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early modern semiotics, 

but by the generosity of contemporary designers, such as Rob Anderson, 
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 Epistle Dedicatory:
   A Remembrance of �ings Past e 

 

�e man who is satis�ed with the name of the author on the title page  

regardless of how it got there will read fourteen Gospels, I think, instead of

four. Nothing is easier than to place any name you want on the front of a 

book. 

— St Jerome1

�e truth is that the majority of minds are but mediocre recording cameras 

of the surrounding world….[and] since evidence, strictly speaking, is no more 

than the expression of remembrance, the �rst errors of perception run the 

constant risk of being entangled in the errors of memory.

— Marc Blochd2

      

On the title page of his copy of the anonymous classic �e Arte of English 
Poesie (1586), now owned by the British Museum,  Ben Jonson inscribed 

the legend “Introite: Name hic dij sunt – Enter: for there are Gods 

here.”3 �e saying is attributed to Heraclitus, the Greek philosopher for whom 

transmutation was the �rst law of being. 

On my own bookshelf, somewhere between Roland McKerrow’s 1927 

Introduction to Bibliography and William Sherman’s 2008 Used Books: Marking Readers 
in Renaissance England,  is a disintegrating 1953 paperback copy, with unglued helter-

skelter pages, crumbling spine, and a faint quintessence of book mold,  of a volume 

for which I confess to holding a comparable admiration bordering on awe.  �e 
Historian’s Craft, the posthumously published handbook of historiography by the 

Annales4 economic historian Marc Bloch (1886-1944) has, like all great books, its 

own history.  

v
 By common consent among the greatest of 20th-century historians, Bloch 

was executed by the Gestapo on June 16, 1944, for his role in the French resistance, 

and �e Historian’s Craft is consequently not only posthumous but incomplete –  a 

fragment, however substantial, of a larger and un�nished project.  Planned sections 
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on “explanation in history” and “the problem of prevision” were cut short by Bloch’s 

execution at the hands of Hitler’s cronies, who had by the summer of 1944 lost the 

war but in their denial still could not admit it.5  Even incomplete,  however, Bloch’s 

book was destined to become one of the greatest ever written on the methodology 

and epistemology of history.  Among the sections completed before his death are 

“the transmission of evidence” and “in pursuit of fraud and error” – from which my 

epigraph on the frailty of perception and memory is extracted. On these and other 

topics the book’s clarity of concept, selection of relevant evidence, and lucidity of 

style of have never been surpassed.

On returning to Bloch’s book after many years absence in preparation for 

completing this volume of Brief Chronicles, I was surprised to �nd my mother’s 

signature inscribed in pencil on the ®yleaf. In truth I had wholly forgotten that 

my copy was from her library and was at one time read by her. Only the bene�t of 

documentary evidence could rectify the frailty of memory.  

As a historian, Bloch is, of course, concerned not merely with the 

sort of forgetting that results from the failure of a single memory, but, more 

consequentially, with the collective amnesia of historians or entire nations: “for the 

error of a single witness to become that of many men, for an inaccurate observation 

to be transformed into a false rumor, social conditions must be such as to favor its 

circulation.”6

 In his discussion of the genesis of historical error Bloch identi�es two 

primary types of cause: deceit as to the “author and date” of documents (i.e., forgery), 

and “misrepresentation of facts” (i.e., self-serving or mendacious accounts).7  �ere 

is, however, a further complication:

�e peaceable continuity of social existence is much less favorable to the 

transmission of memory than is sometimes supposed….[�e historian] 

must come to grips with the two principles responsible for forgetfulness 

and ignorance: that negligence which loses documents; and, even more 

dangerous, that passion for secrecy—diplomatic secrecy, business secrecy, 

family secrecy—which hides or destroys them….our civilization will take 

an immense forward stride on the day when concealment, raised to a rule 

of action and almost to a bourgeois virtue, shall give way to the desire for 

information, which is necessarily the desire to exchange information.8

While the role of the “passion for secrecy” in history is a topic that 

fascinates Shakespeare, forming a major thematic element in many of the plays, 

the average Shakespearean scholar rarely if ever acknowledges it as relevant to the 

genesis of the plays. But whatever 21st century Stratfordians believe, Shakespeare 

