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mets of London. We have noted how, in Cynthia’s Revels, Asotus

“doth learn to make strange sauces, to eat anchovies, macaroni, bovoli,

fagoli, and caviare, because he [Amorphus] loves them.”

When so many noble families still lived in the city, the house enjoyed

a reputation similar to that . . . of the neighboring tavern, the Boar's
Head, in which Shakespeare made the bulky Falstaff and the light-
hearted Prince Harry quaff their cups of sack. It was not only the mer-
chants who relished the good things of the Steelyard, for bishops and
nobles, and even the Lord Chancellor himself, and many a distinguished
Privy Councillor did not disdain to honour these vaults with their pres-
ence, or to taste the dainties of the foreigners.?

Both the Steelyard and the Boar’s Head Tavern were very near
Oxford Court by London Stone, where until recently the Earl had
lived. It is in Nashe’s Epistle Dedicatorie, printed in 1593, that we
first learn of Oxford’s being an habitué; Jonson’s testimony belongs
to a later date.

Although he continued to consort with his literary friends, he had
been obliged, after the disbanding of his and the Queen’s theatrical
companies, to curtail his patronage, and he had vacated Fisher’s Folly
in 1591. Immediately, as if an earthquake had shattered their founda-
tions, loud yelps and groans over their financial straits emanated from
Greene, Peele, Marlowe, Nashe, and Lyly. Lyly even sent long-winded
petitions to the Queen on the subject—though much good it did him!

The first petition, of 1590, says in part:

Most gratious and drad soueraigne, 1 dare not pester your highness

with many words. . . . I was entertained your Maiesties seruant by your
gratious fauor, strengthened with conditions that I should ayme all my

courses at the Revells . . . for which these 10 years I haue attended
with vnwearicd patience.? And nowe I know not what Crabb took me
for an Oyster . . . that hath thrust a stone between the shells to eate me

aliue that onely liue on dead hopes. . . .
The second, of 1593, shows greater despondency:

Thirteen years your highnes seruant but yet nothing. Twenty friends
that though they says they wilbe sure T find them sure to be slowe. A
thowsand hopes but all nothing, a hundred promises but yet nothing. . . .

That Lyly understood Lord Oxford’s necessity in terminating his
service would seem to be implied in a letter he wrote Sir Robert
Cecil nearly two years later, in which he says:

Among all the overthwartes of my poor fortunes this is the greatest,

that where 1 most expected to show my dutiful affection I am cut off

from the means.®
""1Charles Wisner Barrell: New Milestones in Sh. Research; Sh. Tell. Quarterly,
Oct. 1944; cit. Dr. Reinhold Pauli, Pictures of Old London (1861).

2 We have seen him as Peter Quince, Master of the Revels for the production of
Pyramus and Thisbe in M.N.D.

"3 ward; p. 273.
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\/t hw@m dramatic writing had been done while he was in the
service of Lord Oxford; and although he lived a dozen years longer
and was out of work, he still wrote not a single play. It is no wonder
that he had hoped to show his “dutiful affection.” He owed every-
thing to the Earl.

In Pierce’s Supererogation Gabriel Harvey wrote of Lyly:

.H.b..:;m: a mad lad as ever twang'd; never troubled with any substance
of wit, or circumstance of honesty; sometime the fiddlestick of Oxford,
now the very babble of London.

Thomas Nashe took it upon himsclf to reply to this, as part of his
protracted quarrel with Harvey:

For Master T..Em . . . he is better able to defend himselfe than I am
able to say he is able to defend himselfe. . . . With a black sant he

meanes .,.:OE% to bee at his [Harvey’s] chamber window for calling him
the Fiddlestick ol Oxford. .

Probably the principal reason why Lyly’s affair was said by Harvey
to be “the babble of London” was that it was one facet of the gen-
eral alteration in Oxford’s activities, including the publication, that
year, of Venus and Adonis under a pseudonym: an incident which
must have caused much “babble” in itself, only comparatively few
persons—these, of course, including Nashe and Harvey—having knowl-
edge of the poet’s identity. But not the least important change, and
provocative of the loudest preliminary babble, had been the Earl’s
withdrawal of his support from the University Wits, who had become
so reckless and licentious that the Puritans were determined to de-
stroy them and their influence, while Oxford himself, restricted as
he was by the state of his own affairs, was unable longer to sponsor
or direct them.

