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Introduction 
Slide 1 

The crucial mystery at the heart of  the Shakespeare problem, it seems to me, is the exact nature of  the 

relationship between Shakespeare, Marlowe and Francis Bacon.  

Why is it that the works of  Shakespeare quote the works of  Marlowe so extensively, to the extent that many 

scholars suggest that Marlowe actually wrote parts of  Shakespeares early works? why is it that Marlowe is the 

only contemporary writer referred to in the Shakespeare works? how did it come about that Shakespeare 

perfected what Marlowe began, namely the five-act, iambic pentameter format which was to prove so 

spectacularly successful on the english stage? 

The problem is especially acute for Baconians. Consider: if  Bacon wrote the works of  Shakespeare, and if  

the works of  "Marlowe" were written by the man Christopher Marlowe (or Marley), as everybody accepts: 

then Bacon must have known and worked with and highly respected this "Marlowe". So where is the 

evidence of  a literary relationship between them? There is a problem here, because of  course there is no 

evidence of  a relationship between "Marlowe" and Bacon.... 

Are we to imagine that Bacon/shakespeare took over the ideas and forms and theatrical skills that Marlowe 

had devised and developped, as he is said by many critics to have done? How would this square with the idea 

of  Bacon as a universal and unique genius? 

To investigate these problems, in this talk I would like to take a close look at the circumstances surrounding 

the first appearances of  these names, Marlowe and Shakespeare, in connection with writing for the theatre. 

As we shall see, there are many curiousities about these events.  

The very first appearance of  the name William Shakespeare in connection with writing, in any format 

whatsoever, is the publication of  Venus and Adonis in June 1593. This was mere weeks after the death of  

Marlowe, on May 30 1593.  

And here is a very strange fact: not only was this the first appearance of  the name of  William Shakespeare in 

connection with writing, but it was the first time either of  the names of  Shakespeare or Christopher 

Marlowe had appeared in print in connection with writing either for the theatre, or poetry, in any format 

whatsoever. 

That is to say: during his lifetime, the name Chrisopher Marlowe never appeared in any format or context 

whatsover in connection with writing for the theatre, or poetry, and niether, while he was alive, did the name 

of  William Shakespeare appear either.  



Of  course, many records from those years have been lost, but many have not. We have in addition to the 

plays themseves. letters, diaries, notebooks, travelogues, books, pamphlets: And yet, somehow, two of  the 

greatest writers in the history of  literature, who had between them already produced some of  the finest 

works in the language, who were friends, rivals, collaborators, it would seem, had not left so much as a single 

example of  either of  their names in any format whatsoever until one of  them met his untimely death at the 

age of  29.  

And then: almost immediately after Marlowe's death, the names of  William Shakespeare and Christopher 

Marlowe are placed before the world, and literary careers under these names bbegin to lossom. How did all 

of  this come about? 

Let's go back to 1593. What a year it was. Plague, unrest and civil disturbance over foreigners in London. 

Intrigue in the air. Spanish plots, catholic plots. and plots on the stage: the english drama is coming alive.... 

Timing Problems 
Slide 2: Timeline of  the History Plays 

 



I want to begin by showing this slide, which describes something very curious. This information is based on 

observations made by Parker Woodward in "Tudor Problems": (1925) 

During the decade of  the 1590s, a series of  plays based on English history appeared on the stage in London, 

and in print in quarto editions.  

In the first column on the left of  this slide, you will see a list which comprises the continuous reigns of  

English monarchs from John to Elizabeth I, together with the dates of  their reign in the second column. 

You can see from the dates that the list is complete. 

The next column gives the year in which a play based on the events of  that monarch's reign appeared in 

print in quarto in London. The last column gives the name of  the author which appeared on each play on 

first printing, or, shows "anonymous" if  there was no author's name. 

Let's run through the list now from first entry, with very brief  notes on each one: first King John: this play 

has a complex relationship to the play of  the same name which appears in First Folio 1623. It is definiitely 

related to it in some way. It was published in 1591 anonymously 

The next monarch is Henry III. There is actually no play called Henry III, but he is one of  the main 

characters in Friar Bacon and Friar Bungay (printed 1594), so this is the play being referred to here. it was 

attributed to Robert Greene, who had died the year before 

Next is Edward I. printed 1593. this has no author on title page, but, very unusually, at the end of  the play 

on the last page it says "by Master George Peele. " 

In 1594 the next in the series is printed: Edward II. attributed to Christoper Marlowe, who had died the year 

before 

The plays from Edward III to Richard III then follow through the remaining years of  the decade, in every 

case appearing in the first edition with no authors name. Some of  these plays, it is true, were later attributed. 

R2 and R3 came out in 1598 under the Shakespeare name. Edward IV was later attributed to Thomas 

Haywood, of  Gray's Inn. 

So, in summary, what do we have: a complete unbroken series of  history plays appearing between 1591 and 

1600...all appearing initially anonymously, except for a period of  two years in 1593-94 

On the face of  it then, a group of  writers appear to have been involved in what was obviously a co-

ordinated project: Shakespeare, Marlowe, Greene, Peele, Heywood and possibly others.... 



So we have a puzzle here in the english drama which has nothing to do with identity of  any author (yet). 

someone was using the drama to present a complete history cycle of  english monarchy on stage  and in print 

during the 1590s. the project was undertaken for the most part anonymously, but it would seem that for 

some reason during two years of  the decade, author's names did appear on the plays that were printed.  

Who was co-ordinating all this? Surely this could not have come about without someone, behind the scenes,  

planning and co-ordinating the project... 

Slide 3: The Elizabethan Stage 1580s to Shakespeare 

 

Here is a highly stylised depiction of  the development of  the English theatre in the last two decades of  the 

sixteenth century.  

Before 1580, there are few signs to indicate the explosion of  literary creativity which is about to take place.  

In the early 1580s Lyly starts writing plays in the new and popular Euphuistic style 



In the latter part of  the decade Greene and Peele start producing plays experimenting with metre, and 

character, and subject which in many themes and even details anticipates works of  Shakespeare to come.  

Then in the early 1590s,  the green shoots begin to blossom. Nashe appears with striking and inventive new 

writing forms. Kyd writes the Spanish Tragedy, which sets the scene for so much to come. Iambic 

pentameter. The revenge play. the play within the play. the prototype and forerunner of  Hamlet.,  

Then Marlowe produces a half  a dozen or so plays which take this iambic pentameter form to a bold new 

level of  experimentation and effect. After about a decade, the english stage is now reaching heights which 

will still stand towering centuries later.  

And then: as if  out of  nowhere: Shakespeare appears, with plays that were later attributed to him beginning 

to appear from the early 1590's. He seems to have learned and assimilated all of  the lessons of  those that 

have come before him, showing a mastery of  many of  the tricks and tips and skills which have been 

developped and honed by these other writers and taken them to a whole new level. 

Meanwhile: as it happens, the other authors soon die or fade away. By 1596 Greene, Peele, Kyd and Marlowe 

are all dead. Nashe lives on, but apart from a late career flourish or two, his major works are essentially 

complete. 

And that's how the Elizabethan stage arose in a period of  less than twenty years from almost a complete 

vacuum into a body of  work unparalleled in the history of  literature, art and culture. 

With the broad canvas quickly sketched in, I want to focus now on the events surrounding the first 

appeareances of  the names Shakespeare and Marlowe, to see if  we can throw light on their identities and 

relationship.: 

Slide 4: Works written or appearing without attribution before June 1593 now ascribed to 
either Marlowe or Shakespeare 



 

Let's wind the clock back to June 1593.  Imagine that today is June 1, 1593. Christopher Marlowe died 

yesterday and even now his inquest is taking place.  

This slide shows a list of  all of  the literary works which will later be ascribed to either Marlowe or 

Shakespeare which had appeared up until today, June 1 1593. There may well be more, but this list is based 

on uncontroversial dating. Every work listed here had either been printed or performed before this date. 

