
In 1817 the great English 

essayist and critic, William 

Hazlitt, wrote a highly imag-

inative article called, ‘Actors and 

Acting’, in which he said, and 

which I paraphrase: ‘It has been considered as 

the misfortune of those with great talents for 

the stage, that they leave no record behind 

them except that of vague rumour, and 

that the genius of a great actor perishes 

with him. When an author dies, it is of lit-

tle consequence, for his works remain for 

ever. When a great actor dies, there is a 

void in our midst, a gap which requires 

to be filled.’                                                                     

   So how would we react today if by 

the powers of sorcery all the cele-

brated actors of the past could be 

made to reappear upon the boards 

of Covent Garden and Drury Lane? 

‘What a rich treat there would be for 

the town, and indeed what a feast 

for the critics.’ (Mind, ticket prices 

would be prohibitive!) ‘For we 

would then be able to judge for our-

selves whether David Garrick was 

upon the whole so great an actor as 

the world has made him out.’  Or, 

on the other hand, would we look 

upon his performance skills as 

being exaggerated, gimmicky and 

possibly a little ponderous. Or 

would we be amazed in the same 

way his loyal followers were who 

night after night filled Drury Lane 

to catch the merest glimpse of this 

iconic man.  

   For iconic he was and what is even 

by Clive Francis
more remarkable has remained so 

down through the centuries, his 

name stamped upon our streets, 

our restaurants, our pubs, our 

theatres, even upon one of 

London’s most prestigious clubs, The Garrick. 

Which is surprising when you consider that so 

many distinguished actors of recent years 

have sadly melted into the mists of time; 

almost forgotten by a whole new generation 

of theatregoers. So why, out of all of them, 

has David Garrick remained so important? 

John Gielgud once wrote: ‘Genius may 

always be relied on to appear suddenly 

from nowhere, breaking all rules and  

confounding all theory by sheer 

magnetism and originality.’ Such an 

observation could easily be applied 

to David Garrick who, single-hand-

edly, helped to elevate Shakespeare, 

the man he described, ‘the first 

genius of the world’, as the supreme 

symbol of British culture. He even 

erected a Temple in the author’s 

memory in the grounds of his house 

in Hampton. A T emple I’ve proudly 

served for over twenty years. 

But more than anything Garrick 

was responsible, along with his 

friend and mentor, the Irish actor 

Charles Macklin, for helping to 

instil a more naturalistic approach 

to performance skills, rather than 

the bombastic, that audiences had 

come to expect. Macklin got the 

ball rolling in 1741 when he pre-

sented an entirely new concept of 

playing Shylock, a character who 
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Above: ‘William Hazlitt’ (1778-1830),  
John Hazlitt (1767-1837). 

©maidstone & bentlif art gallery.  
Below: ‘David Garrick’ , 1764.  

Angelica Kauffman, R.A. (1741-1807).  
©burghley house collection.
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in the pioneering hands of Macklin and Garrick. 

   Garrick first began with the tragedians, detesting the 

way they invested their acting with a solemnity ‘usually 

associated with religious worship,’ rather than theatre. 

The heroine always wore heavy, black, hooped dresses, 

with no attention paid to either the situation or the peri-

od, and the hero a tall plume of feathers on a powdered 

periwig, all delivering their speeches in a monotonous 

chant with the minimum of gestures – the intention 

being to excite the spectators visually rather than affect-

ing them emotionally. But worse was to follow. All comic 

scenes in Shakespeare’s tragedies were for a while system-

atically cut in order to prevent audiences from laughing 

and destroying the illusion of tragedy.  

   The 18th-century writer Aaron Hill wrote at the time: 

‘The most universal complaint among good judges of the 

stage is that players are shockingly unnatural. This is lay-

ing the axe to the root of the tree, for, if we miss nature, 

we miss pleasure.’ He also went on to claim that actors 

were so vain they didn’t bother to rehearse, or bother to 

understand the characters they were portraying. They 

weren’t even embarrassed by their mistakes either. It was 

not uncommon to see an actor, once he’d finished his 

speech and waiting his next cue, chatting with a friend in 

one of the boxes. 