– and his contemporaries – believed in the existence of conspiracies, as the 

slightest acquaintance with a Shakespeare Concordance reveals.   Still less is the 

average Shakespeare professional trained to consider the prominent role that 

calculated misdirection and equivocating truth-telling have played in the early 

modern rhetorical tradition that preserves our earliest witness for the existence 
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of “Shakespeare.” As Francis Meres, citing Seneca, says in the work which put 

Shakespeare on the literary map in 1598:

As the soule is hid in the body whence very part hath his vigour and motion; 

and the mysteries, which are the best part of those holy thinges doe not lie 

open, but to those that are intiated into them: so the precepts of philosophie 

are knowne to every body, but that which is best in philosophy lyeth hid.9

In his posthumous Discoveries, Ben Jonson con�rms that many

Labour onely to ostentation; and are ever more busie about the colours, and 

the surface of a worke, then in the matter, and foundation: For that is hid, 

the other is seene. 10  

�is theory of knowledge as a privileged sanctuary, accessible only to the 

deserving, and zealously guarded from the prying eyes of unworthy readers, was 

of course shared by the contemporaries of Meres and Jonson whose commentary 

furnishes the basis of the orthodox Shakespearean biography. 

But, as Bloch himself insists, fraud – or willful misrepresentation – is itself 

a form of evidence.  Among the most potent contemporary examples is the frequent 

claim that the authorship question originates in the 19th century, and that before the 

age of romanticism no one bothered to question the bard’s identity. As the Wikipedia 

entry on the authorship question baldly asserts, “�e authorship question emerged 

only after Shakespeare had come to be regarded as the English national poet and 

a unique genius.”11  “�e nonsense started in 1785,” con�rms Stratford Birthplace 

Trust chairman Stanley Wells, and “has grown into an immense monument to 

modern folly.”12  

According to an Italian proverb, a little truth makes the whole lie pass. �e 

�rst overt, modern, expository, doubts about the authorship of the plays do originate 

under the in®uence of 19th century trends of Romanticism and Rationalism.  By the 

age of Keats and Coleridge it had become obvious to many that it was impossible to 

reconcile the evidence of the Stratford biography with an enlightenment view of the 

creative genesis of the Shakespearean works.  From this point of view it should be 

uncontroversial to observe that modern Shakespearean skepticism is the undoubted 

o±spring of signi�cant historical trends involving the rise of enlightenment 

rationalism across a broad sphere of human activities.   As Warren Hope and Kim 

Holston summarize the social and historical circumstances that shaped late 18th and 

early 19th century doubts about the bard: 

Two political upheavals, the American and French Revolutions, make up part 

of the backdrop for Delia Bacon’s [anti-Stratfordian] thought and work. �ese 

upheavals brought in their wake a new spirit, a new outlook, that elevated 

humanity’s reasoning faculty as an authority. With an almost religious fervor, 
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people thought for themselves, toppled venerated idols, reexamined old 

dogmas, and set out to discover the truth.13 

�e spirit of the times was di²cult to resist: “Are we to have miracles in 

sport?” asked an exasperated of Coleridge in 1811. “Does God chose idiots by whom 

to convey divine truths to man?”  

Apparently so, according to James Shapiro.  In Contested Will – the only book 

by a high-pro�le scholar devoted to answering authorship heretics and negating the 

entire question as merely “a footnote to the larger story of the way we read now”14 – 

Shapiro purports to trace the origin of doubts about Shakespeare to the gregarious 

Samuel Mosheim Schmucker,  author of Historic Doubts Respecting Shakespeare; 
Illustrating In�del Objections Against the Bible (1853).   Shapiro approves of Schmucker 

because he not only “carefully mapped out almost all the arguments subsequently 

used to question Shakespeare’s authorship” but did so, paradoxically, while “never 

for a moment doubt[ing] that Shakespeare was Shakespeare”15 and con�dently 

espousing the opposite of what he seemed to be arguing.  Ironically, Schmucker’s 

exercise in Shakespeare doubting was, as the subtitle of his book implies, intended as 

a shot across the bow against Higher Criticism.  

Higher Criticism, also known as Historical Criticism, or Historical-critical 

Method, was the application of the principles of enlightenment secular reasoning 

to the genesis and interpretation of historical texts, including the Bible.  More 

speci�cally, Schmucker had in his crosshairs David Friedrich Strauss’ �e Life of Jesus 

(1835), a seminal work in the development of Higher Criticism.16 Strauss’ rationalist 

inquiry into the life of Christ had scandalized Christian Europe, and Schmucker 

was among those leading the charge to refute “in�del” criticism that raised doubts 

about the divinity of Christ. Schmucker, in other words, hung his religious faith in 

Christ on his secular faith in Shakespeare; according to this logic, anyone who doubts 

“Shakespeare” must be an in�del who denies Christianity. 

