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Shakespeare: The Method in his Madness by Michael and Spencer Stepniewski

The issue facing a reader new to Shakespeare is whether his great works are to be approached
as open texts. Did Shakespeare write to entertain, perhaps to make a living, to release a store of beauty
that was overflowing his mind? Or did “our beloved, The AUTHOR” have a more specific purpose? Did he
mean to communicate information; did he write because he wanted the reader to learn something? If so,
why are his words convoluted; they often seem strange and somehow alien, as if beyond the range of
ordinary meaning. In this book you’ll discover why the question: ‘Who wrote Shakespeare’ persists, and
how the writer’s identity is absolutely inseparable from these questions of meaning and art.

There are few writers who are treated with such liberality of interpretation as Shakespeare. His
Canon has proven to be a work from which the reader draws meaning according to one’s inclination. The
superficially loose fabric of his words allows each reader to infill matters of relevance —to extend a logical
argument that is plausibly suggested by the writer, or to develop for oneself a philosophical point merely
touched upon by the artist.

We’re going to demonstrate there’s another aspect of his art; one that relies on the terra firma of
a well recorded life. We'll discover something more akin to history than fiction, and a man who was not
only at the center of English speaking politics, but who stole the time with every resource of his inventive
mind, to fashion a great and lasting literary monument in the name unjustly forbidden to him. From the
most enduring material he knew—the immortal words of classical Latin—he constructed a ‘Wit-Fraught
Tomb’ that would not be effaced by political fortunes or changing taste. Ben Jonson said:

“Thou art a Monument, without a tomb,
And art alive still, while thy Book doth live,”

(“To the Memory ...” Ben Jonson, First Folio)

That missing tomb would have borne his mother’s and his father’s name — Tudor-Seymour — which hold
the linguistic structures from which much of the Canon is constructed. ‘The Works of Shakespeare’ is also
a kind of Will, in which the writer bequeathes his birth name to his natural son, Henry Wriothesley, child of
Mary Browne, Countess Southampton. ~ Howso’ er ’tis strange ... yet is it true. ~ (Cymbeline 1.1 65-7)

~ Ev’ry Line, each Verse Here shall revive, redeem thee from thy [Heirs]. ~
(“To the Memory ...” L. Digges, First Folio)

We Ox-Seymour-ans take the implicit instruction of the author himself, and that of writers
who knew him well. With this guidance, we attempt to restore the original logic to the
works of ‘Shakespeare’. We have begun with the words as found in the First Folio (1623)
and show how they consist of “the same stuff as dreams are made of” and, as the
Princess says: “That he was fain to seal on Cupid’s name.” (French) Amour. (Latin) Amor.

Love’s Labor’s Lost V.2 4-9 Foreign Language transpositions,

PRINCESS see: Reference Language, pg.120
... Look you what I have from the loving king.

ROSALINE nothing: ‘love’, from game of Morra, (MFr) iouer a I’amour
Madam, came nothing else along with that? nothing, (Fr) rien: ‘mere nothing’

PRINCESS as: (Fr) comme: wp Somme
Nothing but this? Yes, as much love in rhyme love: (Fr) amour rhyme, (Fr) vers
As would be crammed up in a sheet of paper, cram: (Fr) bourre: wp boar’d  paper, wp mémoire
Writ o’ both sides the leaf, margin and all, leaf, (Fr) feuille: wp fou margin: (Fr) bord all: met. tout d’
That he was fain to seal on Cupid’s name. fain: wp (Fr) contenu seal: (Fr) sceller: ‘officially seal’

Cupid: Amour
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(50) “Mad world! Mad Kings! (King John Ill.1 561-74)

“The Loss of My Good Name” (Oxford)

“Windows into men’s hearts” (Sir Francis Bacon)

(52) “What make you from Wittenberg” (Hamlet 1.2 164-69)

“Shakespeare..a bizarre super-tongue” (Camille Paglia)
Sonnet 66, (p.55)

Sonnet 80

Sonnet 85

Sonnet 140

“The stalling of an Ox” (As You Like It 1.1 10)

“These Errors are arose” (The Comedy of Errors V.1 390)
(61) “A headless man? (Cymbeline 1V.2 308)

(62) “What you have charged me with... (Lear V.3 164-70)
“To grunt and sweat under a Weary life” (Hamlet .1 76-82)
(64) “What wife? | have no wife.” (Othello V.2 98)

“... thy wit-fraught book” (To The Memorie, Digges, L.; FF)
“Nature will vouchsafe no other Wit” (Ben Jonson)
Sonnet 135 “Who ever hath her will”

“My bounty ... (Rom. & Jul. 1.2 131-35)

“Do you see yonder cloud? (Hamlet Ill.2 374-82)

“What | have done is yours” (The Rape of Lucrece; ded.)

“For his wit can no More lie hid” (Heminge & Condell)

“The life yet of his lines shall never out” (Hugh Holland)

“Thou art a Moniment, without a tomb” (Ben Jonson)

“Deare Sonne of Memory, great Heire of Fame” (John Milton)
“Thou hadst bin a companion for a King” (John Davies)

“This figure, that thou here seest put” (Ben Jonson)

“The Cloud capt Tow’rs” (Alexander Pope)

“When Brass and Marble fade ...” (Digges, L. First Folio)
“Shakespeare unlocked his heart, once more! (“House”, 1876)

“Well said old Mole” (Hamlet 1.5 165)

“Upon this promise” (Venus and Adonis 85-7)

“My spirits t’ attend this double voice” (Lover’s Complaint 1-4)
“I will be civil with the maids” (Romeo and Juliet 1.1 21-5)

“All is imaginary she doth prove” (Venus and Adonis 595-8)
“Equivocation and..Religious Identity..” (Essay, Janet H. Halley)
“Therefore, tremble and depart” (As You Like It V.1 44-56)
“When a man'’s verses cannot be understood” (AYLI 1ll.3 5-13)
“A quibble is to Shakespeare ...” Samuel Johnson.

“there be land rats and water rats, (Merchant of Venice 1.3 21-4)
“...void your rheum upon my beard” (Merchant 1.3 114-16)

“... we’ll not carry coals. (Rom. & Jul I.1 1-4)

(117) “..name a’th’ fire of burning Rome. (Coriolanus V.1 9-15)

“Dost thou not suspect my place?” (Much Ado V. 72-82)

“It's all Greek to me. (Julius Caesar 1.2 284)
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“Seems, madam? Nay, it is.” (Hamlet 1.2 76-86)
“I have lost my way for ever” (Antony and Cleopatra lll. 11 1-6)

“...your poor servant ever.” (Hamlet 1.2 160-63)

(183) “I shall have also cause to speak” (Hamlet V.2 374-78)
(184) “evermore in subjection” (All’s Well That Ends... [.1 4-6)
“Even as the Sun with purple-colored face” (Venus & Adonis 1)
“So young, and so untender?” (Lear I.1 106-8)

“Tut! | have lost myself;” (Rom. & Jul. 1.1 195-6)

“...how dearly ever parted.” (Troilus & Cressida)

“I have that within that passes show — (Hamlet 1.2 85)
“.. some more test” (Meas. for Meas. 1.1 48-50)

“O, that this too, too, solid flesh would melt (Hamlet 1.2 129-32)
“...convocation of politic worms...” (Hamlet V.3 16-220)
“...the still vex’d Bermoothes” (Tempest 1.2 226-29)

“...under the Dragons Tail.” (King Lear 1.2 128-31)

“What’s Hecuba to him, or he to her?” (Hamlet 1.2 495-502)

“Althaea dreamed” (2 Henry IV 1.2 80-89)

(219) “Dost understand the word?” (Othello V.2 155)

“A man more sinned against than sinning.” (Lear Ill.2 59-64)

“A dog of the house of Montague...” (Romeo & Juliet 1.1 1-31)
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“Love and be silent?” (Lear .1 62)

“...my love’s more ponderous” (Lear I.1 77-9)

... nomore or less.” (Lear 1.1 91-3)

“... your highness offered.” (Lear .1 198-200)

“Sir, there she stands.” (Lear I.1 202-6)

“T” avert your liking a more ...” (Lear 1.1 215-18)

“More composition and fierce...” (Lear 1.2 9-12)

“...of this | may speak more.” (Lear 1.2 47-55)

“Have more than thou showest,” (Lear 1.4 114-24)

“The one in motley here,” (Lear 1.4 137-44)

“O monstrous! Eleven buckram men” (1 Henry IV 11.4 150-271)
“... what a wounded name,” (Hamlet V.2 327-8)

“...on foot the purblind hare,” (Venus & Adonis 679-84)
“Stay! Speak, Speak! (Hamlet .1 65-73)

“Is it not like the king?” (Hamlet 1.1 74-80)

“Horatio, thou art e’en as just a man...” (Hamlet [ll.2 53-54)
“What call you the Carriages?” (Ham. V.2 136-9)

“
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Cramming — C-Marring — Shakespeare’s Method
““All that is spoke is marred.” (Othello V.2 357)

Learn only a little of the writer’s witty ways and you’ll never tire of the wordy Shakespeare
again. Really understanding Shakespeare isn’t easy. Within the Canon is a method—an Invention—
meant to confound Elizabethan censors anxious to report any revelations of state secrets to their
employers. You are entering a world of wordplay that is not well documented and difficult to identify.

