of 50 years agafi'

In this sams articls Dr. dorgan makes much of the ate
titude taken by orthodox Shakespeare osoholars concerning the
recont diacoveries made by ’rofessoy ﬁﬁ'W. #allace. The
facts revealed by ?rutaa&ar Wallace concerning Shakoapeare's
residence {n London during the years 16011611 fail to
harmonize well with the aovepted orthodox views, conssquently
these facts, which are just as suthentio as any of the faots
accepted by tha'ahakaayéarﬁ supporters, are not troated at
great length by most biogruphers. He asasesrts, in fact,
that ‘thie evidence is uasually relegated to s footwnote.

Dre J. Qs Adams, in his Lifs of Shakespears accepts the

aituation and offers a plausidle exyiaﬁ@tinnﬁ
Dr. W. H. Prescott, one of the Vise~presidents of the
Bacon 3ociety of Awmerica, at the present time, in a personsl
lettar dated March 286, 1929, to the gresenut writer, wode this
statement concerning tﬁa Jnakespeare-Sacon Jontroveray. "1
should say there was at the prosent time a dearth of articles
and books on tho subjeots of coursa there are socisties which
ars all tne time unearthing sumething of interest, dut no
118t of such writings are kuown to usr we have been werking
én the subjaat fur'aver~th!r£y yearay but have not published
anything of late: then, the Bubjsct wit¢h us is not whether
1. g%erican Aaconianas Vol. 1L No. 3, Feb. 1928+ 153
2lotated statement made by Drs Appleton Horgan at New
Yok, N. Y., Dec. 23, 1927, to Geos K. Battay, Jr.,
Secretary of the HZagun Hoclety of America,
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Baoon w23 the author of the 3hakespenre Plays, but we are
trying te find out w#hat he did write.® This fingl pentence
indicates that the Zaconians, thoemaselwven, sre shifting their
point of attack.

The most recent avallable article upon the subject in
"Fho Wrote 3hakespears’s Mlays?* by O« J. Toﬂd.lﬁ In this
artiole Mr. Todd us@s the Jaconian uethods to prove that
Shekeapeare wrote his own playa. He selects the long word,
often chosen Ly the Haconians as a kay word,

honorificabilitudinitatibuas, Love's Iabours Lost, Act V,
i, 151., and submita the following, in brief,

Baconians have offersd the following versions of the
word in perfsct(?) Latin hexamcter.
{15 Hi ludi P, Daconis noti tuiti ordbi. "These ‘playst*
F. Bacon's offspring, praserved for the world.® The faulta

of this rendering are, the third declension name fAuco, which
Mr. Oreenwood (L. 7.) certifies as non Saconiang the mediaeval
ludd {for fadbulas), the highly metaphorical npti; the rare
passive tuiti and the autrocious rhytum bf the hexameter.

(2) "Hutg Libro 11 dant finis. A% tilubs.” They are putting
ends (I regret to say that the plural is fnevitable) to this
book. Ha! I stagger."” This statemsnt is supposed to prove
that a censorship was established in 1597 ( or was it 1891 or
94), and that the bvoard of censors was seriously hamvering

the author, if not chacking his ouf put entirely.

1. Hod. Language Noteas. Vol. ALITIY, Fen. '28«~106
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(3) "Hi sunt Iacabi £11i; tu idid R notn.* These {(ubri,

presumable or shall we say ludi?) belong to James' sonj

you just observe the R (abbrev. for Hex) there." Here is
argument for royal authorship, bul whoZeprobably the 1itere
ary James IV who covercd his authorship eveprywhore. It ia
known that he pudlished anonymously The Trus Law of Free
Monarchies in 1598,

Aftey inspeoting these versiona, Hr. Todd worked out a
varsion which demonatrates that Shakespeare inserted this
long §§rd to prove that he was the suthor of the plays.
This 15 his rondering:

Hastilia uibrag find idunt doocti. "1 Shake Spearses;
scholara will get to the root of the mattsr.® "There you

have it capped by a pun in Shakespeare's own paaner,”
Manipulation plus a great aptitude for patience may prove
anything.

In the light of prossnt day developmenta it secms logical
to conclude that as a litarary struggle the contraversy has
bean futile from the start. The combined opposition of the
iiterary world has not oecn Sue to the results pf the cone
cluaions reached, dvut to the fg&sa mathods and the low atande
ards of scholarship which the Bscon%ans have adopted. As
Richard G. ¥White has aptly pointed out, "the trulh of the
controversy affacets in no munney the valuc of the plays,
nor changes in any way their signilicange to the paople of

p

the agaes.”

l. 3tudfies in 3Shakeapeare. P. 152
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The following statements from eminent American scholars
made to the present writer demonstrate conclusively the status

of this pseudo~literary discussion.

"There is no basis for serious discuagionﬁ
Ge. L. Kittredge

"Baconianism is dead. Don't try to revive it artificially."
Paul Kaufman

"I, regard the Bacon contentions as nonsense.®
' ' A. H. Thornitike

"1 should be unwilling to dignify by the name of
. controversy the preposterous notion that Bacon was
" the author of Shakespeare's plays.®
Robert K. Root

"No Elizabethan scholar even half familiar with the
-well documented history of our early drama has ever held,
‘or could possibly hold, that Francis Bacon wrote the
plays of Shakespeare. The evidence, indeed, is so0
abundant and so conclusive that one finds no peg to hang
the smallesat doubt upon. Those persons unable or un-
willing to master a detailed knowledge of Ellzabethan
theatrical history, need only compare the woluminous
writings of Shakespeare and of Bacon; for the two
intellects tlere revealed stand as far apart as.the poles.
In my opinion the so~-called 'Bacon Theory' is a result
of ignorance, or of mental aberration.®

Joseph Quincy Adams
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The statement wade by Sidney lee in his Life of
Shakespearg , (1909) refercing to the signifiocance of the
Shakespeare«Yacon cantrnvéray remains as true today as 1%
wae when he penned it. ®The abundance of oontemporary evie
dense atteating Shakespaara’s responslbility for the works
published under his name gives the Bacondan thesory no rational
right to a hearing; while such authentic examples of SBacont's
afforts to write verse gs survive, prove dayond.all pos
s8ibiiity of comtradiction that groat as he was, as a prose
writer and a philosopher, he was incapable of penning any
of the poetry messigned to Shpkespeara. Defootive knowledge
and 1llogical or casuistical argument alone. render any other

1
conolusion pnssible,

1. Sildney Lesw=Life o 2. 389
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