To enlist an outspoken critic of the enlightenment and defender of religious 

fundamentalism as the founding father of Stratfordian revanchism was a daring 

move on Shapiro’s part, but not one likely to win him the enduring  approval of 

literary historians. Shapiro does not seem to grasp, perhaps because he does not 

want to, the reversibility of Schmucker’s argument.  As Heward Wilkinson suggests, 

“without realizing what he has done, Shapiro, as an argument of convenience, 

repudiates the whole of trend of modern Higher Critical thought and methodology,” 

painting himself into “a position as obscurantist as the most extreme American 

Evangelical Fundamentalist Creationist.”17

To acknowledge the social origins of 19th century doubts about authorship, 

then, is not the same thing as to collude in the Wells-Shapiro-Wikipedia 

whitewashing operation. As many have argued, citing speci�c evidence, at least since 

Ruth Loyd Miller’s “Oxfordian Vistas” (1975) or Charlton Ogburn’s �e Mysterious 
William Shakespeare (1984),18 the authorship question began in the 1590s, not the 

1790s. Indeed, the evidence for the widespread existence of a “creative conspiracy” 

(1593-1623) to recognize the real author while simultaneously protecting him 



Brief Chronicles IV (2013)  xi

from unwanted attention is ubiquitous, if not always self-evident, in the historical 

record.  Elements of this practice are readily observable in the earliest 18th century 

scholarship on the bard and were already conspicuous as early as Clement Ingleby’s 

�rst Shakespere Allusion Book (1874, etc.), which may help to explain Ingleby’s own 

admission that the traditional attribution rested on testimonials both “few and 

meagre.”19  

In truth, under the spotlight of the Oxfordian paradigm these testimonials 

are more abundant and considerably more evocative than Ingleby could possibly 

have imagined.   Such early allusions to Shakespeare as the satiric invocation of the 

William Kempe character in the university satire Second Returne From Parnassus (c. 

1600), who contrasts “Shakespeare” to “that writer Metamorphoses”20  frequently 

assume the form of adopting the pseudonym as the authorized version of the 

author’s name, while hinting at the truth through various tropes of half-concealed 

literary logic – in this case a dramatic irony that ridicules the speaker as one who 

cannot distinguish between an author and a book.  Understanding this evidence, 

therefore, requires a close study of the relevant texts that orthodox Shakespeareans 

are rarely willing to undertake.  Organized around the medieval and Renaissance 

tradition of “wit” (ingenium) – the goal of the discourse was to earn the accolades of 

colleagues by exercising the most superlative “triumphal” equivocation  – to excel at a  

“juggling trick – to be secretly open,” as �ersites puts it in Troilus and Cressida.21  
 Given the amount of intellectual energy that has been expended in 

festooning Shakespearean biography with such entertaining exotica as the “detailed 

account[s] of how the timbers of the Shoreditch theatre were salvaged and stored…

and just what kind of carpentry conditions were required for reusing them in the 

globe,”22 or in inventing factually erroneous explanations for the disappearing 

and reappearing hyphen in the name “Shake-speare”23 as it appears on so many 

documents of the period,  or in confusing Terence with Seneca,24 it is perhaps not 

surprising that orthodox Shakespeareans have had so little time to contemplate 

the implications of this testimony from a modern critical perspective. Ignoring 

something does not make it go away; this evidence has been so well represented in 

a whole series of recent books and articles that can be found on the bookshelves of 

every major research library in the world as to scarcely require detailed elaboration 

here. As Katherine Chiljan, in one of the most valuable surveys in recent years, ably 

summarizes the cumulative evidence for a 16th and early 17th century authorship 

question:

Years before the First Folio created the myth of the Stratford Man as 

Shakespeare, literary contemporaries were describing the great author as a 

very di±erent person: a nobleman who wrote plays and poetry anonymously 

or with a pseudonym: a supreme poet who could not be publicly recognized 

or acknowledged by his actual name, or even by his pen name in some cases.25

�e sport included a veritable who’s who of Elizabethan and Jacobean literary 

writers: �omas Nashe,26  Gabriel Harvey,27  Richard Barne�eld, 28  �omas Freeman,29 
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William Basse,30  William Barkstead,31 �omas �orpe,32 Richard Edwards,33  Francis 

Meres,34  Henry Chettle,35 Hugh Holland,36 Charles Fitzge±rey,37 William Basse,38 

John Davies of Hereford,39 M.L.,40 Sir John Davies,41 Gervase Markham,42  Robert 

Armin,43 Joseph Hall,44 John Marston,45 Edmund Spenser,46 �omas Vicars,47 Henry 

Peacham,48 and above all Ben Jonson,49 among others –  all of whom left testimony 

establishing the presence of an Elizabethan/Jacobean authorship question if not, 

directly or indirectly, pointing to de Vere as the actual author.