With these 8 precepts, you’ll be half-way there.

Cramming: The writer attempts to ‘cram’ or ‘cee-mar’ as many words—nouns, verbs, adjectives, adverbs,
prepositions, conjunctions, etc. —that give, or hint at, his name. This is to defy an order by state authority
to be silent about his principal identity. Our writer is “tongue-tied by Authority” (Sonnets 66, 80, 85, 140).

Repetition: All rhetorical devices of Repetition, Restatement, and doubling are used to emphasize two —
the Tu in Tudor. Repeated words or phrases indicate fundamental ideas that must be understood — or
More will be lost.

Allusion: words, names, places, are chosen by the writer to Allude to Attributes of Biblical, Mythological,
and Historical characters. These associations add richness to the narrative without expending words—
adding depth without clutter. Shakespeare alludes to Archetypes.

Metonymy: Character names are metonyms for the writer, or principals in his biography. Character names
will often be modified by special determiners: very, every, most, representing Vere, and more, all, one,
representing More. These specific determiners may function as pronouns or numeratives, classifying the
two essences of the writer. Names usually have semantical or etymological links to character meaning.

Metaphor: Allegory—an extended metaphor—is the basis of Shakespeare. Though he uses precise words
instead of metaphor to name and describe things, he assembles a literal narrative within the greater
structure of Allegory. Each story in Shakespeare is an Allegorical representation of his life.

Indeterminacy, Double-entendre: All words must cohere to the fictional story being told. All words will
likewise cohere to the writer’s biography. Virtually every word is written in his unique ‘double-tongue’.
These two contexts come together and marry as a harmonious, if enigmatic, construction. Grammatical
ambiguity and polysemy are the devices used by ‘Shakespeare’ that allow him to be understood in two or
more ways.

Noema: Deliberately obscure speech. The use of unexpected polysemy, reference languages, transitive
wordplay, and various other rhetorical devices contrive to make Shakespeare a ‘super-tongue’, only fully
intelligible with some creativity and participation on the part of the reader.

Games: ‘Shakespeare’ has made a game of his art. The purpose of the game is to hide another meaning
in each word through his knowledge of rhetoric and the English, Latin, and French, languages. He has
contrived an enjoyable method, and you’ll soon see he is almost incapable of restraining his Wit.
Identifying the Golden Treasure—the Golden Thesaurus—in each passage can easily become a
competition. A more authentic Variorum waits on a new generation of students. Finding the word-fun
often comes slowly; sometimes it will spring forth. We’ll delay a more comprehensive comment on Wit
until page 64. Nothing will be more important. When interpreting ‘Shakespeare, we ask ourselves:

Where’s the Wit?

Shakespeare is to be read—and read again—for his lessons in rhetoric and language.
Word-wit is Shakespeare’s Method, and he, with the help of others, has given us basic instruction
towards understanding his wit. The solution to meaning must include clever wordplay. Readers
may be inclined to bypass definitions as beneath their regard. This is an error. The best evidence
of the writer’s Wit and Identity lies in his thorough knowledge, and delightful use, of words.
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The Shakespeare Canon is the AUTHOR’s Declaration of Identity.

I don’t know how many times you’ve asked yourself: “Why don’t | understand Mr. Shakespeare?”
Well, we’re going to tell you, because it’s a better question than you guess. In fact, it is impossible
to really understand ‘Shakespeare’ without understanding his method. His method is his art and
his art is the story of his life. It’s all one, he proclaims: “l am that | am” — “Ever the Same”.

This book has a reason for being. Every year millions of students in schools across the globe are
introduced to our finest rhetorical works, those of a Renaissance “British man”, ‘William Shakespeare’.
Each of us finds something attractive in his words—we choose to use his words to express ourselves—
but for every one who finds him clear and concise, there are a dozen who come away perplexed or
having already developed what will be a lifelong distaste for the great writer. It doesn’t have to be this
way. The errors of the past that have brought this result are still correctible. All we have to do is recall
steps in Renaissance humanist education that gave him the skills to write the way he did, and then make
those steps elements in our present day schools. We will all be better served to remove much of what we
call ‘literary criticism’, and return to the basics of language and rhetoric. From that, we suggest, an
affection for his unique story and wit will grow naturally. No one can make the study of ‘Shakespeare’
easy, but his strange words can be fathomed.

We will never fully understand Shakespeare without understanding his secretive Invention
(see p.23). Not only do we have difficulty understanding him, but when shown his refined rhetoric, we have
difficulty believing his achievement is within the scope of human imagination. ‘Shakespeare’ is far beyond
our normal capacities. However, with careful study of his method, you may find yourself minting a few
Shakespeare-worthy witticisms. He is “not only witty in [himself], but the cause that wit is in other
men” (paraphrase from 2 Henry IV 1.2 9-10). It’s true!

If we don’t understand poetry—if poetry is ambiguous or seemingly out of reach—is it not failed
art? Great poetry is considered so because it has meaning to a wide audience. We submit that
Shakespeare is considered great because we have faith in its profound meaning despite difficulties
understanding it. At issue is this fundamental question: Do we wish to hold these most beautiful works of
literature in our minds, and touch the very words as the marble and mortar of human expression?

To do so, we must try and see Shakespeare through late 16th century eyes. He had an audience
—readers we suppose —who understood his words better than we do today. There is positive evidence
for this in the prefatory materials to the early Folios. The present writers will backtrack, and show the
process the great writer used hoping to be fathomed then and forever. We’ll introduce very little
beyond that which was available to the better educated student of Shakespeare’s time.

When we look for the method of composition used by Shakespeare, we look for principles that
lead to homogeneity such that we believe we can ‘tell’ his work from that of others. What words does he
repeat. What characteristic phrasing, or what rhetorical devices, does he favor? What are his reasons for
writing? It would be strange indeed if a man who wrote so many abstruse passages did not explain how
they were to be understood. It would be stranger still if the voice powerful enough to muscle our language
into the Renaissance could not find the strength to identify itself.

The scale of The Canon has rarely been exceeded. Shakespeare is Grand.

Shakespeare is a multi-century wonder. His Canon is mostly the work of a single, astounding
genius; but more: continuing performance has magnified the text. ‘Shakespeare' today is the literary art of
the writer combined with the creative efforts of thousands of managers, directors, actors, technicians,
even producers; each contributes new insight, and often new creative genius to the old. It is an evolving
art—a ‘Greater Shakespeare’—and something much broader and more philosophical than originally
intended. It’s a singular phenomenon in the world of Art. This essay, however, recognizes only the original
AUTHOR, his ‘Being’, and the rhetorical means by which he explains it.

Many have invested much of their intellectual lives in Shakespeare. What we propose is to add a
layer that emphasizes purpose, education, and self-discipline, to a subject that has languished in myth-
building and received opinion; that is, we suggest you experience his Art as would his audience of 1603.
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We can shed the mystery and improve our powers of thought and speech by studying the writer’s words
much more closely than has been practiced. Truly, we should read him “again and again”.

Ultimately, this essay must prove a naive first effort in an odd, but productive, direction. It is
imperative students take the examples noted in this essay and ‘do the work’ yourselves; then apply the
methods demonstrated here to other passages. The present writers seek confirmation that the meanings
available to Shakespeare can be discovered by anyone. We don’t believe you can learn math by being
given the answers, and we don'’t believe you can learn wordplay, rhetoric, or language, at least not
efficiently, by reading about it. Wordplay and Wit—indeed language itself—is a skill that cannot be
developed by memorization, but only by practice. We must find and follow the writer’s direction.