However, that he was still on terms of friendship with Greene and
Nashe is attested by the latter’s reply to an attack Harvey made upon
Greene’s memory soon after Greene’s death:

A good fellow he was and would have drunk with thee for more
angels than the lord thou libelledst on? gave thee in Christ’s
College. . . .

| ::.H_ one of my fellows, Will Monox—hast thou never heard of him
:_._; his great dagger? s were in company with him a month before he
died, at that fatal banquet of Rhenish wine and pickled herring (if thou
wilt neceds have it so) and then the inventory of his apparel came to
more than three shillings . . .

Financial strictures continued to harass the Earl. There is a record
ol correspondence between his agent, Thomas Churchyard, and a
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Mistress Julia Penn regarding rooms taken in her house by Oxford
and not promptly paid for. Churchyard writes the irate landlady:

I stand to that bargain, knowing my good Lord so noble—and of such
great consideration—that he will perform what T promised. . . . I abso-
lutely here, for the love and honour I owe my Lord, bind myself and
all I have in the world, for the satisfying you for the first quarter’s rent
of the rooms my Lord did take. And further for the coals, billets, fag-
gots, beer, wine, and any other thing spent by his honourable means,
I bind myself to answer; yet confessing that napery and linen was not
in any bargain I made with you for my Lord, which indeed T know my

Lord’s nobleness will consider. . . .6

All this sharply recalls Mistress Quickly’s complaints against Sir
John Falstaff. Point is added by the fact that, during his early forties,
Oxford seems for a brief period to have increased in weight and
girth—as is shown in the Hampton Court portrait of “Shakespeare,”
which has been crudely altered to represent a man of lower rank, the
Sword of State and rapier clumsily blacked out, the courtier’s lace
ruff smeared, etc. Undoubtedly the gourmand, Burghley, was no
stranger to the Steelyard. Sir Nicholas Dawtrey, too, would have been
a familiar of the place. And with him, Burghley, and the jovial aspect
of Oxford himself, we have a wonderful composite presentation of
the Fat Knight.

We get, moreover, a vivid glimpse of the way the Earl fictionalized
his own experiences when comparing Mistress Penn’s letter with
Mistress Quickly’s speeches. (2H.JV:1L.1.) Not to be overlooked is the
passage about Falstafl’s “weapon.” (11-17.) The whole scene comes
to life with a rollicking humor when one realizes that Falstaff’s gift
of gab is that of the Earl when in high fettle. Jonson said of him in
the character of Amorphus: “The wife of the ordinary gives him his
diet to maintain her table in discourse; which is indeed a mere
tyranny over her other guests, for he will usurp all the talk.”

Mistress Penn writes:

You know, my Lord, you had anything in my house whatsoever you

or your men would demand, if it were in my house. If it had been a

thousand times more I would have been glad to pleasure your Lordship

withal. Therefore, good my Lord, deal with me in courtesy, for that
you and I shall come at that dreadful day and give account for all our
doings. . . . I would be loth to offend your honour in anything. . . . But

my Lord, if it please your Lordship to show me your favour in this I

shall be much bound to your honour, and you shall command my house,

or anything that is in it whensoever it shall please you. . . .7

8 Ward; p. gog; cit, Lansdowne MSS., 68, 113,
TWard; p. go2; cit. Lansdowne MSS., 68, 11,
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And Mistress Quickly:
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1 therefore most earnestly desire your Lordship to Z_..J::E ?oc\_:“‘“.ﬂﬁww