  In his analysis of the history of fraud and error in historical scholarship 

Bloch refers to the 18th and the beginning of the 19th centuries – precisely the period 

to which the foundations of modern Shakespearean historiography and biography 

owe their genesis – as one of two major “mythomaniac” periods of European history 

consumed by a “passion for lying,” as exempli�ed in the Ossian fraud (1760) and 

Chatterton’s pseudo-Medieval forgeries (1769). Not since the high Middle Ages, in 

Bloch’s account, had Europe witnessed such a rash of literary hoaxes.  

Bloch’s analysis is of some interest to the historian of Shakespeare 

scholarship. In his account, the period during which the remnants of the o²cial 

Shakespeare biography were �rst reconstructed – from the far side of the great 

cataclysms of 17th century civil war, regicide, and restoration – by Rowe (1710), 

Steevens and Johnson (1773), Malone (1788), or Boswell (1821) was one in which “a 

vast symphony of deception resounded from one end of Europe to the other.”50  Of 

course the labors of these honest and industrious men were not deceptive by intent, 

but even the unintentional lie begets many children, and Shakespearean criticism was 

not immune from the temptation to self-aggrandizing fraud of a more intentional 

and obvious kind. By 1776, when the brilliant self-fashioning actor William Garrick 

established the Stratford Jubilee, the socioeconomic forces that would shape the 

modern Shakespeare were already gathering head.   It was not long before William 

Henry Ireland (1775 –1835), conscious of the hunger of both scholars and public  for 

artifacts to solidify an already wobbly Stratford biography,  embarked on a career of 

forgery that would eventually hornswoggle such gullible giants of the London scene 

as the Johnson biographer and Shakespearean editor James Boswell, who was so 

moved by Ireland’s haul that he knelt before the forgeries and kissed them.51 Long 

before Edmund Malone ®oundered for sixteen years after telling a colleague that he 

had completed “half” of his life of the bard, before dying without publishing,52 Ben 

Jonson had warned them: “What never was, will not easily be found; not by the most 

curious.”53

With respect to Bloch’s historiography, the subtle practices of 16th century 

truth-telling contrast starkly with the deceptive literalism of the late 18th and 

19th centuries. �e way the scholarly tradition of our own century is remembered 

will hinge signi�cantly on how it chooses to adapt to the challenges posed by the  

continued durability of Shakespearean apostasy. So far the response, to say the least, 

remains underwhelming. Repeating phrases like “Shakespeare beyond doubt”54 is not 

scholarship, and is indeed not even good public relations. Literary historians taking 

their cue from Rowe, Boswell, or even Malone (who exposed Ireland’s forgeries), 

have missed the mark entirely when it comes to appreciating the greatest lesson 
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that Shakespeare’s contemporaries bequeathed to posterity: the art of literature as a 

subversive activity. Richard Barne�eld’s 1598 poem is a �ne specimen in the genre:

And Shakespeare thou, whose honey-®owing Vaine

(Pleasing the World) thy Praises doth obtaine.

Whose Venus, and whose Lucrece (sweet, and chaste)

�y Name in fames immortal Book have plac’t.

Live ever you, at least in Fame live ever: 

 Well may the Bodye dye, but Fame dies never.