Here's the curious thing: despite the existence of  all of  these works, in not one single instance had the name 

of  Christopher Marlowe or William Shakespeare appeared in any format whatsoever in connection with 

writing for the theatre, or poetry.  



This is a staggering fact. Take a look at that list. It includes some of  the greatest treasures of  the english 

language. It represents a huge body of  work. and yet, in June 1593, when all that work had appeared, neither 

of  the names Marlowe or Shakespeare had appeared on any of  these works in print. Neither had anyone 

referred to either of  them by name in any letters, or notebooks, or records of  performances and payments, 

nor in advertisements, nor in reviews or books or pamphlets, nor in any example of  any kind that has 

survived. Not one! 

The only possible exception that could be brought I think is that there is a preface to Thomas Watsons 

poems which is signed with initals C.M. This is taken to be Marlowe, but my point remains valid: this is not 

his name. It is his initials. So the statement above remains true, as far as I am currently aware. no one has yet 

been able to give me any example of  an occurence of  either name that I have overlooked.....but please do let 

me know if  you can think of  one!) 

The scene is now set. we have a very strange situation. So just what was the relationship between 

Shakespeare and Marlowe. How could these two young genuises (genii?), friends, rivals, whoever they were, 

have been content to produce such an extraordinary pair of  bodies of  work, and contrive to both remain 

completely anonymous? One can talk about conditions of  ownership of  works in those times etc etc etc, but 

this does not by any means solve the problem. They had left a huge footprint, but no trace of  an identifying 

mark. How? Why? 

Christopher Marlowe 
Slide 5: The Works of  Christopher Marlowe 



 

Here is a list of  the works which are now attributed to Christopher Marlowe....again, none of  these were 

attrtibuted to him during his lifetime, in any format or forum or form whatsoever.... 

This is an impressive output for a man who died at age 29, by any measure, but it is not just the number of  

plays and poetry, nor even the contribution that he made to the drama, which is the most impressive aspect 

to this list. I quote from the introduction to the Penguin edition of  the Complete Plays of  Marlowe, edited 

by J.B. Steane....(obviously, a completely orthodox opinion): 

"That a man's work should encompass the extremes that Tamburlaine and Edward II represent, remains for 

me one of  the the most absorbingly interesting facts of  literature; that the range of  this small body of  work, 

all written in so few years, should extend to cover also such amazingly unlike pieces as Doctor Fautus, the 

Jew of  Malta, and Hero and Leander, reinforces the fascination which the artist exercises and (however 

warily one approaches this aspect), the man, too." 

!!! 



Slide 6: The Life of  Christopher Marlowe 

 

Who was Christopher Marlowe?  

This slide lists just about everything, by and large,  that is known about him historically  

He was a spy for Her Maj. Government. A student at Cambridge who didn't attend classes, but was awarded 

an MA. A street-brawler. A coin-forger. An atheist. Died of  a knife through the eye after a days drinking 

with three dodgy companions, at age 29.  

That's it. And yet, this same is said to be the author of  whom Professor David Riggs says, in his 2005 

biography of  Marlowe, considered to be the latest authoritative word: 

"For his peers, Marlowe's great achievements were an English blank verse line that stood up to Virgil's 

stately measure, and a rhymed English couplet that reproduced the elegance and wit of  Ovid's love poetry" 



Does all this seem slightly incongrous? Government dirty work, knife-fights, coin-forging, and in the midst 

of  all this hurly-burly, finding time to refashion in the english tongue the "elegance and wit of  Ovid's love 

poetry"? 

All of  this strangeness around Marlowe and his relationship with Shakespeare has given rise to the theory 

that Marlowe somehow survived his apparent death in Deptford in May 1593, and went on to write the 

Shakespeare plays. This is an ingenious theory except for two things which make it completely untenable. 

They are: 

Firstly: Marlowe was very very dead. The incident happened within the verge of  the monarch, which meant 

that it required full immediate high level coronial investigation. There is lots of  discussion about the details, 

but the bottom line here is that the body of  Marlowe was laid out on the table in the middle of  the room 

while the witnesses, jurors and coroner conducted the business of  the inquest. There is no question that the 

corpse could have been substituted with a different body as would have been necessary if  the death had 

somehow been faked. The body at the inquest was Marlowe's and he was stone cold dead. 

Secondly, after fifty years of  attempting to prove this theory, the Marlovians have yet to find the feintest 

shred of  evidence to suggest that Marlowe was alive and writing the Shakespeare plays. It's an interesting 

way to try to explain the close connection between the two writers, but it is certainly, completely incorrect. 

And yet: the Marlovians do appear to have one stunning, apparently iron-clad argument in their favour: the 

Medenhall Test. 

Medenhall Test 
Slide 7: The Medenhall Test 



 

In the early twenteth century, a Dr Medenhall made a discovery. He was interested in what is now called 

stylometrics, in which literary texts can be subjected to various statistical processes in order to uncover 

underlying patterns.  

Medenhall devised a means for uniquely identifying an author using counts of  word lengths. 

He would take a sufficiently large sample of  an author's work, and would tally the number of  words  which 

contained one letter, two letters, three letters, four letters and so on.  

What he found was that, for a given author, the ratio of  words of  each length remained constant, and 

unique to that writer, no matter which sample of  their work was taken. Yhis meant he could plot the results, 

and arrive at a unique "signature" curve of  word-letter ratios which uniquely identified each different author.  



So for example, let's look at Figure 2 on the left of  the slide. This is taken from Medenhalls work. He 

counted up the number of  letters in each word of  a sample of  Dickens, and the results are as shown. This 

curve is obtained no matter which of  Dickens works is chosen. It seems that an author unconsciously uses 

the same ratio of  words of  different letter lengths. The result holds true across different languages: shown 

are the results for Julius Caesar in latin and Euripides in Greek.  

On the right hand side of  this slide is shown the result for Ben Johnson. There are actually two lines 

indicated, one dotted, one continuous (needs a close look). In this case, he has taken two large samples of  

Johnson's work and tabulated them separately, to demonstrate that the resulting curves are identical. 

In summary: Medenhall demonstrated  a method which is very simple and straightforward, and produces a 

unque "signature" by which to identify a writer's unique and unconscious style. 

Slide 8 

 



When Medenhall did the math for Marlowe, he was astonished. The curve for Marlowe matched the curve 

for Shakespeare, exactly. It was the first and only instance that he came across of  a perfect identity between 

two writers.  

There's no way around it: Medenhall's results prove that the same author was responsible for the works of  

Shakespeare and Marlowe.  

The Marlovians are triumphant at this point: "Shakespeare" obviously didn't write "Marlowe", and therefore 

the answer is obvious: "Marlowe" must have written "Shakespeare"! But as we have seen, this is impossible. 

Something very curious is happening here. 

And where is Bacon in all of  this? 

Slide 9 

 

A wealthy Baconian commissioned Dr Medenhall to test out the works  of  Bacon and Shakespeare, to be 

able to prove, once and for all, that Bacon was responsible for the Shakespeare works. 



But o calamity! Dr Medenhall's results did not turn out as the wealthy Baconian had hoped or expected. The 

results for Bacon did not match the results for Shakespeare. 

Here they are. They are indeed poles apart. Bacon seems to be eliminated as a candidate... 

But how could a hundred years and more of  fine Baconian research be wrong? What is going on here with 

the Medenhall results? Well, there is an answer, but I am going to keep you in suspense for a while on this! 

In the meantime, let's take a closer look at the events of  1593 that led up to the death of  Marlowe. Keeping 

in mind that the Shakespeare name was launched for the first time only weeks after this event, could there be 

some kind of  connection? Let's go back to 1593 and try to find out. 

The Dutch Churchyard Libel 
Slide 10: Timeline of  events leading up to the DCL 

 



At the start of  the year 1593 (for simplicity, I am using modern dating throughout, overlooking that for the 

Elizabethans the year actually began on March 15), Bacon spoke up in parliament against the Queen's 

demand for triple subsidies without any other discussion. It was a key moment in the evolution of  free 

speech and democracy. (See Alfred Dodd's discussions for more detail etc etc). This was a very brave act of  

Bacon's. He had much more to lose than the Queen's public displeasure. According to Dodd, his entire 

livelihood was in her hands. He was in disgrace and her displeasure for the next year or two. These were 

trying times for Francis. 