There are very few references to Shakespeare Criticism in this work. Almost all the information
included here can be found in Encyclopedias and other reference works. Ours is largely a collection of
definitions that may be found in Dictionaries. The historical information is gathered from reputable works;
we have not changed any ‘facts’, we’ve only reinterpreted first-hand accounts to agree with the
‘Shakespeare’ writer’s own statements. We posit ‘Shakespeare’ to be the gold-standard of historical truth
concerning the monarchy of Elizabeth | of England; all other records must be squared with his. We
believe he did not build his Monument on opinion or difficult to obtain histories, but of words — and words
we all wish to know better. Our promise to the student: Once you understand Shakespeare’s Method
your appreciation of his work will multiply. His lessons in language use are the most important we have.

The subject of Shakespeare Authorship is unavoidable, as is its general effect on English history.
These ancillary studies were not looked for when this study began over 30 years ago, but have grown in
importance until, by 2005, they became fundamental.

We are suggesting a Sea Change in the way Shakespeare is understood and taught — yet
nothing here is revolutionary. In this book is a revision of the guiding principles used to examine his
words, allowing the writer himself, and those who knew him best, to show us the way. No matter if you're
a junior in high school or a well-regarded instructor, there’s much to reconsider about the uses and ends
of literature. We begin with the centuries old admonition penned by one who knew:

“A NEVER WRITER TO AN EVER READER: NEWS!” news, (L) res: ‘things’, wp rex, ‘real’— ‘of Kings’
(Troilus and Cresseida, William Shakespeare, 1609)

We choose our companions as we pass through life. For many of us, there is no better
friend, no tutor more instructive, no entertainer who is wittier, no counselor who can give better
advice, than our writer deceased for over 400 years. If (perhaps) ‘Shakespeare’ is not the deep
philosopher, he does deliver profound lessons in education and the perpetual political struggle.

How to Really Read Shakespeare

Shakespeare is not the writer’s real name. He evidently took the pseudonym by which he is
known worldwide from the Biblical story of Cain and Abel. Cain— (Hebrew) Qayin, meaning spear: an
object both ‘forged’ and ‘stalk-like’—was sent out from the land East of Eden for the crime of killing his
brother Abel. He became an alien: a “fugitive and a vagabond in the earth”. We learn something of this
affinity in The Tempest. God put some mark upon Cain and, according to the Septuagint, he was cursed
to ‘groan and tremble’ throughout his life. Our great writer has likened himself to the Biblical Cain, or as
Dante identified Cain, 'the Man in the Moon’. (see Monsters p.289)

So this is an association we are to understand by the name ‘Shakespeare’: it is a nom de plume
representing a killer. Unable to identify himself openly, he is cursed for (figuratively) ‘wiping out’ his
brother. A false name may murder the true — the surname de Vere may supplant Tudor-Seymour. The
true must defend his life against the false. This is the impetus for Shakespeare’s Tragedies.

The Comedies are a little different, though closely related. There, the writer, the protagonist as
he will figure himself, finds his estate entailed upon his ‘brother’ and antagonist, as in the story of Jacob
and Esau. Each Comedy will center on the ensuing struggle for estate title, or some question to be
resolved concerning the disposition of that title. If you keep these simple distinctions in mind as you read
Shakespeare, you won’t have too much trouble with the structure of his plays.
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“Every word dost almost tell my name”  (Sonnet 76)

In this essay, Shakespeare will be used to name the artist and art of a sometimes anonymous
writer, and specifically his literary works produced from about 1590 until 1604. He and others tell us he
wrote under other names as well (see Railing p.798), but to keep the subject manageable, we’ll confine our
observations to the greatest of his art. Shakespeare is the pen name of a man who was forced to accept
the title Earl of Oxford—he signed his letters Edward Oxenford —but was not the son of John de Vere.
He tells us he’s the natural son, and by his reckoning the legitimate son, of Thomas Seymour and
Elizabeth Tudor. There is only ambiguous historical evidence to support this contention, yet because he’s
so insistent we, the present authors, are inclined to believe him. It will be shown how Oxford, and many
other writers of his age, gave us the testamentary ‘proofs’ of his true identity.

We will refer to Oxenford’s late Art as ‘Shakespeare’. We'll refer to the artist as Shakespeare in
relation to his late Art. We will try to identify the man as whatever facet of his life seems most appropriate.
He may be called Oxford, or Tudor, the Moor, the More, or Seymour, or St Maur, or Tudor-Seymour,
or ‘the Ox-Sea writer’, or some other damn thing: HAMLET, VALENTINE, CORDELIA. Frequently, we’ll try
to reinforce or qualify the many names with the following acronym — (O/S), i.e. (Oxford-Seymour) — and
hopefully this will not confuse you. It will be apparent in the course of this essay: it was confusing for
‘Shakespeare’. Shakespeare is the story of a life in conflict with itself. It is a Comedy of Heirs-Or.

“Dost understand the word?” Othello V.2 154

Some say Shakespeare is our foremost commenter on the human condition. His quest was to
understand what it means “to be”, and the object of consideration was very much his life. In doing so he
gave us brilliant phrases to frame our own consciousness. His wisdom may come with startling clarity, but
more often is buried in obscurity.

If you find ‘Shakespeare’ easy, something’s amiss. Shakespeare is difficult because his language
is greater than the one we know. His vocabulary, his fluency in literary and classical European languages,
and his familiarity with rhetoric, puts a strain on our more limited abilities. And—here’s the crux—much of
his meaning is veiled.

He is distinctive in the way he veils meaning. He uses words that may not be found in modern
dictionaries; and because he employs grammatical ambiguity that renders some of his work seemingly
indeterminate, we must wonder if there is a logical system whereby it may be understood—no matter that
few seem to have investigated this before.

Within such cloudy composition is Shakespeare’s Invention. In this essay we’ll demonstrate how
our writer described this Invention and Theme, obliquely yet repeatedly, in the Canon. It reveals how we
may discover his more certain political meaning, and this takes precedence over any other that may be
ascribed to him. Shakespeare, perhaps more than others, understood the value of plain-spoken words.
He simply could not tell the plain truth in plain English. Ben Jonson noted that Shakespeare “was not of
an age, but for all time”; and this is a hint as to the writers method and his attempt to obviate false reading
of his work—now and forever.

The purpose of this guide is to give the reader a reasonable idea of the writer’s intent in the many
passages defying obvious meaning. We can't tell you precisely what Shakespeare means, nor would you
want someone to do that for you—one would act as a spoiler for his many thousands of clever gems of
wit were they all explained; but with some acquaintance, you'll find he has revealed a ‘process’ within the
Canon that maps a wide trail in what seemed a trackless moor. His Way, his Method, is an education in
itself. With this understanding, we allow Shakespeare tell us what he’s made of.

Message in a Bottle

The works of Shakespeare are like a great message in a bottle. An investment of time and
genius without equal in literature is manifest within—all to tell the writer’s unique story. The plays and
poems have been cast out on the currents to drift, and perhaps to be discovered by you. We wouldn't
urge the effort needed to unravel the mystery—our artist was, after all, just one man—except the labor is
so richly rewarded. To commit oneself to understanding the scope of classical rhetoric requires a purpose,
and ‘Shakespeare’ gives form and impulse to that education. He is the best teacher of English to the
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English speaker we know. Most of us will never need to be great orators. We can advance well enough
with our modicum of reason and limited verbal skills. Yet we could be better. Our thoughts and speech
could be substantially richer with the addition of his most purposeful Language.

The Shakespeare Canon is a deeply personal communication. We would be surprised if several
hands were found to be at work in what is almost certainly the apologia of a single individual.

As noted elsewhere in this essay, ‘Shakespeare’ appears to have been written as a ‘two-part
invention’. The plays were laid out as outlines, clearly laying foundations for a witty superstructure. If a co-
author seems to intrude, we are likely finding vestiges of his own substrate. Henry VIII, for example, is
composed in clear and forthright language with fewer of the artist’s rhetorical signatures. As such, that
play may be unfinished. We may see, at times, only the first phase completed, rather than a second hand
at work. Alternately, Henry VIl may have been purposely left incomplete to demonstrate the writer’s
logical disposition — proving that he was not simply ‘mad’, but that his ‘madness’ was methodical.

Finding Quotes in Shakespeare
Words or passages from Shakespeare are often quoted followed by the work from which the quote is
taken, then a series of numbers. For example:

“To be, or not to be, that is the Question”  Hamlet IIl.1 56

This line comes from Hamlet, Act Ill, scene 1, and can be found near line 56 in most modern editions of
the collected Works. The location of quotes is very important because context is paramount. You'll find it
frustrating this system is not standardized. The many volumes of Shakespeare’s Complete Works vary in
their line counts, and some, like the OpenSourceShakespeare Concordance count ‘through line-
numbers’ (TLN) from the first stage direction of each work, and continue to the end without beginning
anew with each scene. This is because Shakespeare did not always divide his plays into Acts and
scenes, even though such divisions had been usual since ancient times. Most editors have imposed a
fairly rigid structure on Shakespeare since the late 17th century, and it’s a handy method of keeping track
of shifting action without line counts running into the thousands.