For the orthodox Shakespearean, everything runs according to plan here 

until the last two lines. Whatever has Barne�eld in mind with this obscure anadiplosis 

of “ever,”55 followed by the emphatic rhyming of “ever” and “never”?   No wonder that 

when James Shapiro reproduces this poem, he cannot bring himself to print the last 

two lines. 56 Mutatis mutandis, the censor replaces the literary historian. What does 

not compute must – and will – be erased.

ed

�is issue of Brief Chronicles includes seven new articles from some of the 

leading scholars in the Oxfordian community. As usual, they span a wide range of 

perspectives and methodology – all of them, however, owe a methodological genesis 

in one way or another to the “Higher Criticism” of the 19th century rather than to the 

animadversions of the esteemed theologian Schmucker. �e �rst of these, by British 

scholar and PhD candidate Kevin Gilvary, departs from the simple yet powerful 

observation that in the age of Shakespeare being a historian – like being a Bible 

translator or a comedian – was risky business. �e telling of history was consciously 

ideological, as the story of Polydore Vergil’s frequent revisions designed to please 

Henry VIII shows. And yet it is a mistake to conclude that historians, any more than 

poets, were all content to capitulate on matters of conscience. On the contrary, 

they followed the example of the ancients:  as is well known to historians of the 

ancient world, Tacitus among others employed �gurative speech and sly deviation in 

narrative structure to communicate dangerous ideas by innuendo, and this practice 

was imitated not only by such early modern literary writers as Shakespeare or Ben 

Jonson, but by historians like William Camden or John Haywarde.57   Subtlety of 

speech did not respect any boundaries of genre in early modern England. Both poet 

and historian could follow the advice of Quintillian: 

You can speak as openly as you like against…tyrants, as long as you can be 

understood di±erently, because you are not trying to avoid o±ense, only its 

dangerous repercussions. If danger can be avoided by some ambiguity of 

expression, everyone will admit its cunning.58
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To such strategies of indirection, suggests Gilvary, we must add 

pseudonymous collaborative authorship. He argues convincingly that the actual 

writing by the authors of record of the two most important Elizabethan chronicles,  

Edward Hall and Raphael Holinshed has, like rumors of the death of Samuel Clemens,  

been greatly exaggerated.  In the case of Hall, the �nal half of the book that bears 

his name seems instead to have been  authored by the publisher and Protestant 

controversialist Richard Grafton, who took advantage of Halle’s 1547 decease to 

publish an allegedly posthumous work containing his own controversial history of 

the early Tudors as a lengthy addendum to a work started by his deceased colleague 

Hall. 

According to Gilvary the alleged author of Holinshed’s History of England, 
Ireland, and Scotland (1577, 1587) was, like Hall, at least in part a front for other 

writers, in this case a consortium of e±ectively anonymous historians, hired by the 

triumvirate of the book’s three dedicatees, William Cecil, Robert Dudley, and Baron 

Cobham, to write the history of what was still becoming the “United Kingdom.”  

Drawing on the work of the editors of the massive Oxford University Press Holinshed 

project, Gilvary suggests that the consortium included William Harrison, Richard 

Stanihurst, and Edmund Campion.  Later, in preparation for the second 1587 edition, 

Abraham Fleming, John Stow, William Patten, and Francis �ynne are each well 

known to have played a signi�cant role in preparing the volume’s supplementary 

materials. All these writers, in contrast to Holinshed himself, have well documented 

biographies revealing their active interest in literary or historical matters. As for the 

author of record, in Gilvary’s analysis he “was a front man, his name being in e±ect a 

pseudonym, intended to de®ect criticism and reaction away from the actual authors 

and from Cecil, who had promoted it.”59 

Katherine Chiljan’s contribution to this issue, which examines the 

signi�cance of the obscurely enigmatic rare 1601 book, Love’s Martyr, spotlights 

a speci�c instance of the confabulation of the historical record. �e book, which 

appears to survive in as few as four copies, claims to be a translation of the 

“venerable” – but also non-existent – “Italian Torquato Cæliano.”  �is claim is a 

stunning example of a popular form of literary misdirection. Annabel Patterson, in 

her Censorship and Interpretation, speci�cally refers to the category of “translations 

from the classics,” which simultaneously “allowed an author to limit his authorial 

responsibility for a text (‘Tacitus wrote this, not I’) and, paradoxically, provided an 

interpretative mechanism.”60  In the case of Love’s Martyr, even the text’s status as a 

“translation” is, however, a �ction; the author “Torquato Cæeliano” is a phantasm. 