   This flagrant disregard for stage discipline was just the 

incentive Garrick needed to brush away the old and 

had always been played for low comedy; a clown, in car-

rot-coloured wig and tattered clothes. Macklin took the 

unprecedented step of researching the gestures and man-

ners of Jewish traders in the City of London, thereby cre-

ating a more serious, realistic characterisation.  

   With Macklin’s guidance, Garrick too began to introduce 

levels of ‘naturalism’ to his own performances, which many 

found bewildering. Theophilus Cibber wrote: ‘[Garrick] 

now has an over-fondness for extravagant attitudes, affected 

starts, convulsive twitching and jerking of the body, [where] 

he would sprawl his fingers, slap his breast, then his pockets 

and hold needless pauses mid-sentence.’  

   Naturalism, or as Shakespeare aptly put it, ‘holding the 

mirror up to nature’, is a term often bandied about in the 

theatre and must be put into some sort of context, as each 

generation of theatre audiences has had a different view 

on what acting naturally means. Strindberg and Chekhov 

during the late 1800s made their mark through the  

brilliant eye of Konstantin Stanislavsky. Later, a whole 

new generation of actors like James Dean and Marlon 

Brando pioneered, what can only be described as the 

‘mumble’ – in other words, naturalism at its most natural; 

often making it difficult to understand what was being 

said – and, sadly, in many respects, still does. 

   Even though Shakespeare sought naturalism when it 

came to hearing his lines spoken ‘trippingly on the tongue’, 

it would be another 130 years before his wish materialized 

‘Charles Macklin as Shylock in Shakespeare’s “The Merchant of Venice” 
Covent Garden’, 1767-68, Johan Zoffany (1733‒1810). 
©  the holburne museum.

‘James Quin’ (1693-1766) 1760-63, (detail), Thomas Gainsborough  
(1727-88). royal collection trust/ 
©her majesty queen elizabeth ii, 2022.
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establish a new, more committed approach to the actor’s 

craft. He began by insisting his company wore the correct 

costume of the period, attended rehearsals and more 

importantly, learned their lines, penalizing any who ‘dried 

up’ during a performance and had to revert to gagging to 

cover their mistakes. He also discouraged intoning and                        

melodramatic roaring, a favourite pastime for many, 

James Quin being a prime example. The mighty ‘puffed 

up’ Quin, whose monotonous, uncontrolled roaring had 

become widely accepted as the ‘best sort of acting.’  Arron 

Hill described him as having ‘a vagrant Eye, a solemn 

Stillness of Strut, and a dry, drawling voice.’ Massive of 

voice he most certainly was, as he was of girth. Quin at 

one time had killed two men in a quarrel. But as they were 

both actors, and because the authorities had little regard 

for the stage, he was let off with no more than a warning 

and a fine.   

   Physically everything went against Garrick. For one 

thing he had a big nose, a portly figure and to disguise his 

lack of inches (he was after all only 5’4”), he would build 

up his shoes with cork heels. But even with lifts, Garrick 

was considered by many to be far too small for a conven-

tional leading player, especially when many of his actresses, 

like Hannah Pritchard, whose Lady Macbeth stood as a 

peerless model for the age, generally towered over him. 

There is a magnificent portrait by Zoffany of the two of 

them in Macbeth hanging in the Garrick Club. Garrick is 

seen wearing the traditional Windsor uniform, his feet set 

in ballet-like position, standing in a frozen but studied pos-

ture of fear. Next to him stands Mrs Pritchard, bloody dag-

gers in hand, dressed in a purple silk dress trimmed with 

ermine over a white silk petticoat, certainly not how we 

would imagine the character today. Their joint perform-

ances continued to shine upon the London stage for the 

next twenty years. On being once asked for her assessment 

of the play Mrs Pritchard is supposed to have replied that 

she had no interest in Macbeth after the sleep walking 

scene: ‘When that is complete, I instruct my carriage to take 

me home.’ It was a part so close to her heart that Mrs 

Pritchard chose it as her farewell performance in 1768.    