In March 1593, Parliament discussed the on-going problems with civil unrest over the foreigners. There was 

disquiet in the streets. The local populace of  London was unhappy about the recent influx of  Dutch and 

French merchants. Placards and graffiti had been appearing overnight on the streets of  the city, to the 

chagrin of  the authorities. 

In the parliamentary debates, only Sir Walter Raleigh spoke up on the side of  the people, in wanting the 

Dutch merchants expelled. His bitter rivals in the Essex faction took the opposite view, that the foreigners 

were welcome and necessary (there were many complex factors at play....a booklength treatment would be 

required to do justice to these events) and that the unrest of  the local population had to be quelled. (This 

was all reminiscent of  the "Ill MayDay riots" of  1511 and the famous intervention of  Sir Thomas 

More...which leads us to the identity of  Hand D in the famous play.....another fascinating story for another 

time...) 

Where were we? Oh yes, here's a timeline of  the rest of  the events of  early 1593 leading up to the pivotal 

event of  our story: the appearance of  the Dutch Churchyard Libel 

Slide 11: First Edict of  the Privy Council 



 

Figure 1 First EDict 



First edict of  the Privy Council: Running out of  patience, the Privy Council issue instructions that the 

posting of  placards with anti-foreigner sentiment has to be stopped, and authorising harsh measures to 

locate and punish those responsible. 

Slide 12: Second Edict of  the Privy Council 

 

Second Edict of  the Privy Council:Placards still appearing. Council extremely displeased. Torture now 

authorised to find the culprits. 

Slide 13: The Dutch Churchyard Libel 5 May 1593 



 

Despite these two previous warnings, on the night of  May 5 1593,  some person or persons unknown nailed 

to the wall of  the Dutch Churchyard in London a highly provocative poem openly urging violence against 

the foreigners,  in open and blatant defiance of  the Privy Council's stern edicts..  

The poem was lost to history, except for the first four lines. 

Here are those four lines . 

Slide 14: Timeline of  Events from DCL to Death of  Marley 



 

Timeline of  events after the DCL leading up to the death of  Marlowe. (I won't summarise them here, but I 

defer to the standard current recountings of  the events....) 

Slide 15: Third Edict of  the Privy Council 



 

 

Third edict of  the Privy Council: authorising all means up to and including torture to find those responsible 

for the Dutch Churchyard Libel (DCL).  

The important point to note is that this narrative of  historical events leading up to the death of  Marlowe 

was settled and agreed on by the mid-twentieth century, at least in terms of  the broad outline. 

But then, in 1971, a document reappeared which ought to have triggered a major re-appraisal of  these 

events, because it contains something which is all but impossible to reconcile with the story as it has been 

told.  

Slide 16: The DCL Complete Poem Found 



 

In 1971, in a sheaf  of  papers up for auction at Christies, by chance the rest of  the poem of  the Dutch 

Churchyard Libel turned up. It turned out to be 55 lines in lenegtht. It is in a rough iambic pentameter. It's 

fairly crude doggerel, and definitely hostile to the foreigners in London, calling for their blood if  they do not 

leave the country. 

The final four lines of  the poem are shown here.  

Now at last we come to the item of  the most crucial significance. There's something else about the poem 

that was not known during the several centuries when all but the first four lines had been lost: it is signed: 

"per Tamburlaine". By Tamburlaine. 

Recall very briefly how Marlowe was tangentially involved in the affair of  the DCL. After the third edict of  

the privy council, Kyd was arrested and searched. Some papers were found shuffled with his that expressed 

heretical opinion. Kyd affirmed they belonged to Marlowe. Marlowe was arrested, called before the Privy 

Council and quizzed about these heretical papers. He was released on bail, and was killed ten days later.  



The key point to notice here is that at no point was Marlowe suspected, or accused in any way with 

involvement in the DCL affair itself. Crucially, the Privy Council did not question him about the authorship 

of  the poem.  

For all those years, until 1971, there was nothing problematic about this. But with the discovery of  the rest 

of  the poem, and the revelation that it is signed Tamburlaine, for the first time there is a critical question 

which must be asked: namely: 

Given that the poem was signed Tamburlaine, why didnt the Privy Council show the slightest interest in 

asking Marlowe about it, if  it was known to the Privy Council that Marlowe was the author of  the play 

Tamburlaine? 

After all, they ought to have known that this man Marlowe they had in front of  them was the author of  the 

play. Tamburlaine had been the hit of  the theatrical season since 1591/2. It had appeared in print, (though 

anonymously). It was the theatrical sensation of  the day. The Privy Council knew everything that went on in 

the kingdom, or were entitled to and endeavoured to. And they had authorised all and every means 

necessary, up to and including torture, to get to the bottom of  the issue of  the authorship of  the Dutch 

Churchyard :Libel. It was signed Tamburlaine, and they had Marlowe, the author of  the play, in front of  

them. And yet, they never thought to even raise the matter. 

What possible reason could there for for not asking him about the DCL if  he was so famous? 

Perhaps he wasn't famous. Was he famous? Let's ask Professor Riggs (The World of  Christopher Marlowe, 

2005), from Stanford University.  

"For better or worse, Marlowe's contemporary reputation rested on the fortunes of  Tamburlaine the Great"  

So there we have it. Marlowe's contemporary reputation, recognition and acclaim rested on Tamburlaine. 

More evidence? How about Prof  Clifford Leech, Eng Lit, Uni of  Toronto, editor of  Marlowe essays: 

"With the production of  Tamburlaine he received recognition and acclaim, and playwriting became his 

major concern in the few years that lay ahead" 

It seems that he must have been sufficiently well know, if  these two authorities are correct, for the Privy 

Council to have been aware of  his authorship of  the play, if  indeed he was the author. 



But they did not. Therefore, there is only one possible conclusion: the Privy Council simply could not have 

thought that he was the author. And given that there was no higher legal authority in the land, and that they 

had a pressing and urgent concern with just this very question on a matter of  the highest importance to the 

state, there is no question at all that if  there had been any evidence at all that Marlowe was the author of  

Tamburlaine, the Privy Council would have been aware of  it. 

Therefore, we are obliged to draw the shocking conclusion that Christopher Marlowe, the man arrested and 

examined by the Privy Council, could not have been the author of  Tamburlaine, nor could there have been 

any reason for anyone to believe this up until the time of  his death. 

How then could the professors be wrong? How could they claim Marlowe was famous if  he manifestly was 

not? If  pressed, they would both be forced to admit that they actually have no direct evidence for these 

propositions: recall that the name Marlowe does not appear even once during his lifetime associated with 

writing for the theatre, so there is no example at all that one could point to to demonstrate his supposed 

fame.  

The professors are merely stating what must be true if  Marlowe was the author. This is how these 

biographies are created. From the few wisps of  facts, and the untroubled acceptance of  posthumous 

attributions of  anonynmous works, generations of  scholars can carve successful careers.  

Professor Riggs glosses over the issue in his 2005 book with a crisp dismissal that there would have been any 

reason for the Privy Council to have thought to ask Marlowe about the DCL. Such a statement was possible 

before the rediscovery in 1971 of  the full text of  the DCL, but it is surely looking the other way and 

whistling to make this claim since then. 

The point is that this crucial question about Tamburlaine and the DCL could not have been asked before 

1971, and yet it does not appear to have been considered in any depth since then either! Perhaps this is not 

so surprising. There is no incentive for either the orthodox to ask the question, or the Marlovians. Outside 

of  Baconian circles, it has never seriously been doubted that the attribution of  the Marlowe works could be 

under suspicion. So the question has sat there since 1971 like an unexploded ordnance in the library shelves 

of  orthodoxy.  