We use several editions of ‘The Complete Works of Shakespeare’. We've generally taken the Act,
scene, and line numbers from The Complete Pelican Shakespeare (2002), not because it is ‘the best’, but
because the print appears to us more legible.

We recommend students always open their Complete Shakespeare to the Acts, scenes,
and verses, noted in this essay. You can’t hope to understand this writer by exegesis alone, but
only by learning the words and the rhetoric, and by reading him: “again and again”. His friends
Heminges and Condell were right (see Heminge and Condell p.73).

Scholarly vs. Scholasticism

Shakespeare is not truly accessible through ‘scholarship’. It is meant to be understood by Wit.

Shakespeare is big business. The biggest names in the ‘Shakespeare’ business are the ranking
names in literary studies. Among academic critics, there is a great deal of “scholarly this”, and a sniffing
“unscholarly that”. It can be a very contentious, even acrimonious, field — and that’s too bad, because the
great Artist is actually enormously entertaining. There’s hardly a line without Wit if you know how to find it.
We’re going to show you how to find it, and by-pass much of the scholasticism now blood-sucking the
subject. Here is something you need to know:

scholar 34 ‘One who has acquired learning in the ‘Schools’; a learned or erudite person’.

scholarly ‘Pertaining to, or characterizing, a scholar; befitting, or natural to a scholar.’

scholasticism 2 ‘Servile adherence to the methods and teaching of schools; narrow or unenlightened

insistence on traditional doctrines and forms of expression.”  (all OED)

Beware of material that can’t be understood in layman’s terms. We will do everything possible to
avoid academic language. We aim to reduce a complex artistic process to the basic educational elements
with which ‘Shakespeare’ is built. There will be no need to read difficult to obtain dissertations. If you have



Shakespeare — Oxford—Tudor-Seymour—0O/S 13

a computer and access to a few dictionaries, you're set. This is a useful subject. You’ll benefit from the
study of the great writer’s rhetoric, grammar, and logic, at virtually every turn and each sentence you
speak.

The Method of ‘Shakespeare’ — the Method in Hamlet’s madness, the Process by which
Othello enchants Desdemona — is a more complete knowledge of the English Language.

Shakespeare as Linguist

Shakespeare was a linguist and loved his native English. His education, under William Cecil’s
(Queen Elizabeth’s Lord Treasurer) prescription, was primarily in language studies, and he evidently took
a particular interest in the development and association of English with Latin and French. His greatest
achievement was to improve our language by making it more expressive. He found gaps in the English
lexicon which he readily filled with appropriations or adaptations from French and Latin. It appears his aim
was to make English the equal of Italian, French, and Latin, as a literary language and means of
expression. Shakespeare is credited with adding many hundreds of words to English, and thus is certainly
among the greatest artist/linguists. The study of Shakespeare is a study in philology.

philology: 7 ‘Love of learning and literature; the branch of knowledge that deals with the historical,

linguistic, interpretive, and critical aspects of literature.’

philology: 3 “The branch of knowledge that deals with structure, historical development, and relationships

of languages or language families ...” (all OED)

The more you study Shakespeare, the more you'’ll enjoy the versatility of language. When the
student begins to appreciate this writer’s “Super Tongue” (Paglia), and begins to catch glimpses of his Wit
at work, one’s enjoyment is multiplied. We’re partisans, but it is safe to say there are few inquiries more
engaging than the literary arts, and no literary artist more engaging than Shakespeare.

Anachronism — Literal Reading
anachronism: /. ‘Anything done or existing out of date.” (OED) In Shakespeare studies, anachronism
describes understanding the writer’s words as if they were used with modern senses in mind.

Most readers of Shakespeare today try and understand him anachronistically. Because a
significant portion of his art doesn’t make sense to us, we have attempted to read him metaphorically, as
we would any material that seems artificially obscure. But it wasn’t always so. In the sixteenth century,
sophisticated readers would have tested his work against various compositional devices to find his
meaning and purpose.

It may be argued modern literary criticism is largely an artifact of trying to understand and classify
writing of the past, especially Elizabethan writing, in terms appropriate to more recent periods. Much of
the criticism is simply ‘out of step’; it is not firmly grounded in the time in which ‘Shakespeare’ was written.

The key to our revised approach is to think of the writer as a feudal humanist — to consider him a
super student who had absorbed the knowledge of his era from some of its greatest teachers.
‘Shakespeare’ is steeped in Renaissance political theory, classical languages and lore, the literature of
European vernaculars, rhetoric, and above all, human nature. With this last element he created works
that will endure “for all time”.

An important facet of anachronism is the ‘correction’ of texts. Most printings of ‘Shakespeare’
poems or plays include corrections, clarifications, and improvements. In many cases these changes mask
the writer’s intricate wordplay, and in so doing, his intent also. Tampering often spoils the man’s genius.
Translating his stories into our modern English will foil his effort. It is easier to understand Oxford’s
wordplay if a facsimile of the First Folio (available at folger.edu), or other contemporary quarto editions
are available. The original capitalization, spelling, and punctuation—which have been much corrupted in
present day collections—all contribute to understanding intended wordplay. The least expensive and most
available editions of Shakespeare’s Works serve a purpose when used as notebooks. We return
frequently to facsimiles of the original Folios to correct many subsequent corrections.
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Dictionaries
POLONIUS
— What do you read, my lord?
HAMLET
Words, words, words. Hamlet 11.2 191

Great literature is timeless, and as fresh today as it was when written. Nowhere is this more true
than ‘Shakespeare’. However, it has been over 400 years since he died and some of the words he used
have evolved or become obsolete. It takes practice to consider the writer’s use circa 1600 rather than our
present understanding of words. The Oxford English Dictionary gives examples of semantical change
through time; it’s a fascinating study in its own right—but also a great benefit to know which meanings are
likely and which unlikely in a given context. The OED gives an etymology of each word that will include its
origins from OId English, French, or Latin roots. Unless otherwise stated, all English definitions in this
essay are derived from the OED.

The cost of a years subscription to the Oxford English Dictionary can be very reasonable.

Yet it’s available free through most libraries, and accessible by password on your home computer. All
students, no matter their subject, should avail themselves of this resource.

Shakespeare examined words as developments from ancient sources. He referred his own use to
that of Classical writers such as Ovid or Vergil. You'll discover he had an intimate knowledge of Latin and
French and allows himself figurative use by examples from antiquity —but he rarely imagines new
metaphorical use. We would recommend Latin-English, French-English, and perhaps Italian-English
dictionaries for involved students. They will all come into play. Unless otherwise credited, most Latin
definitions in this book are derived from Cassell’s Latin Dictionary or A Latin Dictionary by Lewis and
Short; French definitions are derived from Cassell’s French Dictionary or Dictionnaire du Moyen Frangais
by Greimas and Kean. All Welsh definitions are from GPC (Geiriadur Prifysgol Cymru).

Another reference work is the Shakespeare Lexicon and Quotation Dictionary by Alexander
Schmidt (publ.1902) . Schmidt understood the superficial context of Shakespeare, but apparently was
unaware of a political supra-text.

Finally, we would refer you to John Baret’s Alvearie (1573, 1580) as a final step. The definitions
found in the Alvearie often assist in understanding Shakespeare’s thinking because they reflect the usage
of his contemporaries. Baret’s English—Latin—French Dictionary was patronized by Sir Thomas Smith
and Alexander Nowell (dean of Paul’s Cathedral) beginning in 1554 —the year our young Oxford was placed
in Smith’s home near Windsor. An edition can be found at: shakespearesbeehive.com . This annotated
copy of the second edition (1580) appears to have been in the possession of someone interested in
Shakespeare’s works, and probably from the period of ‘Shakespeare’ composition. It may have belonged
to a government censor trying to understand Shakespeare’s scheme, or to one of the writer’s secretaries,
or it may have belonged to the writer himself.

There is an appendix in Baret’s Alvearie that cross-references Latin and French
words with entries in his dictionary. This tool contains the principal materials needed
to ‘cipher’ Shakespeare (O/S) — i.e. speaking methodically in two contexts at once.

Abraham Fleming wrote an introduction to the Latin and French cross-referencing guides added
for the 1580 edition of the Alvearie. These appendices allow students to find analogues in those tongues
for English words; and this is the process we, the present writers, use to examine Shakespeare’s words.
Since a dictionary may contain many meanings for a single word, the only way to secure a specific
definition is to include qualifiers, such as adjectives, adverbs, kenning phrases, and by the rhetorical
figures of emphasis or reinforcement, etc. Our thesis includes this proposition: ‘Shakespeare’ went a step
further, by keying each work to either Latin or French (see Reference Language p.120).