   Thomas Davis, Garrick’s biographer, thought their per-

formances could no more be described than they could 

be equalled, ‘the merits of both were transcendent.’ In 

fact, after Mrs Pritchard’s retirement, Garrick closed the 

book on Macbeth for the rest of his career.  

   Small in height Garrick may have been, but nothing 

prevented him gaining what he craved the most – power 

and recognition. Actually, what he secretly craved was a 

knighthood. An honour he hoped might have come his 

way when he was summoned to Windsor Castle in 1777 to 

read extracts from his first play Lethe, which he knew 

would be familiar with the Royal family. But the evening 

wasn’t greeted as warmly as he had hoped. ‘It was as if 

they had thrown a wet blanket over me,’ he wrote later. Dr 

Johnson remarking: ‘He should not in a Royal apartment 

expect the hallooing and clamour of a One Shilling 

Gallery. I’m sure the King gave him as much applause as 

was rationally his due.’ In fact the much honoured 

knighthood was to elude every member of the theatrical 

‘David Garrick in his Regalia as Steward of Stratford Jubilee, 1769’,  
after Benjamin Vandergucht (1753-94).  
reproduced by courtesy of samuel johnson birthplace museum.

‘Mr Garrick & Mrs Pritchard in the Tragedy of Macbeth’ ,  
Johan Zoffany, (1733-1810). ©the garrick club collection.
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profession until 1895 when Sir Henry Irving became the 

first to receive that distinction, finally elevating the actor 

to the status of respectability.  

   So, how did a simple wine merchant from Litchfield, 

whose ancestors had originally descended from French 

Huguenots, and with little to no acting experience to his 

name, become such a colossal star? How did it all begin? 

Most actors, when I was growing up in the theatre, began 

their careers either as the backend of the cow, as I did, or 

carrying the obligatory spear, but not so Garrick. Billed as 

‘A Gentleman - who never appeared on any stage’, Garrick 

chose for his first London appearance, albeit at a fringe 

theatre in the heart of Whitechapel, nothing less than 

Richard III. And a more arrogant kickstart to a career is 

hard to imagine. Arrogant, may be, but the moment 

Garrick crept upon the stage of Goodman Fields in 1741, 

‘he immediately gave evident proof,’ as one playgoer put 

it, ‘of consummate art, and perfect knowledge of charac-

ter.’ It even induced James Quin to admit, ‘If this young 

fellow is right, then I and the rest of the players have all 

been wrong.’  

   What Garrick offered up that night and subsequent 

nights was revolutionary. It was new, refreshing and excit-

ing. ‘He threw a new light on elocution and action; ban-

ished ranting, bombast and grimace; and restored nature 

and genuine humour.’  

   Every known member of the nobility attended per-

formances that week, including Prime Minister Pitt, who 

acknowledged Garrick ‘the best actor the London stage 

had ever produced’, and Alexander Pope, not the easiest 

person to please at the best of times, declaring him ‘to be 

without equal and would never face a rival.’ Garrick’s  

triumph at the age of twenty-four was immediate, and  

all London went ‘horn-mad’ after him.     

   James Quin desperate to prove that bombast remained 

the people’s choice, joined Garrick for the opening season 

at Covent Garden. Here the two acting styles were pitted 

firmly against each other—the old versus the new – 

allowing the audience to be the final judge. Their answer 

came in the opening scene of The Fair Penitent. Quin 

beginning with one of his long, drawn-out pauses, was 

immediately heckled by a voice shouting, ‘For God’s sake 

man, get on with it!’ Whereupon Quin knew he had lost. 

He retired from the stage to live out the rest of his life in 

Bath. He died in 1776. Garrick wrote a rather eloquent 

epitaph for his tomb. ‘The tongue which set the table on 

a roar, and charmed the public ear, is heard no more. 