Even the Baconians who have considered the evidence were mostly writing before 1971: so in short, there 

has never been a thorough re-appraisal of  the attrribution of  the Marlowe works in the light of  the re-

appearance of  the DCL. 

As we shall soon see, the solution to this nest of  problems is that the plays later being attributed to this 

Marlowe were, I suggest, written by someone else.  



But before we get to that, let's notice and dispose of  a second problem here. If  the authorship of  the play 

was not publically known at the time, as I am suggesting, this tells us that the writing of  the DCL was not 

connected at all with the authorship of  Tamburlaine. Whoever wrote the DCL was not signing it 

Tamburlaine to indicate the author of  the play, as no one knew who that was anyway. So why then was the 

poem signed Tamburlaine? 

I want to suggest an answer a surprising, yet satisfying to this question. Firstly, consider that whoever nailed 

that poem to the wall must have been either very brave, very stupid, or considered themselves to be very well 

protected.  

The key to the puzzle is that Sir Walter Raleigh was actually known publically as "Tamburlaine". This 

nickname stuck after the success of  the play because, whether by accident or design, his life and exploits 

were mirrored in the lead character in the play. This is all discussed in A.D. Wraight's excellent book on 

Marlowe which was published in the 1960s (i.e. before the rediscovery of  the DCL). It is stated categorically 

there, and in fact discussed over several pages, that Raleigh was known as Tamburlaine. 

I suggest that the episode of  the DCL was a "false flag" operation: I suggest that it was operatives of  the 

Essex Faction who planted the DCL in order to discredit Raleigh and to get him or his supporters into 

problems with the Privy COuncil. This would explain why it is signed Tamburlaine, as if  to crudely attribute 

the views to Raleigh, who had spoken out against the foreigners in parliament in March.  

The operatives would have felt safe because Essex sat on the Privy Council. 

After 400 years it is unlikely the full story will be known, but this does provide a sensible and plausible 

explanation as to why the DCL is signed Tamburlaine.  

So the writing of  the poem, and its purpose, had nothing whatsosver to do with the play itself, or its author. 

it was a political affair which referenced a popular play of  the day to identify Raleigh. 

But the events intruded on the London literary universe. It was the events surrounding the DCL which led 

to the very first appearance of  the name of  Marlowe specifically in connection with the theatre. We are 

slowly zooming in on this specific reference, on which the entire myth of  the man Marlowe has been built. 

The sentence appears in a letter written by Thomas Kyd who now makes his appearance in our story. 

After the Privy Council issued their third edict, they arrested Kyd within twenty-four hours and searched his 

house on suspicion of  his involvement in the affair of  the DCL. They did not find anything to connect him 

to it, but during the search found some papers deemed to express heretical opinions. Under torture it seems, 

Kyd admitted that the papers belonged to Marlowe, which led to Marlowe's arrest. 



Who was this Thomas Kyd?. Let's look a little closer at the man who is the one who ushers Marlowe onto 

the stage of  literary history 

Slide 17: Tamburlaine title page 

 

Here is the title page of  Tamburlaine, published 1591.  

Slide 18: The Spanish Tragedy 



 

Thomas Kyd was a scrivener, a man whose trade was in copying manuscripts. He was the son of  a scrivener. 

He is creditted with authorship of  The Spanish Tragedy, first acted around 1587, but only on the basis of  a 

passing reference in a book written 30 years later by Thomas Heywood, a reference which itself  went 

unnoticed until 1730. Again, there is no internal evidence from the life of  Kyd to connect him to this play, 

but the attribution is regarded as completely uncontroversial by orthodoxy.  

Kyd’s Letters to Puckering 
Slide 19: Kyd’s first letter to Lord Puckering 



 

Kyd takes centre stage at the height of  the real-life historical drama of  the Dutch Churchyard Libel.  

On the night of  the Privy Council's third edict, his lodgings are searched, he is arrested, and subsequently 

tortured. Apart from the heretical papers of  Marlowe, nothing is found to incriminate Kyd . 

Sometime later Kyd wrote two letters to the Lord Keeper, the head of  the Privy Counctil. These letters are 

highly significant: it is here that we encounter the very first mention of  the name of  Christopher Marlowe in 

connection with theatre. This occurs at the beginning of  the first letter. It is undated, but it is obviously 

written after Marlowe's death.  

In ths letter, Kyd is asking the Lord Chancellor to help him to clear his name with his employer, a lord who 

is not named. It would appear that while Kyd has not been charged, neither has the suspicion entirely been 

cleared from his name, particularly into the charge of  association with Marlowe's heretical or atheist 

opinions. Kyd says in the letter that his lord seems reluctant to continue to employ him for concern out of  

Kyd's position. 



This slide is a facsimile of  the first letter. Note the elaborate signature at the end, the mark and flourish of  a 

trained hand. The letter takes up a page and a bit. It is closely argued, with well contsucted grammar and 

logic. It uses classical allusions and cites half  a dozen latin quotations from Cicero and others, although 

these have been inserted later in a different hand in spaces left for the purpose in the text. While it is careful 

to distance Kyd from Marlowe, it does not go out of  its way to denigrate Marlowe or his memory. It does 

not raise any new allegations against him that were not already dealt with by the Privy Council.A good deal 

of  the letter concerns itself  with establishing that the unamed Lord himself  had nothing to do with 

Marlowe's atheist ideas. The tone of  the letter is deferent but not cringing, petitioning but not pleading.  

Slide 20: Kyd’s second letter to Lord Puckering 

 

Sometime later, Kyd wrote a second letter to Puckering, apparently not satisfied with the results of  the first. 

The second letter is completely different in style, tone, content and appearance. It is only half  a page or so in 

length. It is whiny, defensive and pathetic. It accuses Marlowe of  a string of  dubious charges. The two letters 

are so unalike that Professor Boas, Kyd's editor commented of  the second letter. 



"The disorganised and inconsequential state of  these accusations, as well as the deterioration of  hand and 

prose style, suggest the desperation of  impoverished writing". 

Parker Woodward in "Tudor Problems" suggested a different reason why the two letters were so different in 

every respect. He suggested that the first letter was composed by someone else, and signed by Kyd, who had 

been convinced at the time that such a course of  action it was in his best interests. Later, he had second 

thoughts, and felt the need to write again, but this time in his own words and framing his own petition; We 

will explore this a little in a moment, but first let's look at the crucial sentence which mentions Marlowe. 

Slide 21: The Crucial Sentence 

 

Here it is. At the risk of  over-emphasising this fact: this is the very first occurence of  the name Christopher 

Marlowe in connection with writing for the theatre in any format whatsosver. 

 There are some key probems to be solved here. One is the identity of  the unnamed Lord, and we will come 

to that in a moment. But there is more importantly the question of  what this intriguing sentence actually 

means.  



It has always been taken to mean that Christopher Marlowe was writing plays for an unnamed Lord. 

I am going to argue that the sentence actually means something very different to this, indeed the complete 

opposite. I am going to base this on the assumption that the sentence has been constructed by someone 

who knew what they wanted to say, and who meant what they said. I want to parse this sentence now with 

some care. The attention to detail here might seem slightly excessive, but the conclusion will more than 

justify the small effort. Let's now carefully consider the meaning and implication of  the complete sentence, 

without any prior expectation of  what it ought to mean. 

The first part of  the sentence tells us that Marlowe rendered service to this lord by "bearing name". This is 

the first point to note. Let's be very clear on this: Kyd is telling us that the service rendered to the unnamed 

Lord by Marlowe consisted in "bearing name". 

 Now let's look at the second part of  the sentence. It clarifies something about the nature of  this service 

that Marlowe rendered to the lord. It says that the lord never knew his service except in "writing for his 

players". So Kyd is telling us that the service Marlowe rendered to the lord in "bearing name" was not in 

relation to any aspect of  the lord's life except the matter of  "writing for his players". 