You’ll be pleased that no special jargon is required to frame the Shakespeare Method, just the
classical rhetoric and the Greek words naming them. We will concern ourselves with only a few.
Most of these devices have been on the margins of education for more than 2000 years. Some
may be difficult to pronounce. If learned in the third grade, they’d be second nature by now.
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We have noticed a reluctance in some students to refer to dictionaries; don’t be one of them. Love
your dictionaries and keep them open on your desk. They were meant to die of a broken spine.

The Art of English Poesy

Most of the rhetorical figures used by ‘Shakespeare’ are described in The Art of English Poesy,
attributed to George Puttenham, 1590. This is a delightful book that might, even today, form the basis of
an education in English Rhetoric; it is useful as an introduction to the supra-textual understanding of the
Canon. Like The English Secretary, by Angel Day, many Elizabethan era educational volumes are witty
and enjoyable to read.

Puttenham boldly ‘Englished’ the Greek terms for the devices of rhetorical ornament. Still, he
feared giving offense to scholars who might be repelled by their “strangeness” or novelty:

“...such names go as near as may be to their originals, or else serve better to the purpose of the
figure than the very original...” (Puttenham, George (?) The Art of English Poesy, Book 3, Ch.9.3)

As far as we can discern, his terms serve the purpose he intended, but they didn’t really catch hold, so,
cowards that we are, we've retreated to the Greek.

Etymology
etymology: / ‘The facts relating to the origin of a particular word or the historical development of
its form and meaning.’
etymon: / The antecedent form of a word; the word or any of the separate words from which another
word has developed historically by borrowing.
analogue: /1.7 A thing which is analogous to another; a parallel, an equivalent. (all OED)

Shakespeare is often among the first to use a word in the literature. He’s a wordsmith; but he is
not, precisely, a neologist. He doesn’t create words so much as he ‘Englishes' foreign words and makes
sensible appropriations from Latin. The discrete wordplay found everywhere in ‘Shakespeare’ means the
writer must be inventive, yet fundamentally he is conservative with a special need to avoid novel
metaphorical uses. The reader may find it useful to know something of etymology in attempting to
understand the great wit-master. Again, the Oxford English Dictionary is a great source of word origins.

Any word of Latin and French that had not entered the English language by 1604, would still have
been available to Shakespeare in its native form. A key point of the writer’s wordplay is the classical view
of etymology where similarity of words counts heavily in favor of a close relationship. Modern linguists
often find surprises in the development of words; Shakespeare, however, is inclined to make associations
based on the facts of his case and biography, rather than on firm philological grounds. We say this with
some support, having carefully examined many thousands of words for possible and likely wordplay.

Words, words, words

Languages form logical systems. Just as careful semiotic analysis of numbers and mathematical
symbols might reveal their significance without a prior understanding, we can study words and at length
discover standard, but also non-standard uses—witty, ironic, metaphoric uses, for example —and thereby
fathom a writer’s intent. We may even consider the relationship of ‘symbols’ in a previously unknown
language and conceive its meaning. The better we know words, the easier to find the clever twists.

The word abides. For ‘Shakespeare’ (O/S), meaning is bound within the construction of words.
The meaningful elements of words, or morphemes, hold significance that cannot be effectively replaced
by metaphor. Metaphoric meaning, held in the mind of the reader, has no permanent sense unless that
specific figure is recorded. Because our writer would contrive a Monument to outlive brass and stone, he
relies not on metaphor but the power of etymology: ‘the explanation of a word on the basis of its origin’.
The Classics of Rome and Greece have preserved word meaning with great integrity.

But, there’s more. Many words proceeding from Greek and Latin etymons have diverged through
time to be represented in modern vernaculars by words having somewhat, or very, different meaning. This
means that by following the Renaissance practice of translating English into, again, Latin or French, then
translating back again into English, a refined or even altered sense is obtained. By adding witty wordplay
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into such translations, we find the basis of a system of cyphers developed by ‘Shakespeare’ (0/S). Our
famous AUTHOR reveals a special insight into the life of words as a gift to the student, whereby one may
assume an attribute of the gods Woden and Apollo. You may become a reader of Runes.

The ‘Shakespeare’ writer twists his language to preserve his life — probably in two senses. He
conceals his name from murderous interests in the English State, but also records his name, history, and
cause, to save them from oblivion. Our writer, “that damned Moor”, is sentenced to erasure from the
public record: (L) Damnatio Memoriae. PAROLLES is one of many voices telling the writer’s story:

PAROLLES All's Well That Ends Well V.1 69-73 (Fr) parole: ‘Spoken word, speech’
I know you are the Muskos’ Regiment: Muskos: ‘Muscovy’, wp (L) musca regiment, ‘royal authority’

70 And I shall lose my life for want of language; want, adj ‘lack or deficiency’
If there be here German, or Dane, low Dutch,

72 Italian, or French, let him speak to me now; I’ll (73) undo, wp ‘to make un-Faire, not Tu-do[r]

Discover that which shall undo the Florentine. Florentine: wp (MFr) floré: ‘flower’ + -ine, suffix: ‘of’

» PAROLLES, we will discover, is the characterization of the writer’s words, much as HORATIO proves

to be in Hamlet. PAROLLES’ fluency in contemporary European Languages is, we suggest, nearly identical
with Shakespeare’s.

» PAROLLES has special knowledge which can undermine the Florentine, and which may undo:
‘un-faire’ (un-Tudor) the flower: 8 (E) ‘essence, quintessence’, 110 ‘The state of greatest eminence’.

Vocabulary is Shakespeare’s glory. He is an obvious polyglot. As noted above, he enriched the
English language with several hundred words appropriated or derived from the European Classical
Languages. Aside from the Latin and French already mentioned, there is evidence of substantial
knowledge of Greek and Hebrew. It’s likely he studied Anglo-Saxon (Old English) manuscripts in Cecil
House under the tutelage of Laurence Nowell, the first lexicographer of Anglo-Saxon language. If his
writings had been trash, he would still be known as a linguist for his many contributions.

Consider for a moment the difference between the Anglo-Saxon language and Modern English as
it appeared in the 17th century. To the untrained eye, they are very different—they may seem distantly
related. Latin, however, is virtually an eternal material, and varied much less over a far greater period of
time, especially as the lingua franca of the church, science, law, and literature. The Renaissance study of
Latin was based on models 1,500 years old, and the same models are used today.

The richness of Shakespeare’s lexicon was consistent with the best writers of his day. Several
enthusiasts have pegged the word count at greater than 25,000, with 18,000 distinct definienda: i.e. word
roots that are independently definable. This does not account for various developments from each root,
nor the writer’s knowledge of the multiple meanings of many words, nor an extensive understanding of
Latin polysemy. But his best work used simple, powerful words—perfectly, if enigmatically, phrased.

What makes his phrasing so remarkable? He has an unerring knowledge of rhetoric, but also a
special advantage: double-entendre runs through the entire canon. This means each word has been
arranged such that it may do double duty. The ‘accommodation’ of two competing contexts—one overt
and dramatic, one covert and political—depends on indeterminacy, or the ambiguity among choices of
word meaning. To achieve this level of freedom demands of the writer a large vocabulary — and Wit. This
process lends to Shakespeare ‘Shakespeare-ness’, though other writer’s in his time appear to have
adopted some of his schemes; and he often adds the magic rhetorical element called Noema — half-
hidden ideas in obscure utterances.

In our schools today, the student is invited by literary educators to choose among plausible
philosophic interpretations for each dramatic/poetic passage; but, again, in this guide we’re going to focus
more on the political meaning. Hidden in the politics of his work is a rewriting or correcting of the history
we think we know.

So Shakespeare is a virtuoso with language. Just as musicians can produce (nearly) infinite
variety with a limited number of notes and rhythms, our man has the ability to play with language (nearly)
infinitely. His fellow writers were struck by this virtuosity, and pronounced him the greatest Wit of the age.
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Trivium

From late Roman times until the 19th century, the Trivium was held to be the basis of classical
education. Its elements: grammar, rhetoric, and dialectic/logic, include the fundamentals from which
the mathematics (Quadrivium) may be properly understood. ‘Shakespeare’is a product of the Trivium
and, perhaps, an ideal object lesson in its processes. Elements of the Trivium will go hand in hand with a
more careful study of our language and logic.