Shakespearean scholars rarely acknowledge that this is the subversive 

context of the original publication of the enigmatic poem – by “William Shake-

Speare” – “�e Phoenix and the Turtle.” As Chiljan notes, the symbolism of this 

poem is part of the book’s common mythographic stock and unifying symbolism 

of the martyrdom of true love.  �e entire �rst half of the book is devoted to a long 

narrative poem of the same title, by Robert Chester, who is generally regarded as the 

book’s editor. Evidently a signi�cant number of early modern literary �gures shared 

an understanding of the book’s symbolism; it contains thematically apt contributions 



Brief Chronicles IV (2013)  xv

by Ben Jonson, John Marston, and George Chapman, among others.  Dipping her 

toe in the choppy waters of the so-called “Prince Tudor” debate, Chiljan argues that 

the poem “can only be viewed as a thinly veiled commentary about the succession of 

Queen Elizabeth”;61 closely read, the book encodes an allegory in which the “Phoenix 

queen” – as Elizabeth I was widely known in both literary and pictorial documents 

of the period – “had a lover and a child who should be recognized to settle the 

succession crisis.”62 Tom Regnier’s article, “Did Tudor Succession Law Permit Royal 

Bastards to Inherit the Crown”  provides a contrasting view of the controversial 

theory by examining the much-debated point of whether the notorious 1571 Treason 

Act could have been invoked,63 as some have argued, to retroactively legitimize a 

hypothetical heir of the Queen’s body. Regnier judiciously concludes that, in light of 

the legal context, 

�e choice of the phrase “natural issue” over “lawful issue” in the 1571 

Treason Act had almost no practical e±ect. It didn’t allow for bastards to 

inherit the crown; all it did was to leave a little wiggle room about what 

one could say about the succession. Most of those who have found great 

signi�cance in the wording, both then and now, have done so because they 

have read much more into the statute than it actually says.64

�is, of course, does not settle the “Prince Tudor”65 question; we know 

that the Act, as we might expect if Regnier’s analysis is correct, was not invoked in 

an attempt to legitimize a Tudor heir. Instead, even though Elizabeth notoriously 

refused to name a successor, and even if to Shakespeare in 1603 “incertainties now 

crown[ed] themselves assured” (Sonnet 107), the Cecils guided the succession – with 

the tacit consent of most observers – to the Stuarts. 

�e inclusion of these two essays in this issue of Brief Chronicles exempli�es 

this journal’s serious commitment to open scholarship and debate, even on highly 

controversial topics. True scholarship does not avoid controversy – it embraces 

it, and seeks to examine contradictory hypotheses from as many perspectives as 

possible. 

 Likewise, Richard Whalen’s “Witches of Macbeth” illustrates the ongoing 

Oxfordian tradition of textual criticism that has contributed so much in recent 

years to a deeper apprehension of the complex unities of the Shakespearean plays. 

In this case Whalen focuses on the paradoxically dual character of the Macbeth 

witches, who function both as the deadly serious prophetic “weird sisters” of Norse 

tradition (allied to the Roman Parcae, or Fates), who tempt Macbeth to his fate, and 

also –in a role only rarely acknowledged in the critical literature – as Scottish hags 

who embody salacious brokers of vulgar jest. Whalen reasonably wonders how are 

we to take the Sisters’ prophecies seriously, intermingled as they are with coarse 

talk of sailors’ “chestnuts” and breaking wind.   Drawing attention to the absence of 

critical attention to this dual character of the witches, which points to the author’s 

sophisticated knowledge of the history and practice of witchcraft, Whalen concludes 

that the problem of interpretation is central to the play’s dynamic:
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Regardless of the author’s identity, a fuller appreciation of the contrasting 

but complementary roles of the hybrid Weird Sisters/Scottish witches can 

lead to a better understanding of the dramatist’s intention. He debunks 

witchcraft with bitter burlesque, which undermines the credibility of the 

witches’ alter egos, the supernatural Weird Sisters, who personify Macbeth’s 

unexamined interior promptings with their ambiguous prophecies. It is 

Macbeth’s self-deception about these interior promptings, not simply 

overweening ambition, that leads to his tragic downfall and fate.66

In the most recent of his series of articles on the previously unrecognized 

in®uence of the Sternhold and Hopkins metrical psalms (WBP) in Shakespeare, 

Richard Waugaman in his contribution to this issue explores the signi�cant imprint 

left by the WPB in Henry VIII and in Sonnets 24 and 33.  Such psalms as the WBP 139, 

51, 30, 12, 8, 34, 118, and 88 – all but the last three marked with manicules in the 

Sternhold and Hopkins psalms bound with de Vere Geneva Bible – argues Waugaman, 

are often echoed by intent (and sometimes unconsciously) in these Shakespearean 

texts: although the bard “was so familiar with the language of the Bible that its 

phrases seemed to ®ow from his pen spontaneously,”67 such echoes as those of Psalm 