Closed are those eyes, the harbinger of wit which spake 

before the tongue what Shakespeare writ …’ 

Garrick’s success grew so rapidly that within five years he 

was running the most important theatre in the land, 

Drury Lane, which he immediately set about reforming, 

starting with the audiences 

   The crucial difference in going to the theatre in the eigh-

teenth century, as opposed to nowadays, was that it was 

first and foremost a social event. Audience members did 

not sit, as they do now, in a darkened auditorium – for one 

thing the whole theatre would have been fully exposed to 

candlelight. Instead, they would use the evening as an 

Detail of playbill for David Garrick’s debut at Goodman’s Fields Theatre. 

‘David Garrick in “Richard III’”, 1760 (detail), Francis Hayman, 1708-76. 

©the holburne museum.
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excuse for hobnobbing with their neighbours, flirting with 

each other’s wives, often interrupting the flow of the per-

formance by clambering over seats to mix with members 

of the cast or even (if they were affluent enough) to sit 

around the perimeter of the stage (as seen in the above 

portrait by Hogarth of The Beggar’s Opera) and make 

witty, catty remarks for the benefit of their friends. But 

God forbid if the play wasn’t being appreciated, for then 

they would feel obliged to hurl insults or pelt the actors 

with a variety of produce such as cabbages, apples, 

oranges, and the occasional pint bottle of beer. Charles 

Macklin once found himself playing Macbeth during one 

such protest, which became so uncontrollable that he leapt 

into the audience, demanding satisfaction from any that 

crossed his path. He stormed up to a Mrs McDonnel, then 

in an advanced stage of pregnancy, roundly abusing her of 

instigating the disturbance. Without hesitation she boxed 

him firmly around the ears and told him to ‘behave!’     

   The actor, Tate Wilkinson, described the situation like 

this (and I paraphrase): ‘A performer on a popular night 

could not step his foot with safety, lest he be thrown down 

amongst scores of idle, tipsy apprentices. Actors of course 

depended on these people to pay for their benefit nights, 

but Garrick, upset by their presence, has [indicated] he 

wants them banished from the stage.’ And banish them he 

did. He also banished the practice of fops squeezing into 

the ladies’ dressing rooms in order to watch them disrobe. 

For many the only reason for going to the theatre!  

   Soon he found peace and relaxation within his new 

home at Hampton alongside his beloved wife Eva Maria, 

whose beauty he described as being ‘one that charmed all 

public gaze.’ It was to be a long and happy marriage in 

which, we’re told, they never spent a night apart. He also 

constructed upon the riverside lawn an octagonal Temple 

dedicated to Shakespeare, which he filled with any num-

ber of books and artefacts including a glove supposedly 

worn by the Bard himself. I was fortunate enough to see 

the entire collection before it was put up for sale, includ-

ing the famed glove.  

   Another of Garrick’s great skills was the art of self-pro-

motion. He never let an opportunity slip by without 

manipulating the media to his advantage. If a play was 

flagging at the box office, Garrick would write his own 

review (anonymously, of course), publishing it in a paper 

partly owned by him, applauding his performance as 

being ‘one not to be missed.’ He also made certain that 

during any one season there would be a play either writ-

ten by him or adapted by him and most certainly starring 

him. He also made known that he would like to be paint-

ed by every distinguished portrait painter of the day both 

here and abroad, the result being that there are more por-

traits of David Garrick at any one time than there were of 

the monarchs of the day; 250 known portraits, though 

that does not include many that are in private hands.  

He was hailed by his contemporaries as the ‘English 

Roscius’ and his interpretations of dramatic roles, espe-

cially Shakespearian, became the benchmark by which all 

future actors were measured.  

   Although he liked to consider himself all things to all 

men - an entrepreneur - a playwright - a poet - a director 

- an actor - it was with Shakespeare that he became most 

famously linked. There is even a verse engraved into his 

statue at Westminster Abbey to prove the point: 

‘The Beggar’s Opera, Act III’, engraved by William Blake, 1790, after a 
painting by William Hogarth. ©the metropolitan museum of art.

‘’Mrs Garrick’ Portrait of Mrs Garrick (née Eva Maria Veigel) by 
Katherine Rad (Catherine Read), pastel, ca. 1755.  
©victoria and albert museum.