Shakespeare’s monument is very carefully constructed of dialectical-logical elements. This
indicates the writer was intent upon making himself understood providing you read him as recommended
— “again and again”. By confusing twists of grammar and semantics, the writer disguises his words within
themselves and within odd phrasing, then rescues coherence by devices of repetition and emphasis.

Context — What makes you think the word means this, and not that?
context: 3 “The connection or coherence between the parts of a discourse.’
grammar: /a ‘The structure of language including inflection and other means of indicating the
relations of words in the sentence.” (OED)

When is a goose a member of the waterfowl family called Anatidae, and when is it a ‘fool’?
Language is like mathematics. In each we have a series of symbols representing actual things, ideas, and
quantities. While the symbols in math are relatively straightforward and hold a single meaning, symbols in
language may change their meaning abruptly. We play with the values of words, but we do not play with
numerical values. Playing with numbers is often a criminal offense — for Shakespeare, not playing with
word values would likely have cost him his freedom if not his life.

In the regular use of language, context is the relationship of words to grammar—of that
relationship to a specific period, and often to the specific speaker—which give the audience or reader the
means to more precisely determine the meaning of words. It is the deciding factor in understanding words
with multiple definitions (polysemy), or confusing them with others that sound similar (homonymy).
Context may even suggest the meaning of a word unfamiliar to the listener. Determining context is usually
a fairly simple process of interpreting various linguistic signs insinuated in all language just for that
purpose. In ‘Shakespeare’, however, we find a more sophisticated game in which we discover hidden
context by rhetorical signs. His hope is that readers will grasp the secret context through unexpected
literal meanings of words and wordplay, rather than they will stray to purely metaphorical readings.
Hence, there is a duality between contexts, one revealing a politically sensitive topic—usually
monarchic succession—and another that is not sensitive and may plausibly acquit the writer.

Each passage in ‘Shakespeare’ is a linguistic proof, to be solved much as you might solve a
mathematical proof. Like letters in algebraic formulas, words in the Canon—words everywhere, actually—
represent ‘variable’ quantities. Because of this complex process, our writer is best understood if one play,
one act, or even one set-piece alone, is first well understood, rather than developing a conceited overview
of the whole.

Primary and Secondary Context

‘Shakespeare’ worked his way around censorship by having a virtually unassailable social
position, by secrecy and anonymity, by the use of many allonyms or pseudonyms, but mostly by using
obscuring language. While feigning harmless entertainments, he gave abundant contextual markers for
an alternate and more serious understanding. Unfortunately, he achieved his secret purpose only too
secretly. Though many have sensed a political subtext, few have realized how important and all-
consuming to the writer was that primary—we would say ‘supra-textual’—meaning.

The Supra-text supersedes the apparent context. We are told:
HAMLET Hamlet II. 2 543-4

“The play’s the thing

Wherein I’ll catch the conscience of the king.”  (see Wit, p.64)

The “play” to which this passage refers is The Mousetrap—the play within the play of Hamlet. But there is
another ‘play’, that is: wordplay, that holds the true significance. Yes, The Mousetrap (Muris-trap) is
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intended to “catch”, (L) inlagueo: ‘to ensnare’/catch, “the conscience”, (L) moralitas, ‘More-All-ity’, of the
Danish king, but by wordplay it is meant to in/-aqueus or ‘en-Sea the More’ of England’s ‘Moorish’ (Muris)
Queen in virtually every line. Though we hear no more of The Mousetrap, it underlays the entire Canon.

With this supra-text ‘Shakespeare’ engages in mock battle using wordplay, like sword-play, to
match his political opponents. He aims to win back for himself his name — that which has been stolen.
The way he chooses to restore his identity is by nicking the Queen, again and again, to keep her
complicity in that theft before her. She must not forget his identity is a critical problem for Denmark
(England). If we wonder why our artist wrote so much, it’s likely because plays had brief currency in the
theater. He kept the subject alive by striking repeatedly.

It will be useful for the student to hold literary ‘Shakespeare’ as primary, and distinct from
theatrical performances of Shakespeare. One is not greater than the other; but the first belongs to him,
the second, in part, to others as well. The long history of supreme performances on stage and film might
overshadow the original text, but for the unique rhetorical properties of that original in teaching language.
We consider the supra-text to give primary context because it fulfills his purpose. Understanding this
purpose allows the reader to fathom difficult lines, and the actor to perform faithfully.

The secondary context, that which is used for the stage, adapts the text to produce a lively
entertainment without, hopefully, losing too much of the original intent. Most introductory material on
Shakespeare available to the student applies to this secondary context; and the text is sufficiently open,
or indeterminate, that commenters find many of their own ideas may be easily superimposed on his
words. In some instances they have almost nothing to do with the writer’s Great Matter — producing a
memorial of his existence, and the great struggle against ministerial crime in which he was engaged.

The Shakespeare Variorum gives various interpretations of his texts and is a wonderful
companion to the literary component of Shakespeare’s Canon, but that’s only a part of the story. We must
examine through a different lens to understand that part of our artist’s work that has eluded readers. We
need a parallel gloss to explain the structural/political component. We also recognize that allusions to
myth and history that play a certain role in a literary context may assume a different and, perhaps, far
more significant role in the political context. In this essay you’ll see dictionary definitions that apply
specifically to the historical / political understanding of his work.

Understanding

TOUCHSTONE As You Like It 111.3 10-13  understanding, wit, (L) musa, wp mus, muris; (Fr) muse
When a man’s verses cannot be understood, man, (MFr)vir understood, (Fr) entendre, wp en-tender
nor a man’s good wit seconded with the forward good, (MFr) mercier: ‘commodity’
child, understanding, it strikes a man more dead than
agreatr eckoning in a little room. reckoning, (Fr) compte, wp Comte: ‘Earl’

What makes a joke worth retelling? Understanding! How funny is a joke, though expertly told,
that must be explained at length before there’s laughter? The same holds true for literature. The reader
who fails to grasp genuine meaning loses interest. Shakespeare’s uniqgue combination of ambiguous, or
only arguably intelligible phrasing, and his enigmatic lexicon, has spawned a cottage industry in the
metaphorical reading of his work. Most of it isn’t amusing. They’ve turned his once famous wit into
something flat and dull. In truth, his Wit is ever present as wordplay — again, “the play’s the thing”: i.e.
‘the wordplay’ contains the (Latin) res: ‘thing, matter’ that concerns our writer.

Linguistics
(OED) linguistics: ‘The scientific study of language and its structure. (Cf. [(L) confer: ‘compare’] philology)’
hermeneutics: 7 ‘A particular system of interpretation or scheme of analysis for language.’
rhetoric: /a ‘The art of using language effectively so as to persuade or influence others’;
4b ‘The structural elements, compositional techniques, and modes of expression used to produce
a desired effect on.. an audience’ [or reader].
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We are involved in the study of Linguistics and Hermeneutics when we delve ‘Shakespeare’ to his
root. The rhetorical devices he uses are designed to alert the reader to particular words. It's the readers
job to try and interpret those particular words, and hopefully to arrive at the writer’s intentions. The reader
is aided by the frequent repetition of key words and themes (see Glossary, p.352) that serve to light the
passage; and these form the basis of a complete rhetorical system whereby wit, and a more thorough
knowledge of your language, enable you to unravel abstruse yet well-defined meaning.

Inductive and Abductive Reasoning
deduction: 6a ‘The process of deducing or drawing a conclusion from a principle already known or
assumed; specifically in Logic, inference by reasoning from generals to particulars.
induction: 44 ‘Of the nature of..or characterized by the use of induction, or reasoning from particular facts
to general principles.
abduction: 3a Logic ‘A syllogism of which the major premise is certain and the minor only probable, so
that the conclusion has only the probability of the minor (premise).’
3b Philosophy ‘..the formation or adoption of a plausible but unproven explanation for an observed
phenomenon.

The process of discovering meaning in ‘Shakespeare’ is not by deductive reasoning. We have no
definitive statement by the writer describing at once the elements of his Method. Instead, we may abduce
or infer (induce) a Process from scattered and equivocal comments by the writer, or by his friends in
dedications of the First Folio (see Prefaces, p.72). The accumulation of such inferences suggest our theory
is, if not absolute, at least overwhelmingly probable.

There is only one way to assure oneself such secretive paths were followed by ‘Shakespeare’,
and that is to test them. Because most readers have found a substantial portion of his work unintelligible,
we are persuaded to attribute obscure language to the same ‘madness’ contrived by his most famous
character HAMLET, or from his many FOOLS. Hints by the author concerning the understanding of his
words are without apparent direction in small samples, but when examined in toto, a plausible rhetorical
scheme emerges. This scheme, we will discover, is simply a development of wordplay common to his
famous ‘tutors’: Ovid and Vergil. Shakespeare’s Canon delivers the truth of the Elizabethan political
landscape by ‘Delphic utterances’ — and we perceive the writer may honestly claim an Apollonian fore-
knowledge of his and England’s future.