: i ase / sure; ot 2
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In September, he writes another letter; and this must have U.m ;

before Churchyard brought the Julia Penn matter to his attention,
for he assures Burghley that he is one

i ¥ 3 a ) deal
whom in all my causes I find mine honourable good Lord ,:_5_: .:Am
s s . Lpie i Wiy &
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ever will-myself in most especial wise bound.
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or ever had, for the Earl himself. He did all he could ‘Hc. me. -
Burghley of his good will, though of course he .moc_a :WZ: ._,H:E:ow
paradox into words: “As a man, I am :.:WJ&:\ to you, o”m.w a L w,m.-
sympathetic and affectionate; as your mo:.E._ﬁ.ﬁ I ro.: :“:_n e
mvonr But my work is something apart. H.ﬁ is the _s_(_v._.v. T:osm
mander, not my ﬁcamo:i self, which forces from me the _Co. .
which burn free of dross in the plays.” Of 8:.2.9 Q.:w Lord _ __n.mM:mo_,
did his part in maintaining the surface amenities, just uw.rm H_: -
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: be his master. 216
EWMWMMM it was not unnatural that the .H..o& Treasurer, QM:_.EH._M_M.:,-
ally hostile to the arts, was especially inimical 823.%. ﬁwn :h 5 .«
As one commentator puts it, “When the Lord meoﬂ, 4.5:9 _w:.wa, H_ w.
of the difficulty he is having in forbidding .ﬁra.;:m.:, n:e_. m:? he
shows no doubt that Burghley will uphold ﬂ.:_s in his Sﬁr : .
Although we should never accept the .8&55:% of v._w.._,f‘_mw.ﬁ :MA
in regard to the fabulous synthetic creation he nm:o..g .r:._. m.d.um,::_
lm::, as it is of far-fetched rationalization and garbling of facts, 5__
conjecture forming the cornerstone of an 1&0038. wﬂ._nﬁ.p.:__n‘ ﬁ_v_””n_“_
off as biography—still, we may at least note in passing 1is ;_: m.:_
about the Lord Treasurer, since in this Q_.Mw. he had :.N :.,_.ﬁ.,._._ V
special pleading. It is to the effect that “when _:.e _A..:.::__”___f.,_:_::
Oxford] died on June 6th, 1588, [Burghley] showed little inclin:

w>_&‘n: Brooks: Will Shakspere, Factotwm and Agent; p. 46.
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to relieve his son-in-law’s necessities.” ® This seems to be a clear
record of fact.

It was in August 1591, that Oxford had written Burghley to sug-
gest commuting his “pension” into five thousand pounds ready money,
to which he would add three thousand pounds for the purchase of
the domain of Denbighe, in the furtherance of his desire “to have an
equal care with your Lordship over my children.” He thought he
could make a profit in Denbighe, which “shall be presently delivered
in possession to you for their use. . . . So shall my children be pro-
vided for, myself at length settled in quict, and I hope your Lordship
contented. For to tell truth, T am weary of an unsettled life. . . .”
A;EmwE.:Q%:,?.E.mQrmm33»Hc:o::.:.,m.w::mmmm: _m%ﬁrm

LEarl had remarried; so he must have attained to an at least more

settled life. The bride was Elizabeth Trentham, a Maid of Honour
at court; and for once the Queen took a gracious attitude about a
marriage. She had treated her Turk none too kindly; she knew what
strains and stresses he had endured: here was something she could
make pleasant for him at no cost to herself. Perhaps she hoped this
marriage would pacify him and prevent explosions. She may have
been concerned about the life he was leading.

Goneril says to Lear, when expressing dissatisfaction with his
numerous attendants, that they are

Men so disorder’d, so debosh’d, and bold

That this our court, infected with their manners,
Shows like a riotous inn: epicurism and lust
Make it more like a tavern or a brothel

Than a grac’d palace. (1.4.241-5.)

And Regan asks (IL.1.g5 et seq.):

Was he [Edgar] not companion with the riotous knights
That tend upon my father? . . .

King Lear was being written at the turn of the decade.

Not much is known about the second Countess of Oxford, who
seems to have been nine or ten years her husband’s junior; but what
is known is altogether to her credit. In April 1582, J. Farnum had
written Roger Manners,

Mistress Trentham is as fair, Mistress Ldgcumb as modest, Mistress
Radclifl as comely and Mistress Garrat as jolly as ever.10

She was a young woman ol means, intelligent, well-bred, considerate,
and, it would seem, deeply devoted to her lord.