6  �  g a r r i c k ’ s  t e m p l e  t o  s h a k e s p e a r e  n e w s l e t t e r    i s s u e  9  .  s p r i n g  2 0 2 2

‘Shakespeare and Garrick like twin 

stars shall shine/And earth irradiate 

with a beam divine.’ ‘‘Tis my chief 

wish, my joy, my only plan,’ Garrick 

once wrote, ‘to lose no drop of that 

immortal man.’ Slowly he began to 

reintroduce into his repertoire many 

of the plays, as he himself said, ‘writ-

ten by the fair hand of Shakespeare 

himself.’ At various times throughout 

history, playwrights and directors have 

taken it upon themselves to bring 

something new to Shakespeare. None 

more so than during the late 17th and 

early 18th century. A period when 

authors, notably Dryden and Colley 

Cibber, made attempts to improve 

Shakespeare by tidying up his strag-

gling plots and pruning, what they 

called, ‘his rambling genius’. What these 

authors did not realize was that the 

plays were perfectly fine as they were. It 

was the acting that needed changing!     

   When Garrick announced that his 

first play of the season would be 

Macbeth as written by Shakespeare, 

many people, including James Quin, 

were shocked. ‘What does the fellow 

mean? Don’t I play Macbeth as written 

by Shakespeare?’ not realizing that the 

Macbeth to which he and many had 

become accustomed had been adapted 

and rewritten by Sir William Daven- 

port. Garrick vowed to put a stop to 

this deceit and to restore Shakespeare’s 

plays as best he could. Though he did 

come unstuck with Hamlet, famously 

declaring he would not leave the stage 

until he had rescued it from ‘all the 

rubbish of the fifth act.’ Thereby 

removing Osric, the grave diggers, the 

fencing match, the deaths of Rosen- 

crantz, Guildenstern, Ophelia and the 

Queen, (poor woman was led out mad 

from remorse instead), leaving 

Garrick, a clear and uncluttered stage 

to die heroically and at greater length 

than Shakespeare had ever envisaged.  Though he did 

introduce one startling effect to signify fear by designing a 

mechanism which set Hamlet’s wig upright upon seeing 

his father’s ghost.           

   It would be hard to think of a theatri-

cal personality in any age more influ-

ential in promoting Shakespeare than 

Garrick. He created ‘Bardolatry’, the 

formal worship of Shakespeare, and in 

1769 organised the Stratford Jubilee, a 

three-day celebration that put the 

dramatist’s hometown firmly on the 

map and where he built a Rotunda on 

the Bancroft Gardens where the 

Memorial Theatre stands today. 

Although the occasion turned horribly 

against him owing to persistent rain 

and where many of the outdoor festiv-

ities had to be cancelled, Garrick bril-

liantly recouped all he’d lost (over 

£2000) by transporting the entire 

occasion back to London and selling 

out Drury Lane for a week, making a 

substantial profit into the bargain.  

  In his day Garrick was hailed as a  

virtuoso who could embody the many 

passions of Shakespeare’s characters, his 

Hamlet, according to one spectator, 

being ‘so expressive of terror that it 

made my flesh creep.’ James Boswell 

wept so freely at the emotional impact 

of Garrick’s Lear that he returned the 

following night, and then again, the 

night after. Macklin too was enraptured 

by the performance: ‘the little dog has 

made it a chef d’oeuvre.’    

   In searching the truth of how to play 

this ageing king, Garrick, being only 

twenty-five at the time, took as his study 

a poor man who had recently ‘lost all 

reason’ by accidentally dropping his 

baby daughter from an upstairs win-

dow. The man passed his days reliving 

the tragic event by filling the house with 

maniacal shrieks. ‘It was there I learned 

to imitate madness,’ Garrick wrote. ‘By 

simply copying nature.’     

One of my favourite anecdotes 

recalls the night a soldier guarding the 

proscenium doors began to blub like a 

child at seeing Garrick’s reaction to the death of Cordelia. 

Garrick was so impressed by the outpouring of this man’s 

emotions that he later slipped him a crown. On another 

‘Mr Garrick in the Character of King Lear 
(Shakespeare, King Lear,  
Act 3, Scene 1)’, (detail). 