By abductive validation we can be confident the simplest solution to meaning in ‘Shakespeare’ is
that the writer believes he is properly Edward Tudor-Seymour; and his arcane reports, disguised as
incoherent ravings, include political revelations that would be otherwise censored or its Author silenced.

Ox-Seymour-an Hypothesis
We believe our hypothesis redirects and unifies the disciplines of Shakespeare studies by
a single coherent explanation — the writer’s submerged name is to be found within his Corpus.

Sonnet 72. 11-12
“My name be buried where my body 1s.” body, (L) corpus: ‘substance, matter’, ‘of a book’
And live no more to shame nor me nor you;” nor..nor: neither Or, nor Or + you (Tu); not Two-d’or

The collected works of ‘William Shakespeare’, “to our wonder and astonishment”, is an enduring
monument without a tomb. So says John Milton. It is a memorial by the artist, to the artist, whose true
name would otherwise have been erased from the historical record. The Shakespeare Canon is history.

It is Art Testamentary. Every line brings the Authors name to life again; each verse ransoms his memory
from captivity. Our thesis is his thesis: “Every word doth almost tell my name” (he says). We believe all
that is said circumspectly of him by his friends, and all he says circumspectly of himself, can be reconciled
with one clear statement: Oxford was the only child of Elizabeth Tudor. ‘Clowd Cap-towres’ — yes, look
again: “The Cloud capt-tow’rs” says the inscription in Westminster Abbey — held the Crown Tudors in a
de facto state of servitude during the reign of Elizabeth. Her child, Edward, was security on that control.
The proof of this construct is found throughout Shakespeare’s Canon, and we can understand it now:
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Hamlet 1.2 233
“marry, how? tropically” marry: interjection, wp (L) mare

> tropically: °...figuratively; in a sense other than is proper’ —or standard. (OED).

The writer has placed his secret marks or signs in every passage. Almost every word of the Canon
contrives to tell our writer’s forgotten name[s]. Each phrase intimates his identity. We repeat the
lines found at the midpoint of the Sonnet series — the key lines:

Sonnet 76
7 “That every word doth almost tell my name,
8 Showing their birth, and where they did proceed.”

Look again at the quote from L. Digges’ dedicatory poem that heads this section. Isn’t that statement by
Digges, and this by ‘Shakespeare’ himself, unambiguous? Aren’t they substantially the same? Well then,
what is the name?

The name is Tudor-Seymour, giving the mother’s and father’s bloodline. The entire
‘Shakespeare’ Canon is constructed of linguistic elements in a rhetorical scheme that either tells
these names, parts thereof, or reveals important information about them. To be sure it isn’t missed,
‘Shakespeare’ rephrases this message in the Sonnets, his meditations on (L) sui amoris: ‘self-love’. As it
turns out, his ‘love of self’ is virtually indistinguishable from a love of State and Family:

Sonnet 105
1 “Let not my love be called idolatry, love: (L) amor  be, (L) sum  idolatry, 7 ‘A counterfeit’
2 Nor my beloved as an idol show, beloved, wp (L) sum + amor  idol, etrym. ‘image, phantom’
3 Since all alike my songs and praises be praise, (L) amplius: ‘more’, ‘to say more’
4 To one, of one, still such, and ever 80.” one, (L) princeps: ‘the first’, ‘sovereign’
Sonnet 108 1.3 new, (L) insolitus  mow, (L) iam, wp (E) I am
3 “What’s new to speak, what now to register, register, (L) re + gestio: ‘re-doing’
4 That may express my love or thy dear merit? thy dear, wp (Welsh) Ty + dur
5 Nothing, sweet boy; but yet, like prayers divine, sweet, (Fr) suite: ‘succeeding’
6 I must each day say o’er the very same; day, wp (L) de: ‘out of>  o’er, anagram Ore  Vere-y Seym
7 Counting no old thing old, thou mine, I thine,
8 Even as when first I hallowed thy fair name.” hallow, 3 ‘reverence’ fair, (Fr) faire: ‘to do’

Our writer couldn’t speak directly. He tells us he’s “tongue-tied” by Authority (see p.55).
We imagine the treasonable circumstances of his conception, and his questionable ‘legitimacy’, either
shamed him to secrecy, or those factors allowed ministers to coerce the Queen and Edward into silence.

This is Shakespeare’s most urgent declaration. This is what he writes for. The Canon is his
Devise or Will, in which he bequeathes all that he holds of value in this world—his Name. Ben Jonson
tells us so in his eulogy to Shakespeare: ‘To the Memory of my beloved’, The AUTHOR. John Milton tells
us so in ‘An Epitaph on the admirable Dramatic Poet’. Others knew as well. We review each of these
dedications in a later chapter. (again, see Prefaces, p.72-102)

Apis Lapis

The name for our idea, The Ox-Seymour-an Thesis, is a compounding of the writer’s two
historical identities: Edward ‘Oxenford’ and Edward Tudor-Seymour. We suggest an epithet— Apis Lapis—
given to Oxenford by Thomas Nashe in his Strange News (1592), reveals those two names. Apis refers to
the Egyptian ox-god Apis, and Lapis refers to the particular stone called marmorin Latin. (L) Marmor
specifies ‘marble’; probably intending Parian marble used for fine sculpture since the ancient world. More
generally it means ‘stone’, (L) petrus, (Fr) pierre, and this pierre puns on the massive structure called a
pier or (E) mole (see Hamlet 1.5 165), a seawall — Sea-mur. It’s also a fine pun on Mar + mor: ‘Sea-mor’.
Hence, ‘the Ox-Seymour-an Thesis’ gives the double identity of the finest writer of the Elizabethan era:
Master Apis Lapis.
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Thomas Nashe tells us vital information about Oxford (O/S): that he spends a fortune on alchemy,
trying to turn his dirt, (L) caenum: transf. ‘disgrace’, into a More State (wp wisdom) and into gold (Tud’or).
This is Oxford’s magnum opus. Nashe speaks to him—his “very friend”—but he is More:

“Patron you have been to old poets in your days, and how many pounds you have spent (and, as it
were, thrown into the fire) upon the dirt of wisdom called alchemy: yea, you are such an infinite
Mecanas to learned men ...”

» Note: Mecanas, 68-8 BC, patron of Roman poets Virgil and Horace.

Those students familiar with Shakespeare’s (0/S) Timon of Athens will spot generous Timon as the type
for Nashe’s Apis Lapis:

“Think not ... I condemn you of any immoderation either in eating or drinking, for I know

your [self-]government and carriage to be every way canonical (i.e. ‘prescribed by Canon Law’).
Verily, verily, all poor scholars acknowledge you as their patron, providatore and supporter,

for there cannot a threadbare cloak sooner peep forth, but you strait press it to be an outbrother
of your bounty: three decayed students you kept attending upon you a long time.”

(Nashe, Thomas. Strange News, 1592) (L) canonicus: ‘measured’; jest (L) cano: I1.2a ‘to sing for one’s self’
(L) marcesco: ‘withered, feeble, powerless, decayed’, wp anag. Scemar

So, for the sake of our proposition, Apis Lapis it is! — we are ‘Ox-Seymour-ans’.

Typical of contemporary commenters on Oxford, Nashe names the writer obliquely. The repetition
of ‘verily’ positively identifies ‘Vere’. What is more interesting is the mention of Oxford-Seymour as a
“providatore”, i.e. provedore or proveditor—a governor or overseer—of poor students who are pressed
into service as ‘cloaks’ for his sensitive identity. As Oxford (O/S) appears to have led a somewhat
‘cloistered’ life in his last two decades, these “scholars” became his outward ‘face’, or “outbrothers”, to the
world. Strange News pre-dates the publication of works under the name ‘Shakespeare’, or else Nashe
might have hinted at that pseudonym also. As it is, he mentions “poor scholars”, and these came to be
known much later as the ‘University Wits’. It's beyond the scope of this essay to identify the “outbrothers”,
but they may well include John Grange, Christopher Marlow, Thomas Kyd, John Lyly (O/S’ private
secretary), B. Griffin, Thomas Lodge, George Peele, Anthony Munday (O/S’ private secretary), and Robert
Greene; and perhaps we must place Thomas Nashe himself among them. Certainly Arthur Golding’s
(‘Guilden’) Metamorphoses is suggested as a youthful effort by the man who would become Shakespeare
(0/S). To corroborate Nashe, Ben Jonson, in his encomium in the First Folio, appears to name Marlow,
Lyly, Lodge, and Kyd as men whose corpus might lie with ‘Shakespeare’.