This is an odd way to express things. If  Kyd has wanted the recipient of  the letter to understand that 

Marlowe wrote plays for the lord, and served him in that way, he would simply have been able to write that 

marlowes service consisted in writing plays for the lord's players. Why the need to complicate the matter by 

insisting that the service Marlowe rendered consisted in "bearing name" rather than in the "writing for the 

players"? 

Let's look closer now at the matter of  the writing for the players, in relation to which Marlowe is performing 

the service of  bearing name for the lord. 

Who is Kyd telling us is the person doing the writing for the lord's players? It is taken for granted that the he 

meant Marlowe, but the grammar of  the sentence allows for a perfectly acceptable alternative, that it was the 

lord who was doing the writing for the his players! 

If  this is the alternative that Kyd had in mind, then he is saying that Marlowe's service consisted in bearing 

name to serve the unnamed lord, but that the lord never knew Marlowe's service except in relation to the 

business of  the lord's writing for his players. 

This interpretation may seem counter-intuitive at first, but in fact it makes perfect sense of  the meaning of  

the sentence in a way that the usual reading completely fails to.  



After all, a man can hardly be said to perform a service to another man by the act of  putting his own name 

on his own plays! If  Marlowe did write the plays, then putting his own name on them, "bearing name" for 

the plays, could in no way have been considered a service to the unnamed lord. (and we know the "bearing 

name" was only in relation to plays, and not in any other matters, because Kyd has specifically told us). And 

in any case, we know that no plays appeared during Marlowe's life under his own name anyway! 

But if  it is the lord who is writing the plays, then Marlowe's service consisted "bearing name" for the lord's 

plays. This would certainly count as performing a service. For whatever reason, this lord wrote plays but did 

not want his name appearing on them.  

While anonymity was one resolution to this dilemma, having an alternative pen-name as a cover was a more 

secure long-term strategry. Accordingly, we can suggest that the lord had entered into a contractual 

relationship with Marlowe for the right to use Marlowe's name.  

As of  May 30, 1593, this right had been purchased but not exercised! Under this suggestion, the contract 

had been agreed on and lawfully entered into. Hence, it would have been correct of  Kyd to state that 

Marlowe had performed a service of  "bearing name", in entering into the arrangement, and yet consistent 

with the fact that no play had appeared under the Marlowe name.  

There is much going on with this letter. and the analysis of  this one sentence only begins to scratch the 

surface of  the real motivations and intentions behind this fascinating document.  The letter has been very 

cleverly constructed to convey particular information to certain recipients, without betraying specific details 

to others who may chance to also read it. It tells us quite clearly nevertheless: that Marlowe had agreed to 

allow his name to appear on plays written by a lord, who is, frustratingly, unidentified. 

The problem cannot be considered to be solved until we can know for certain the identity of  this unnamed 

lord, for whom both Kyd and Marlowe were performing service in regards to literary matters, and in 

particular for whom Marlowe had agreed to "bear name" for the lord's plays according to Kyd. 

As already noted, this first letter seems to concern itself  as much with defending the unnamed lord as Kyd. 

Whoever wrote the letter seems to go out of  his way to ensure that the nature of  the lords relationship with 

Marlowe is clarified, and that no taint of  heresy should be seen to attach to the lord. It is more than passing 

odd that Kyd, if  he was the true author of  this letter, should devote so much of  his rhetorical power to 

trying to defend his lord, rather than concentrating on his own self-defence, as he does almost exclusively in 

the second letter. 



Besides, what is a lowly scrivener doing speaking on behalf  of  his lord, as the letter seems to imply is 

happening? The lord surely must have much better means of  ensuring a quiet word in the ear of  the Lord 

Keeper than through the pathetic pleadings of  a hired hand. Indeed, it would be against all rules of  

propriety and protocol in Elizabethan England for a lord to express himself  in such critical matters through 

such an socially inappropriate intermediary. 

Who, then, is this mysterious unnaamed lord? 

Slide 22: Who is the unnamed Lord 

 

Professor Riggs (2005) is in no doubt as to the answer. He says it was Ferdinando Stanley, Lord Strange. So 

comfortable is he with this solution that he doesn't feel the need to trouble his readers with the information 

that this is not known directly, but only by surmise, and moreover that the identity has been a highly 

contentious point in the literature for a hundred years or more.  But Lord Strange is by no means the only 

possibility; several other candidates have also been put forward over the years. It;'s not that there's 

particularly good evidence for Lord Strange, but rather that he is the least unlikely. Let's take a look at the 

criteria the unnamed lord needs to satisfy. 



Whoever it is, he must have had a theatre troupe, and performed plays written by Marlowe, and employed 

Kyd. The problem is that there are only eleven lords in England at the time who had theatrical troupes 

which might qualify, and none of  them show any evidence of  any kind of  associatoin with Kyd, or indeed 

with Marlowe.... 

...except, tangentially, for Lord Strange, who did have the prominent company of  the day which did have 

some association with Marlowe plays. So despite any direct evidence for Kyd's employ, or contact with 

Marlowe, the consensus seems to have settled, with Prof  Riggs and Wikipedia, for Lord Strange. 

But there is a massive problem with Lord Strange as the unnamed Lord which decisively proves that it 

cannot be him.  

Lord Strange was Ferdinandy Stanley who became the 5th Earl of  Derby on the death of  his father later in 

the year 1593. If  you look back at the edicts from the Privy Council shown earlier, you will see that his 

father, the Earl of  Derby, was on the Privy Council, and that his name appears at the head of  the second 

and third edicts!  

This means, that if  Lord Strange was the unnamed lord, then Kyd was writing to the Lord Keeper defending 

the unnamed lord against charges of  irreligion, but it was on behalf  of  the Lord Keeper's own son! This is 

completely absurd and impossible. It is inconceivable that Lord Strange would act to reassure his own father 

in such a manner. The father would certainly know of  the religious habits of  his own house, and it is out of  

the question that Kyd could be speaking this way about the son of  a Privy Councillor. Of  all of  the possible 

candidates, the one who it cannot possibly be is Lord Strange! 

But equally, none of  the other possible ten lords fulfil the conditions, which is why Prof  Riggs does not 

admit any doubt over Lord Strange. The only conclusion which is possible is that this unnamed "lord" is not 

one of  the eleven Lords that history tells us kept theatrical companies.  

Clearly, whoever it is, they must be connected with the theatre, and have an association with players. 

Therefore, there is only one possibility:  he must be someone who has an association with a threatre 

company, who is not a "lord" in quite the usual way, but who Kyd nevertheless refers to as his "lord". 

With Parker Woodward, and without further ado, I suggest that the unnamed lord is Francis Bacon. This is a 

radical suggestion, but I think it is capable of  proof. Let's see. 

Slide 23: Vyper parallel 



 

Lets take it slowly. There is firstly an intriguing parallel between a sentence in the letter and a sentence in a 

letter from Bacon to the Queen the following year. See the slide for the quotes... 

The interesting thing about this parallel, based on the incident in the Book of  Acts, is that both occurences 

use the verse in the same way, but it is quite different from the way it is used in the biblical version. in Acts, 

the serpent which bites Paul is taken by the local inhabitants of  the island to mean that Paul is a murderer, 

and the shaking of  it off  his hand into the viper, to indicate his innocence. But in both the Kyd and Bacon 

letters, the serpent represents a plot to kill the person whose hand it bites, and the shaking off  into the fire 

represents the foiling of  the plot.  

On it's own, of  course, this is slight, and no basis on which to establish the case as proved. but it is 

interesting.... 



Before we move on to what i hope is more solid and substantial proof, there is one more snippet of  

intriguing information which has a bearing on the subject. Prof  Boas provides a quote from 1595, written 

under the name of  W.Har, who Boas identifies as Sir William Herbert. In thsi quote, Har/Herbert seems to 

tell us that the author of  the poem Lucrecia, and of  the 1594 play Cornelia are one and the same person. 

Lucretia was of  course written by "william shakespeare" and Cornelia was published after Kyd's death, 

bearing his name as author.  