139 in Sonnet 24 must be by intent since they 

remind the fair youth that the psalms are a moral measure against which 

the Youth’s inward character falls short….such Biblical allusions provide a 

window into de Vere’s creativity, and into the conscious and unconscious 

associative processes that contribute to that creativity.68

Henry Peacham’s 1611 Minerva Britanna, the most rhetorically sophisticated 

and historically consequential emblem book of the Jacobean era, has long played 

a signi�cant role in the authorship question, primarily because its evocative title 

page illustrates the trope of concealed authorship (Figure One) accompanied by the 

provocative motto: “Mente Videbor – by the mind, I shall be seen.” 

I love
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Figure One: Title page of Minerva Britanna (1612) with Mente Videbor 
inscription.

Minerva Britanna, an expression of the Elizabethan revival that grew up 

around Prince Henry Stuart (1594-1612), is a superlative expression of the Early 

Modern genre of the “wit” or puzzle book. �e analyses of Eva Turner Clark69 and 

the present writer70 have argued that the book’s title page invokes a sophisticated 

anagram identifying Edward de Vere, 17th Earl of Oxford, as the real author of the 

Shakespearean plays. �e present article explores a di±erent and distinct dimension 

of Peacham’s book, namely its intense arithmetic structure.  Arguing that the book 

is uni�ed through a coherent designed based on the series of Pythagorean triangular 

numbers (t(n) = n(n+1)/2 ), the article suggests that Minerva Britanna is 

organized around a subliminal but coherent numerical schema…[which] 

not only communicates Peacham’s mystical a²rmation of the Pythagorean 

doctrine, that all things are composed of number, but also reiterates, 

through its concealed design and esoteric symbolism, a preoccupation with 

the Renaissance ideal of the monumental and memorializing function of 

literature.71
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Like Richard Waugaman’s study of the in®uence of the WPB psalms in 

Shakespeare, Bonner Miller Cutting’s “A Countess Transformed: How Lady Susan 

Vere Became Lady Anne Cli±ord” represents another chapter in a series of important 

articles by the author, in this case on early English portraiture.72  �e present article 

elaborates arguments �rst presented in the spring 2009 issue of Shakespeare Matters 

regarding the famous Wilton portrait of the family of Phillip Herbert, 4th earl of 

Pembroke, the son-in-law of Edward de Vere, 17th Earl of Oxford.  �e painting 

conspicuously includes among the family a portrait long believed – correctly, as 

Cutting shows – to be Herbert’s �rst wife, the Lady Susan de Vere Herbert (1587–

1628/29).  In 1900 Sir Lionel Cust, against all the evidence of tradition and protocols 

of scholarly analysis, transformed the lady into Pembroke’s second wife, Anne 

Cli±ord (1590 – 1676) – and she has remained so misidenti�ed ever since.   Cutting’s 

article constitutes a dramatic illustration of the processes by which the error of 

a single witness is transmuted into the perpetration of a falsehood that lasts for 

generations in the historical record.  Only industrious independent scholarship such 

as that exempli�ed in Cutting’s article can set the record straight.

�e incredulous reader may wonder why, in light of the impressive evidence 

Cutting cites, over a hundred years of scholarly dissimulation has tried to erase Susan 

de Vere from the Wilton portrait and why it takes an independent scholar, without 

a university a²liation, to begin to set the record straight, when all the king’s horses 

and all the king’s men couldn’t do it.  From the point of view of the authorship 

skeptic, however, the reason is uncomfortably obvious; “social circumstances” favored 

the misconception. By 1920 when J. �omas Looney published his “Shakespeare” 
Identi�ed, it was apparent that Susan de Vere’s father was the leading candidate 

among alternative theories of the genesis of the Shakespearean works. Given that her 

husband, the 4th Earl of Pembroke, was, with his elder brother William, the dedicatee 

of the 1623 Shakespeare folio, the ghostly presence of Susan Vere in the family 

portrait had become a potent and disturbing symbol of the close family ties between 

de Vere and the two folio patrons:

If the Wilton House catalogues and the family biographies are any 

indication, the Pembroke family descendents – her own descendents – have 

systematically removed from her rightful place in the family chronicles. Only 

one little problem remains after centuries of a deliberate e±ort to erase her 

memory: Countess Susan Vere’s face cannot be erased from the Van Dyck 

masterpiece on the wall at Wilton House.73

— From the General Editor

i
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