©the metropolitan museum of art. 

Portrait of Garrick as Hamlet ‘upon seeing 
his father’s ghost,’(detail), by 19th century 

French lithographer Ducarme.  
©folger shakespeare library. 

‘Sketch of Stratford Jubilee Booth  
or Amphitheatre’ (the Rotunda), 1769, 

(detail). ©victoria and albert museum.
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evening a cellist in the orchestra 

emitted a loud yawn during one of 

Garrick’s comical soliloquies, much 

to the amusement of the audience. 

When Garrick confronted the 

wretched man after the performance, 

the cellist informed him that he 

always yawned when particularly 

amused. And the funnier the per-

formance the louder he yawned. 

Garrick was entirely satisfied with 

this explanation, and straightway 

slipped him a guinea.   

   For one whose brain is as addled as 

mine it is difficult to believe that 

Garrick could carry around at any 

one time between five and eight 

major Shakespearean roles in his 

head. He may well be doing Hamlet 

on Monday. Possibly Romeo on 

Tuesday. Lear Wednesday. Macbeth 

Thursday. Coriolanus Friday and in 

all likelihood Benedict on Saturday. 

Sunday he would spend the day 

learning new roles, before starting all 

over again on Monday. On one occa-

sion it is reported he came to the 

wings dressed for the part of Lear 

only to find they were playing 

Macbeth that particular night.    

   Garrick was a complete worka-

holic. When he wasn’t performing, he 

was either directing a new produc-

tion, writing a new play, designing 

new sets or writing a mountain of 

letters. Either that, or travelling 

abroad for inspirational ideas, 

importing the German landscape 

artist and scenic designer Philip de 

Loutherbourg to come up with a 

series of realistic effects, such as erupting volcanoes and 

fast-moving clouds. Garrick then travelled to France to 

glean ideas from Jean Monnet, the director of Opéra 

Comique, in the hope of introducing better lighting for 

Drury Lane. Lighting which Garrick then rearranged in 

order to bring about separation between actor and audi-

ence. All highly innovative ideas which have instilled 

themselves into the fabric of the theatre ever since. So it’s 

not surprising that all this travelling and constant work 

took a toll on his health, forcing him eventually to retire 

from the stage.       

 Garrick was always disarmingly open 

about the pleasure he got from mix-

ing in high society: ‘It has always been 

my utmost pride and ambition,’ he 

wrote to a friend, ‘to deserve the kind 

thoughts of both the great and the 

good.’ Though it was while he was 

staying with his friends Lord and 

Lady Spencer at Althorp, Lady Diana’s 

childhood home and final resting 

place, that he caught a severe chill 

from which he never recovered. It not 

only affected his kidneys but brought 

on a severe attack of shingles, which 

became too severe to be treated. He 

was eventually carried home to 

London, not to Hampton, but to his 

house, at 4 Adelphi Terrace, where his 

illness gradually worsened and where 

he died on 20th January 1779, a few 

weeks shy of his 62nd birthday.   

  Garrick’s mould-breaking theatri-

cality was not about to stop by so 

trivial a matter as his death. In fact, 

his state funeral was considered to 

have been one of the largest wit-

nessed in London until the death of 

Lord Nelson six years later, all of 

which stood as a testament to his 

outstanding success in making the  

art of acting both socially and 

nationally acceptable and of greater 

importance than it had ever been. 

Thousands lined the streets to wit-

ness the procession made up from 

thirty-five state coaches each drawn 

by six horses. Johnson mourned that 

Garrick’s death had ‘eclipsed the  

gaiety of nations,’ while Horace 

Walpole, his catty, cynical neighbour, believing the pomp 

of such an occasion, ‘had been perfectly ridiculous.’  

  I suppose the greatest honour an actor could receive 

after his death is to be granted the distinction of being 

buried in Poets’ Corner of Westminster Abbey, where this 

April Sir John Gielgud will receive such an honour, lying 

alongside Sir Laurence Olivier, Sir Henry Irving, David 

Garrick, Eva Maria (who outlived her husband by forty-

two years), and the man Garrick regarded as ‘the first 

genius of the world’, William Shakespeare. c.f.�

‘David Garrick’ , (detail), Johan Zoffany  
(1733-1810). ©garrick club collection.