On December 2 ol this year, Lord Oxflord alienated the ancient

"Dict, Nat'l
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estate of the Veres, Castle Hedingham, to Burghley and his three
daughters. Not long afterwards he was writing the following passage

Fool. Canst tell how an oyster makes his shell?

Lear. No. X i

Fool. Nor 1 neither; but I can tell why a snail has a house . . . to pu

his head in; not to give it away to his daughters, and leave his horns

without a case. (K.[.: L.25-31.)

Since FEarl’s Colne, the tomb of his forefathers, now no longer
belonged to him, he may have been moved at this time also to write

Sonnet 81:
The earth can yield me but a common grave. . . .

Ward believes that, because the Castle had been unoccupied m.E.nm
1589, parts of it would have fallen into disrepair, and ﬁr.mﬁ Q.im 1s,
of course, why, “just before Lord Burghley took it over, Oﬁ.c& issued
a warrant authorizing the dismantling of part of the building and
many of the out-houses. This perfectly natural precaution,” he adds,
“has been stigmatized by historians as a savage act of <m.:n§:m5. oA
Had they taken the trouble to ascertain the true relations between
Oxford and Burghley . . . they would have avoided making them-
selves ridiculous.” 11 . .

In 1592 Oxford initiated the first of a series of suits to nvm.@z@m:
for certain monopolies which would furnish him a source of income.
The annual payment of f1000 from the Secret Service m.::m no:,H
tinued, but that went for the expenses of what he called his ,..o:,_nm
and not for personal requirements. One of the few ways H:E&mﬁﬁ
had to raise money, of which the Treasury was in drastic nced at this
time of huge ﬁ..,:,..nxvm:&::.9 was by the sale of such vm:mm:m. Hmoa
Oxford’s first suit—for the monopoly of oils, wools, and fruits—failed;
and late in 1593 he wrote Burghley regarding the Custody of the
Forest of Essex, which belonged to him by rights:

My very good Lord, T hope it is not out of your remembrance :.02
long sithence T have been a suitor to Her Majesty . . . to try my title
to the Forest of Essex at the law. But I found that so m.;?.cmm_:m unto
her, that in place of recciving that ordinary favour which is of Q‘J:.wo‘
oranted to the meanest subject, I was browbeaten and had many bitter
wﬁaam:a given me. Nevertheless at length, 3‘ means of some of Ec. H.:A.A._J
of the Council, among which your Lordship om_,:wn:.:v._ ITer Majesty was
persuaded to give me ear.

The letter is too long to quote in full, but in the latter part he
tells of having spoken to Her Majesty while at Greenwich. ,.f:,— ﬁ.,::_
remarks that Sir Nicholas Dawtrey was at court there at this time,
adding that “as constant suitors to the Queen they must often have

11 P, 5006,
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come into contact.” 2 He explains that Oxford, of course, expected
to pay an equitable price for the monopoly he had sought, but even
s0, this would not have been as advantageous a deal from the Queen’s
standpoint as her “gift” of Ralegh’s wine monopoly, “in return for
which he built ships and fought for her at sea.”

Concerning the Earl’s request to Burghley in the matter of the
restoration to him of the Forest of Essex, we need hardly repeat that
nothing came of it. As we have said elsewhere, only when James
ascended the throne, long alter Burghley's death, was this made.

By now, the Earl would have been all the more desirous of stabiliz
ing his properties and securing the reinstatement of those due him by
inheritance, because on February 24, 1593, a son had been born to
him and his Countess. On the gist of March, this heir, who would
one day be the Eighteenth Earl, was christened in the Parish Church
and given the name, new in de Vere and Trentham annals, of Henry.
Some six weeks later Lord Oxford was dedicating “the first heir of my
invention” to Henry Wriothesley.