"you that have write of  chaste Lucrecia  

whose death was witness for her spotless life  

or pen'd the praise of  sad Cornelia  

whose blameless name hath made her fame so rife" 

Har/Herbert seems to be telling us that the same person wrote both Shakespeare and the works of  Kyd.  

Fascinaing as these quotes might be, they do not settle the matter, so we will need to look further afield. Is it 

possible that Bacon could have written Tamburlaine? Is this a crazy idea? Obviously, yes, it is, but let's 

entertain the craziness for just a moment.... 

Slide 24: Tamburlaine 



 

Front page of  Tamburlaine again.... 

Slide 25: 



 

First page of  the text itself. Stand back and what can you see: the play begins with a short prologue. The 

prologue begins with a large letter F. The main body of  the play begins with a large letter B. 

The first page of  Tamburlaine is prominently marked, whether by accident or design, with the initials of  

Francis Bacon, in large bold type. 

iIs this by accident or design? the only way to determine this question is to look at other works...let's have a 

look then... 

Marlowe’s Translation of  Ovid’s Elegies 
Slide 26: Two Versions of  Marlowe’s translation of  Ovid’s Elegies 



 

Lucrece 1594 title page 

Slide 27 

 

Lucrece first page of  text: first initials of  first two lines... 

FB 

...followed by acrostic LAW: written in the first letters of  the first five lines: Francis Bacon's initials and 

profession: FB LAW. 

Slide 28 



Here is a very curious verse in the body of  Lucrece. The margin spells out BCN WS (BaCoN William 

Shakespeare?) which on its own might seem to be stretching the point, but notice that the verse irself  refers 

to the practise of  concealing messages in the margin! It even gently chides and admonishes those who claim 

not to be able to see them! It would seem that the texts themselves are encouraging us to open our eyes and 

be willing to play visual games. 

Slide 29 

Final page of  Lucrece: look at the last words of  the last two lines: 

......consent 

...banishment 

"bacon" is spelt out in the first syllable of  each word... 

a staight line drawn from the F of  Finis spells our Fbacon 

The Elizabethans had a highly refined taste for these kind of  visual games....but the only way to really 

demonstrate this is to produce a compact sheaf  of  examples, so lets keep going: 

First page of  the text of  the sonnets: first sonnet: begins with a large Fr in the first line, then an inset line, 

then a line beginning with B: to give: 

Fr 

B 

Slide 31 

 I hesitate to be tedious, but i think its the only way to show that the prominent initials FB turn up more 

often than chance might allow. So far we have seen Tamburlaine, Lucrece, the Sonnets. Now the First Folio: 

First play, The Tempest: first word: Boteswaine. Last word: Free. There it is again.  

In this case there is a twist: the name "Francis" means "free". thus the very last word of  the last play of  the 

canon is Francis' name, a signature, just where one might expect it to be found. 

Slide 32 

Now we present the gold standard of  these jests. This has been discussed extensively elsewhere, particularly 

by Mather Walker, but it deserves to be mentioned here in this gallery of  signatures marking the beginnings 

and endings of  works as it is the unarguable, beyond-reasonable-doubt, proof  of  the presence of  Bacon's 

name lightly concealed in the Shakespeare canon.. 



It occurs on the first full page of  text in The Tempest. Here it is: FBacon as an acrostic in the margin, at the 

very moment in the play where Prospero reveals to Miranda her identity 

Prospero stands for the author of  the works, and thus Miranda for the works themselves. Francis Bacon 

spoke of  his books as his children. Here is his name then at the exact moment in the plays where one might 

expect self-revelation of  the author's identity. 

together with Tobey, the name of  his best friend Tobie Matthews; of  whom Francis said he is my other self. 

and on the next column, in the same row: the acrostic Two Alike. 

Slide 33 

and on the opposite page of  text, page three of  the Tempest: the acrostic BANITTO, latin for "banished", 

in the passage where Prospero and Miranda are banished from Milan, thus proving the principle that 

acrostics are present and confirmed sometimes in the text itself. This is by no means the only example. 

However, I think that for now the point is adequately demonstrated: the initials FB, or Bacon's full name, are 

found prominently displayed, yet ingeniously concealed, with wit and variation, at the beginning and end of  

many of  the Shakespeeare texts.  

Venus and Adoninis 
Slide 34: Venus and Adonis 

 Oh ok, one last one, (!), my personal favourite: on the first page of  text of  Merchant of  Venice in the First 

Folio, in a passage which brings in "two-headed" Janus for no apparent reason, a double acrostic which 

spells out FBecan, starting from the F and reading downwards, and FBecon, starting from the F and reading 

upwards, like a two-headed Janus looking both ways! Both spellings were acceptable variants on spelling of  

Bacon which were used at the time. This one is an absolute delight in my opinion! 

We set out ten slides or so ago to see whether chance might account for the prominent initials FB on the 

first page of  Tamburlaine, and found that in fact other works by Bacon (I speak today to the FB Society so I 

feel at liberty here at least to take it as read that Bacon was Shakespeare), but in any case the works of  

"Shakespeare" including Lucrece, Sonnets, First Folio are all marked in the same way, often with very witty 

variations. 

This on its own certainly does not prove that Bacon wrote Tamburlaine, but it opens up the possibility  in a 

surprsing way. However, we are not going to proceed any further with Tamburlaine, but shift our attention 

now to another work of  "Marlowe's" which has far more than Bacon's initials stamped on the first page. 

This work was certainly written by Francis Bacon, at least according to some one who was in an excellent 

position to know, as we shall soon see. 



If  one Marlowe work can be shown to be by Bacon, then the case for Marlowe as author of  all of  the works 

bearing his name collapses. Let's look now at some of  "Marlowe's" poetry: his translation of  Ovid's Elegies. 

Slide 35 

This translation into English of  Ovid's Elegies, (the first and only one that has ever been attempted, before 

or since) appeared in print with attribution to Christopher Marlowe. It is undated, but believed to be around 

1597. It is bound together with "Epigrams" by "J.D.",  who is understood to refer to Sir John Davies.  

The association of  Davies and Marlowe is inexplicable. Davies was a lawyer and writer who did not 

commence his career until after Marlowe's death.  

Davies is mentioned in Stowe's Annales of  1615 as a poet, though he did not publish any poetry until 1622. 

In the list of  poets in the Annales, Stowes name is linked, by ampersand, with that of  Francis Bacon (i.e 

"Francis Bacon & Sir John Davies"), the only two names thus joined in the list. 

it was to Davies that Bacon wrote in 1603, when the former went to Scotland to greet King James VI (soon 

to become James I of  England), signing off  with the line:  

"So desiring you to be good to all concealed poets, I continue, your very assured, FB" 

Were these Elegies really translated by Marlowe? We are going to look closely at the Fifteenth Elegy of  Book 

One 

The Elegies were published in two editions, and in the second edition, there were two versions of  this 

particular Elegy XV printed.. 

The second version is followed by the initials "B.I.", which have been universally taken to stand for Ben 

Johnson.  

On the face of  it then, it appears that in the second edition, Ben Johnson has produced a variation on 

Marlowe's translation, and it has been included in the collection. 

The association between Johnson and Marlowe is also odd: Johnson did not begin his literary career until 

1598, several years after Marlowe's death. Johnson was the consummate latin scholar: there would be no 

need for him to start from someone else's translation if  he wanted to produce his own version. So there 

seems no obvious reason for Johnson to have produced this second version of  Elegy XV, from Book I, but 

there it is. 

Let's take a look at the second version and see how different it is from the first one: 



Slide 37: 

 

Here is the second version by "B.I.". (There is more of  the poem on the next slide to follow also...) 



 



 

I have bolded the words in this second version which differ from those used in the first 

That is to say, all of  the normal text is exactly as it appears in "Marlowe's" version, while the text in bold is 

"B.I.'s" work. 

You can see that the second version is very definitely not a fresh translation, but a variation on the first. 

On this slide, you can see that every couplet except one retains some of  the first version 

Slide 38 

Here is the rest of  the second version. Again, you can see that most of  it is unchanged from the first 

version.  