David Garrick Memorial in  
Westminster Abbey.©2022 dean and  

chapter of westminster.
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Garrick’s Temple to Shakespeare Trust  
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Special thanks to author Kathy Elgin 
for kindly editing and proofreading, 
this year’s newsletter.�

News on the reconstruction of the 

Loggia into a centre that can be used 

for educational purposes as well as an 

art gallery, information area etc, is 

proving to be slower than at first  

envisaged. The Trustees meeting in 

November of last year, appointed 

Wellers Hedley Solicitors to negotiate 

with Richmond Council on the length 

of lease they would consider granting 

the Loggia. The Trustees requested a 

Loggia stalemate

In November 2019, Garrick’s Temple 

lost a good and faithful friend in 

Lewis Lloyd, who supported our 

cause both as volunteer and invalu-

able Trustee. Among his many gifts 

was a love for amateur theatricals, 

photography, painting and whenever 

the moment arose for singing, 

whether it be from the valleys or an 

aria from the repertoire of La Scala. 

   During the 1950s Lewis worked for 

the Admiralty Underwater Weapons 

Establishment (auwe) where the first 

computers were being introduced. 

Lewis’ knowledge of these compara-

tively new innovations meant he 

could work on sonar exploration of 

the sea and consequently spent a great 

deal of time in submarines, where he 

helped solar operators differentiate 

between natural and mechanical nois-

es, introducing a project to identify 

where certain marine mammals could 

be found at different times of the year. 

   Lewis lived in Hampton, opposite 

the Temple, a building which gave  

him immense pleasure to paint and 

often photograph. His continued 

good spirits will be something we will 

remember fondly. He is survived by 

his wife Joy and their four children. 

lewis lloyd, 1931‒2019 � 

Y Bywyd a’r Enaid...[Th  e Life and Soul...]
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MICHAEL FIELDS  
& CAT CARSON 
thursday 26th ⁄monday 30th may  
Celebrated lutenist Michael Fields and 
soprano Cat Carson perform music 
from the English court by the 17th 
century musician Nicholas Lanier. 
Tickets £12 on the door 
 
HARPSICORD RECITAL 1 
saturday 18th june  
 
‘SHAKESPEARE IN 
PHILOSOPHY’ SEMINAR 
saturday 25th june 10.00am-6pm 
Shakespeare in Philosophy returns to 
the Temple on 25 June, with a  
symposium on ‘Shakespeare and the 
Frankfurt School’, chaired by Jennifer 
Rust. 
 
MUSIC FROM ACROSS EUROPE 
1780-1830 
saturday 23rd july 3pm 
Music for flute, guitar and viola  
[period instruments]. 
 
THE BRAID TRIO 
saturday 20th august 
The Braid Trio perform recent 
settings of Shakespeare’s songs with 
soprano, mandolin and viola  
[modern instruments]. 
 
‘SHAKESPEARE IN  
PHILOSOPHY’ SEMINAR  
saturday 3rd september  
10am-6pm 
 
HARPSICORD RECITAL 2 
saturday 8th october 
As part of Black History Month,  
Yeo Yat Soon will play music by the  
18th century Black composer and 
writer Ignatius Sancho. Part of the 
recital will also feature the Chinese 
instrument ‘Guzheng’. 

Events 2022
Free admission to all Saturday  
afternoon events. Tickets £12 (Temple 
Volunteers £6) for all evening events.  
Further information at  
www.garrickstemple.org.uk/events

minimum of twenty-five years but the 

longest period the Council would agree 

to extend to, would be fifteen years, 

without consenting to a protected lease. 

They have though agreed to lower 

their annual rent from £100 to £1! 

But before any further money is 

spent on the Loggia a decision needs 

to be made on whether or not to  

proceed with their offer of a fifteen-

year lease. So far, it looks like stalemate!  

And so, sadly, it drags on and on... 

Dermot Taylor, Trustee.� 