Under date of July 7, 1594, Oxford wrote again to Burghley:

My very good Lord, If it please you to remember that about half a
year or thereabout past T was suitor to your Lordship for your favour:
that whereas T found sundry abuses, whereby both Her Majesty and
myself were, in my office, greatly hindered, that it might please your
Lordship that T might find such favour from you that I might have the
same redressed. . . .13

The letter contains no explanation of the matter in question, only
stating that there had been some delay because “mine attorney was
departed the town, and T could not then send him to your appoint-
ment,” and heartily desiring “your Lordship that it will please you to
pive care to the state of my cause,” etc.

S0 we see he was continuing the work for which he had been
allowed the sum of L1000 per annum. It was probably the Puritans
who were making trouble; they were tireless in their opposition to the
theatre. How much Burghley exerted himself in this affair cannot
he guessed.

A terrible plague ravaged London in 1592, closing the theatres in
June. (It is referred to in stanza 85 of Venus and Adonis.) Everyone
who could remained in the country, and this may have been a fortu-
¢ necessity for Oxford, who had undoubtedly reached the lowest
depths of his career during the two or three previous years, consort-
with his literary friends in the taverns of Lastcheap. Thomas

PP g motes He cites The Palstaff Saga, by John Dawtrey, for evidence of Sir
Vs pres at Greenwich, (A xevision of The Meny Wives was performed

lowne MSS., 6.7
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Nashe, in an epistle to the publisher of Pierce Pennilesse, wrote that
“fear of infection detained me with my lord in the country.” Though
he does not identify the lord by name, what he says clsewhere about
“Will Monox” makes it appear that he was Oxford.

It was at this time that Lord Oxford was especially worried about
the Fair Youth’s bad associations, realizing that he had only himself
to blame. Southampton would, of course, have come and gone as he
chose, spending only a modicum of time, as report said, at court, like
another Prince Hal, and visiting the theatrical underworld (including
the Boar’s Head Tavern) incognito. But the wits, having learned a
good deal and no doubt suspecting more, pandered to him. Nashe
undoubtedly knew that he was Oxford’s son, as appears from Sum-
mer’s Last Will and Testament, of 1592. The Earl was living with his
new wife at Stoke Newington, just north of Shoreditch, where the
Rose and the Curtain were situated. Although in their home they
maintained a style proper to their station, Oxford did not relinquish
the easy convivial life to which these last years had accustomed him.
He saw what was going on with regard to Southampton’s demoraliza-
tion, and he feared he was losing his hold upon the wayward young
LEarl, because he was not allowed to claim him as his son.

‘The only one of the literary set with whom Oxford seems to have
been on terms of relaxed familiarity was Thomas Nashe. Though he
was jovial at times with the others, there is occasional evidence that
he kept always somewhat aloof; they spoke of him with admiration
and respect often touched with awe.

It was one of these others, Robert Greene, who, on his deathbed
in 1592, a month after dining on “Rhenish wine and pickled herring”
with Oxford and Nashe, gave vent to the long, more or less maudlin
outpouring of mingled remorse and exhortation called Groatsworth
of Wit. Greene, who had led a riotous and dissolute life, lay dying
of dropsy, half-starved and it would seem also half-drunk. He repents
his sins, including that of atheism; he indulges in self-pity; he exhorts
his fellow-scribes to profit by his errors. And he undoubtedly alludes
to Oxford when he warns two of them as follows:

With thee I joyne young Juvenall [evidently Nashe], that byting
satyrist, that lastly with me together writ a comedie. Sweet boy, T might
aduise thee, be aduised, and get not many enemies by bitter words . . .
thou hast a libertic to reprooue all and name none; for none bei
blamed, no man is iniured. Stop shallow water running, it will rage;
tread on a worme, and it will turne; then blame not Schollers who are
vexed with sharp and bitter lines, if they reprooue thy too much liberty
of reproofe.

(We suspect that this admonition arose from Nashe's having too
freely portrayed Southampton in Swmmnier’s Last Will as arvogant and
036

spoiled: a “liberty of reproofe” which Oxford would certainly have
resented.)