On this page, there are two more separate couplets, and then a pair of  couplets together,  in which every 

word has been changed. Otherwise, every other couplet retains at least some words from the frist version. 



There is just one consecutive pair of  couplets therefore in the second version which is entirely different to 

the first.  

The reason we have focussed on this particular Elegy with its two variations is that the second one later 

turns up in a play by Ben Johnson, in a very curious context, which goes a long way to explaining why it first 

appeared here as a variation to a translation by a writer that Johnson never crossed paths with in life. The 

play is called "The Poetaster" and it was published in 1601. Let's look at it now. 

Slide 39 

 

Here is the title page. "Poetaster" is a word coined by Johnson for the purpose of  this play to describe a type 

of  inferior poet with pretensions to artistic value. The play is a satire on the literary scene of  the day. It 

satirises different writers of  the day under classical names and disguises. For example, the editors of  the 

collected works of  Ben Johnson, (Hereford and Simpson) comment: 



"It is widely accepted among scholars and critics that the character of  Horace in Poetaster represents 

Johnson himself, while Crispinos, who vomits up pretensions and bombastic vocabulary is Marston and 

Demetrius Fannius is Dekker. ... Others have tried to match characters with literary figures including 

Chapman and Shakespeare." 

There is one character in the play, however, who both the editors and other scholars agree could not 

represent a contemporary literary figure. It is Ovid Junior, who appears in the opening scenes of  the play. 

This is the same Ovid historically who gave us the Elegies. He is depicted in this play as a student of  law, 

who writes poetry, and who also writes plays for the theatre, but not under his own name. The reason that it 

is agreed by all critics that Ovid Junior could not correspond to any literary figures of  the day is that no 

contemporary writer was known to fit this description. 

Is it possible that Johnson did have someone in mind? Is there anyone in London who the critics and 

scholars might have overlooked who could satisfy the criteria: a law-student who was a hidden poet and 

playwright?  

Walter Begley had an interesing suggestion, namely that Ovid Jr represents Francis Bacon. He was certainly a 

law-student. We also know he was a poet, though concealed. Stowe's Annales for example tells us that. 

Could he also have been writing plays for the stage, but not under his own name? 

Let's look more closely at the opening scenes and see what Johnson presents to commence his satire on 

London's literary scene in the 1590s. 



 

Here is the first page of  the play. Ovid Junior is talking with his friend Lucius, who tells him that his father is 

about to visit. Before Ovid Senior arrives, Ovid Junior takes a moment to review his poetical work of  the 

morning.  

He then proceeds to recite the 15th Elegy of  Book I, the poem we have been discussing. The version that 

appears within the play is the second variation, the one that was signed "B.I." 

It's time to draw all of  these threads together. There is a complex game going on here of  nested, intertwined 

attributions. Let's look closely at what is happening: 

Historically: Ovid composes the Elegies in latin in the first centuryAD. 1,500 years later, they are translated 

into English, by "Marlowe", with a second variation by "B.I." 

Ben Johnson then writes a play in which this second variation appears. It is presented on stage as having 

been written by Ovid Jr. 



But, in the context of  Johnson's satire, Ovid Jr represents Francis Bacon!  

What is Johnson telling us? He is telling us that the second version of  the translation of  Elegy 15, the one 

that was initialled "B.I." is actually by Francis Bacon! 

Look how delightfully subtle and yet certain this is: The stage version of  the poem appears within the play 

written by Johnson, so that on the face of  it there is nothing suspicious about him using a poem of  his own 

translation within his own work. 

But by playing it in the mouth of  a character intended as a representation of  a contemporary poet, he is able 

to correct the attribution without directly exposing it. 

He is also able to quietly correct, on the record, the suggested , false, initialled attribution to himself  of  the 

second Marlowe variation, without overtly appearing to do so. 

It is possible now to see what happened: Francis Bacon was the real translator of  the "Marlowe" Elegies. He 

published a version, after Marlowe's death, using Marlowe's name (as had been agreed between them). He 

then wanted to republish them as he had completed the series. (The first edition contained only some of  the 

Elegies). He also had another version of  Elegy 15 which he wanted to print, but given that Marlowe was 

dead before the first version was published, he could hardly be producing new improved variations from 

beyond the grave. Hence Bacon needed another attribution for the second version. He used the initials of  

his friend Ben Johnson. 

But Ben felt obliged to set the record straight, without necessarily disturbing the subtle dissimulation which 

Bacon had devised, and so he struck on the ingenious idea of  portraying the (mis)-attribution on stage, and 

using the cover of  satire to correct it. 



 

Here is an excerpt from the second scene. Ovid Senior has now arrived, and is remonstrating with his son 

that he ought to be concentrating on his legal studies and not applying himself  to the frivolous pursuit of  

writing poetry and plays. 

Ovid Junior protests that his studies are not suffering, and besides: while he does admit to writing for the 

theatre, it is not for the "open stage". That is, he is not writing under his own name, but anonymously. Here 

is the passage: 



 

The conclusion to all of  this is inescapable. Ben Johnson has clearly depicted Francis Bacon as Ovid Junior 

in the opening scenes of  Poetaster. Johnson was a friend of  Bacon's, and worked with him on literary 

projects as will be shown shortly. So he was definitely in a position to know of  Bacon's literary activities. 

Orthodoxy declares it knows of  no one who could be described as a law student in the 1590s in London 

writing poetry, and for the stage, but not openly, and yet the description fits Bacon to a T.  

If  Johnson intends Bacon to represent Ovid Junior, as seems likely, (but for which we shall still bring further 

proof  shortly), then he is saying that Bacon wrote the second version of  the Marlowe Elegy 15. And if  that 

is true, the Marlowe was a mask for Bacon. 

This argument turns therefore on whether Johnson intended Ovid Junior as Bacon, and whether Johnson 

was in a position to know, and whether he was correct. We shall address these points, but it's time to bring 

all these threads together to see the overall picture that we have been putting together. 

It's time to bring onstage the name of  William Shakespeare for the first time.  



Slide 43: Venus and Adonis 

 

 In June 1593, within weeks of  Marlowe's death, the poem Venus and Adonis was published, launching the 

writing career publically of  William Shakespeare. His name did not appear on the front cover (shown). It 

occurs for the first time as the signature to the author's dedication within.  

The title page does offer a clue as to the true identity of  the author however. There is a latin couplet which 

appears immediately below the title. This is the usual place where an author's name appears. In any case, it is 

the title page of  the very first work of  the immortal Shakespeare. Here is the trumpet announcing his 

entrance, the introduction and mark of  his opening his public career. 

And what couplet is it that "Shakespeare" has chosen to occupy this privileged position immediately beneath 

the title of  his debut work?  



 

It is the couplet from Elegy 15 which we have already met: the first of  the only pair that is entirely different 

in the second version of  the translation. 

"Shakespeare" has chosen just that exact couplet which marks the difference between the "Marlowe" and 

"B.I." versions of  the Ovid Elegy 15, the very poem which Ben Johnson depicts on stage in 1601 as having 

been written by Francis Bacon.  

Venus and Adonis appeared within weeks of  Marlowe's death. It is marked by reference to poetry which is 

later to be attributed to Marlowe, but revealed by Ben Johnson as written by Bacon.  

We are witnessing here the formal proofs of  Bacon's use of  the "Shakespeare" and "Marlowe" names as 

masks for his literary activities. 



Bacon had entered into contractual arrangements with both Marlowe and Shakespeare, for the right to  

make use of  their names as bearing authorship attribution for certain of  his literary works. This is exactly 

what Kyd tells us in his letter to Lord Puckering. The rights to the use of  these two names had been 

purchased but not exercised up until May 1593. After the death of  Marlowe, Bacon realised that the strategy 

of  publishing anonymously had become dangerous, and a change of  tack was required. It was time to launch 

his main brand names, the masks under which he would pursue his literary career.  