Base-minded men, Greene says his friends are, if they do not take
warning from his own plight; and now he speaks of his treatment at
the hands of actors:

S W mm:. unto none of you, like me, sought those burres to cleave; those
puppits, I meane, that speake from our mouths, those anticks garnisht
in ozw colours. . . . Yes, trust them not; for there is an :\ia.i crow,
beautified with our feathers, that, with his Tygers heart wrapt in a
Players hyde, supposes he is as well able to bumbast out a blanke verse
as the best of you; and being an absolute Johannes Factotum, is in his
own conceit the only Shake-scene in a countrie. O that I might intreate
your rare wits to be imployed in more profitable courses, and let those
apes Imitate your past excellence, and never more acquaint them with
your mm:::.on_ inventions . . . whilst you may, secke you better maisters;
for it is pitty men of such rare wits should be subiect to the pleasures
of such rude groomes.

Partly because the phrase, “Tygers heart wrapt in a [Players] hyde,”
comes from 3 Henry VI, the reference is assumed to be to Shakes-
peare himself—or, by the Stratfordians, to Shaksper, whom they
arbitrarily call Shakespcare. They suggest that Greene may be quoting
a line of his own, that he may have written that very passage—though
why should he have? In any case, this is not particularly &m:mmnx:r
since the point he is making concerns the effrontery of actors—“pup-
pits,” he calls them, and “groomes,” because now they were licensed
as Grooms of the Chamber—who fancy their own improvisations to
be as witty as those of the playwrights. Hamlet had warned against
this same abuse:

And let those that play your clowns speak no more than is set down for
them; for there be of them that will themselves laugh, to set on some
quantity of barren spectators to laugh too, though in the mean time
some mnecessary question of the play is then to be considered; that’s
villanous, and shows the most pitiful ambition in the fool that uses it.
(I11.2.39-46.)

I'o be so bold, an actor would naturally have a ““I'ygers heart.” Tarle-

ton and Kemp were both “famous for their skill in improvising.” The
latter, who played Dogberry, was “equally famous for extemporal
wit.” " Then there was Will Tony, said by Nashe to have been the
one who impersonated Martin Marprelate on the stage. And courtiers
were sometimes called “crows.” 15
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ve been punning on this word, for in 1590, he had written an
between Tully, the orator, and Roscius, the actor, in which the
art thou proud with Aesop’s erow, being pranked with

5P OF thysell thou canst say nothing, What sentence
Clows hrom the censure ol .+ " This certainly

ut oW was an ACLOY, not aow
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If Southampton was indeed at this time spoiled and arrogant—and
the concluding lines of Sonnets 69, g4, and gp give evidence that Ox-
ford was disturbed about him—his privileged position in the theater
may have led him to fancy himself “the only Shake-scene in a coun-
trie.” 1 In any case, Nashe was sufficiently alarmed to burst immedi-
ately into print to disclaim any part in Greene’s diatribe:

Other news T am advised of, that a scald, trivial, lying pamphlet,
called Greene’s Groalsworth of Wit, is given out to be my doing. God
never have care of my soul, but utterly renounce me, if the least word
or syllable in it proceeded from my pen, or if I were in any way privy
to the writing or the printing of it.

Later Chettle apologized, in a foreword to Kindheart’s Dream, for
having given any offense in publishing Greene’s wry outpouring

&

About three months since, died Mr. Robert Greene, leaving many
papers in sundry book-scllers hands, among others his Groatsworth of
Wit, in which a letter written to divers play-makers is offensively by one
or two of them taken. ... With neither of them that take offence was
I acquainted; and with one of them I care not il I never be. The other,
whom at that time I did not so much spare as since I wish T had ... I
am as sorry as if the original faull had been my fault, because myself
have seen his demeanour no less civil than he excellent in the quality he
professes. Besides, divers of worship have reported his wprightness of
dealing, which argues his honesty, and his facetious grace in writing,
which approves his art.

This happens to be the cautious, deferential way the Earl of Ox-
ford was often spoken of. And he would certainly have taken offense
at Greene's emotional and irrational outburst. However, the man’s
mind was wandering at the time; his pamphlet was, as Nashe said,
“trivial”; and the whole incident has been given far more importance
than it merits.