He selected Shakespeare as the name under which the major work would appear, and the Marlowe name 

would be used for the preparatory work which, for one reason or another, did not quite live up to the 

standards of  the best work. 

The death of  Marlowe provided a perfect opportunity to launch the use of  the names. "Marlowe" would not 

now be able to produce any new works, so it could safely be used for part of  the initial body of  work up to 

that time. All subsequent work would then appear solely under the Shakespeare name.  

And so it was that in June 1593 the name of  Shakespeare was introduced to the world on the dedication 

page of  Venus and Adonis. later in the year, the first works with the name of  Marlowe on the title page 

began to appear. The two greatest careers in the English literary rennaissance had been launched, but both 

were masks for another man. 

Slide 45 

 

The Taming of  a Shrew: In 1594, a play appeared in print, anonymously, called The Taming of  a Shrew. It's 

connection with the play The Taming of  the Shrew, which first appeared in the 1623 First Folio, has given 

rise to much debate. The plays are definitely related to each other: they share the same plot, the names of  

the two lead characters, and many scenes and dialogue; but they also differ in fundamental ways: "A shrew" 

is set in Greece rather than italy; and there are significant variations in plot and structure.  

Both plays however share the famous "induction scene". In the First Folio, this is the only scene in the entire 

canon which is located outside of  the usual five-act structure. 

In the version of  the scene in "A shrew", the drunken man on whom the "jest" is played by the (unnamed) 

Lord, is called Sly Droonken, but in the version in "The shrew" his name has been changed to Christopher 

Sly. 



Recall the scene: Christopher Sly is thrown out of  a tavern after an argument over the bill. He lies drunk in 

the gutter. A lord passes by and decides to play a prank on the man, by having him transported to lavish 

surroundings. When he awakes, the servants pretend that he is a lord who has miraculously awoken after a 

long illness. It does not take the "drunken man" long to go along with the sport and to accept that he is truly 

a lord. He is then is presented with a play, which is the five acts of  The Taming of  A/The Shrew. 

At the end of  the play in "A shrew", the action returns to the "play-outside-the-play" but in the First Folio 

the version of  "The Shrew" ends without the reappearance of  Sly. 

Here we have a "Shakespeare" play, in 1594, the first of  the comedies to appear in print, and it opens with a 

scene with a character, later to be called "Christopher". The parallels with Marlowe are too many to 

overlook. The death of  Marlowe occured after an argument over the reckoning after a day of  drinking at 

Mrs Bull's establishment.  

Look what happens to this "Christopher": he is set up, in jest, as "Lord of  the Theatre" by an unnamed 

Lord. This is exactly as Parker Woodward and Begley have suggested, if  the unnamed lord in both Taming 

of  a/the shrew and Kyd's letter to Puckering is Bacon.  

The induction scene, the only scene which occurs outside the normal structure of  the canon, is then the 

theatrical depiction of  the setting up of  Marlowe as "bearing name" for plays. The implication of  not 

returning to the outer reality of  the induction scene in the Folio version is that it shows that the plays 

themselves exist within a theatrical frame: the frame of  authorial identity. Here is the simple solution to a 

problem which has baffled orthodox critics as much as any other in Shakespearean discussion. 

As it happens, there are also many, many direct quotes from Marlowe plays which turn up in Taming of  

A/the Shrew. This fascinating aspect to the mystery is largely outside the scope of  this talk today but clearly 

there are some intriguing connections to be developped here further around these two plays of  "A shrew" 

and "The shrew" in the context of  illuminating the relationship between Marlowe, and Shakespeare/Bacon 
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Here, as a bonus (!), are the first lines on page two, the first full page of  text of  Taming of  a Shrew 

Note the acrostic! I'm sorry, I can't help myself  sometimes! 
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Seriously: the Northumberland Manuscript is the crowning proof  of  the Bacon-Shakespeare contention. 

The "smoking gun" for which all authorship researchers have been looking has been found. 



It is a notation on the Northumberland manuscript, immediately above the name William Shakespeare, 

which occurs above the entries for the plays Richard II and III, and directly adjacent to the words Mr 

Francis Bacon... 

the notation is upside down, and written so as to overlap slightly the large S which begins the word 

Shakespeare's 

the notation reads: in heling.  

The Oxford dictionary defines hele as an obsolete English word meaning to hide, to cover or to concealing 

The notation on the Northumberland Manuscript is the honest witness and testimony of  the scribe who had 

in front of  him the manuscripts of  Richard II and Richard IIi within the bundle of  documents which made 

up the Northumberland Manuscripts 

He noted that the plays were by Francis Bacon, but attributed to William Shakespeare "in heling" that is in 

concealment 

This is direct, manuscript, first hand, evidence of  the precise nature of  the relationship between Francis 

Bacon and William Shakespeare by someone who was in a position to know at the crucial time when the 

decision was made to launch the name William Shakespeare in connection with the theatre. 

The plays of  Richard II and Richard II were put into print in 1598 in second editions, which bore, this time, 

the name of  William Shakespeare as the author. (recall the first editions in 1597 appeared anonymously). 

The Northumberland Manuscript is dated to 1597/98. On the reverse of  the cover appear the word 

impressum: put into print. 
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The following slides zoom in on the crucial words "in heling"... 
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Timeline of  the History plays revisited 

 

We can now fill in the rest of  the timeline of  the history plays. 

Henry VII is the only monarch who did not have a play written about him. 



However, Bacon wrote one prose history work: the History of  Henry VII. It begins and ends precisely at the 

places broken off  by the "Shakespeare" plays which bookend it. 

This means that the cycle of  history plays, if  the Bacon history of  Henry VII is included, now form an 

unbroken cycle from John to Elizabeth I. 

Given that the final piece of  the jigsaw puzzle was put in place by Bacon's Henry VII on it's publication in 

1622, it is clear that he was the guiding hand behind the project!! It is also clear that he was responsible for 

the plays of  Shakespeare and Marlowe. Can we dare to ask if  the plays of  Greene, Peele, and even Kyd 

should be attributed also to Francis Bacon? These are questions for another time. 

Slide 54 

Medenhall revisited 

 

but what of  Medenhall's discovery that Bacon and Shakespeare could not have been written by the same 

man?  



 A paper appeared in 1998, which used stylometric analysis to explore the question, from a wholly orthodox 

perspective, of  the authorship of  Bacon's own works, the ones that appeared under his own name. The 

paper is: 

Who Wrote Bacon?:  

John L. Hilton and Noel B Reynolds, Brigham Young University, December 16, 1998 

The authors note that there are quite marked differences in style between different passages of  Bacon's own 

writings. They analysed in detail using modern, tested, stylometric techniques. .I hold over detailed 

discussion of  the results for now, but the firm provable conclusion they reached was that at least some of  

Bacon's own output was written by his assistants, including Thomas Hobbes.  

This result shows why Medenhall obtained a different result for "Shakespeare" and "Bacon"; it turns out that 

the works which appeared under the name of  Shakespeare are written exclusively by Francis Bacon, while 

those which appeared under his own name are only partially so! 
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The remaining slides I think largely speak for themselves. 

 

Evidence from the "Remains" that Ben Johnson worked on literary projects with Francis Bacon 
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Johnson's poem in the First Folio. 

Prof  Riggs notes of  this poem: 

"The line scans as an iambic pentameter but employs trochaic words ("jigging", rhyming, mother) to 

segment the preprepositional phrases into metrical units. Ben Johnson replicates this pattern in the 

encomium recalling how far Shakespeare outshone three of  his finest peers: Lyly, or sporting Kyd, or 

Marlowe's mighty line. Every stress in Johnson's verse conforms to those of  the first line of  

Tamburlaine." 
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Johnsons additions to the Spanish Tragedy by "Kyd".  
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Johnson on Bacon 
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Bacon on how to write  
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Rawleigh on Bacon and knowledge 
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Bacon on Bacon 
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Here is the second one. The reading gesture in this case goes from left to right, and upwards. It takes in all 

the letters, from the prominent An Th to the final I in John Marston. 