Secrecy

Secrecy concerning the identity of ‘Shakespeare’ is ostensibly for the shame a royal child not
sanctioned by the Privy Council might have brought England’s first Queen Elizabeth. In truth, the quality
of chastity which was coerced upon the Queen created political pressure that permitted her most self-
interested ministers to gather power and wealth to themselves. When the question of a successor
prevailed in her dying days, she would assert ominously:

“My Lord, I am tied with a chain of iron about my neck ...
I am tied, I am tied, and the case is altered with me.”
Queen Elizabeth | to Lord Admiral Howard, Letter, Feb. 1603.
Whittemore, Hank. The Monument, p.558. (2005) Meadow Geese Press, Marshfield Hills, MA

The “chain of iron”, | believe we must conclude, was the hold upon her life by the Dudley and Cecil
factions at Elizabeth’s Court. At the time of her death, the “Tudors’ of the powerful Grey-Suffolk (Dudley)
line had largely expired, leaving only Robert Cecil’s affinity for the Tudor-Stewarts of Scotland. Cecil, it
seems, possessed the secret of an unacknowledged child Tudor-Seymour, yet obscured the identity of
‘Our Writer’ (O/S) as that child.

The Project
(OED) project: 2a ‘A planned or proposed undertaking; a scheme; a purpose; an objective’
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» ‘From classical Latin projectum: ‘A projecting structure; also something uttered; projectus: ‘fact of
extending beyond a surface or edge, projection’.

We, the current authors, speak of a thesis, but we are only attaching a name to what
‘Shakespeare’ spent many years developing and describing, and to that which many others have known
before. PROSPERO, as the voice of our writer, speaks of his project:

“Now does my project gather to a head.”  The Tempest V.1 1

His process and method are products of his project. As those who wrote dedications to the First Folio
made clear, Shakespeare’s (0/S) Canon is a memorial without which his true name would be lost. With
the Canon, he may project his story. Even though the name be wounded, yet may it be restored with the
help of sympathetic readers.

Truth
Vero Nihil Verius : In Truth, Nothing More True

There is a curious ambiguity in the motto of the 17th Earl of Oxford—*“Verily, Nothing More True”,
or “In Truth, Nothing Truer”; take it in what sense you will. Certainly, the man who wrote ‘Shakespeare’
regarded truth as a matter of careful discernment, not to be taken at face value, but accepted with proofs
at long last. For Oxford, there was nothing ‘More’ true in the Vere name: Tudor-[St.] Maur was his blood-
line; ‘Oxford’, a feudal creation; de Vere was an alias, and patently untrue.

Oxford (O/S) is deeply affected by falsehood, and we believe the foundation of his fame is in his
insistence on truth in language. Sugar-coated words fall from the mouths of oily connivers; his, on the
other hand, are accurate. They sound matter-of-fact, intelligent, succinct. He seems dead certain of his
intentions, and yet, on close examination, the words prove obscure. Our experience indicates a double
bind in interpretation. Though he avoids metaphor that must be creatively resolved in the readers mind,
he insists on active games of rhetorical Wit and a kind of strict orthography; it’s a strange irony. The
reader should not range beyond the scope of etymologies or wordplay that may be understood from
dictionaries. This, we suggest again, was the means to preserve his life.

(O/S) The Name

The three essential identities noted at the top of each page, “Shakespeare —Oxford —Tudor-
Seymour” appear in each of his works under a great variety of metonyms (characters), and each denoting
something slightly different. You’ll get used to them. The writer evidently felt compelled to reveal his
‘secret’ names — perhaps it was his amusement to hide them in plain sight. It’s fun finding them:

AMBASSADOR Hamlet V.2 354
354 That Rosencrantz and Guildenstern are dead.
~ That Rosencrantz [(Danish) rose: ‘rose’ + (D) kranz: ‘wreath, garland, coronet’] and Guildenstern
[(Danish) gyldne: ‘golden’ + (D) stjerne: ‘star’] are dead [(L) mors: ‘dead’]. ~
~ That Roses-Crown and Golden-Star are Mors. ~ are dead, wp ‘are Moors’.

» Words, including proper nouns, are interpreted in a language appropriate to the location. So Latin or
sometimes Danish are generally used in Hamlet, with Latin used as an international language of diplomacy.
You’ll find ROSENCRANTZ and GUILDENSTERN are the sorts of name Oxford (0/S) chose as pseudonyms
in his efforts to disguise himself.

If we take the writer’s counsel, we should look for names that pun on his lost names. Here
Rosencrantz hints at the Rose-crown: Tudor. Guildenstern hints at the Golden-star, or Golding-star,
probably indicating the Pole Star (Guiding Star), Stella Maris — or possibly Capello, the brightest star in the
constellation Auriga (The Charioteer). ROSENCRANTZ and GUILDENSTERN are facets of HAMLET (O/S);
their names represent a couple of the many pen-names used by St. Maur (O/S). He used HORATIO to
denote ‘Shakespeare’ in Hamlet, but little research has been done to discover who some of the others
may be.
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If it seems improbable one man could write so much, consider the character of FALSTAFF who
clearly represents the authors combined pseudonyms in a single merry mass. Though there is much
exaggeration in “whoreson round” (round: (L) orbis: wp two-d’or; whoreson: dear me, don’t make me say it.)
Jack Falstaff, the number of Oxford’s pen names may still be in the dozens, if not approaching “two or
three and fifty” or even “a hundred” (1 Henry IV I1.4 156) — some of them bound in buckram of Kendal
green, and some not so. Those unbound were sold, perhaps, as loose quarto sheets.

The ‘Shakespeare’ writer devoted at least the last fourteen years of his life to formulating word
games for the development of wit. We must learn to teach them for what they are. Literary criticism has
examined and re-examined philosophical points supposed to be in the Canon, but missed its most useful
quality: as an enjoyable workbook for students, demonstrating rhetoric and providing thousands of word
problems to be solved.

As we’ve noted: we don’t teach math by only presenting solutions to numerical problems; we ask
the student to learn by solving many problems for themselves. Likewise, ‘Shakespeare’ teaches countless
points on the practical use and understanding of words through problem solving. The genius of ‘The Bard’
(0/S) is frequently put before us; but in doing so, we lose the truth of his superior education. What can we
do today to teach the elements of language that gave rise to an Oxford-Seymour (0/S)? We can begin by
putting forth the right man and the brilliant educators who developed his genius.

Invention!

Shakespeare has a distinctive linguistic architecture—a rhetorical formula—that we
believe can be used to identify his art from that of others. Further, he is very particular in the
choice of materials with which he constructs his poetry. This ‘Shakespeare Verna-cular’ may
warrant its own genus among poetic styles, though others who worked with him, or commented
on his works, might practice similar methods. Before he put pen to paper, he schemed to literally
define himself through Art. Perhaps more than any other writer, his Corpus represents his Mortal
remains. Anywhere you find his Body, there you’ll find his name.

Much of ‘Shakespeare’s Rhetorical Invention is not entirely new. In the Spring of 2020, with
Covid-19 hanging heavily about our necks, we were ‘lightened’ by the discovery of important works by
noted Classicists —Frederick Ahl (Cornell), Phillip Mitsis (New York Univ.), Michael Paschalis (Crete), and
loannis Ziogas (Durham, UK)—who describe similar wordplay in Greek works dating to Homer, and used
extensively in the Latin of Ennius, Varro, Ovid, and Vergil. It appears only Oxford’s uniform application of
this wordplay, as a ‘Supra-text’, is peculiar to what we call ‘Shakespeare’.

Students should approach ‘Shakespeare’ as it’s presented, starting with the order found in the
early Folio editions. The dedications there give vital information; this reduces the likelihood of mis-
interpretation. There are among us lifelong enthusiasts of the great writer who’ve never taken a serious
look at them. This might not be a problem but for the need of good instruction in beginning ‘Shakespeare’.

The dedication that prefaces Venus and Adonis contains an uncertain reference to “the first heir
of my invention”. This may mean Venus and Adonis is the first work by Shakespeare, or the first work to
bear the name ‘Shakespeare’ in publication:

invent: 2b “To compose as a work of imagination or literary art.” (OED)
invention: /d Rhetoric ‘The..selection of topics to be treated.” (OED)

Obadiah Walker (1616-99) clarified the definition of invention in Some Instruction Concerning
the Art of Oratory (1659 ):

“The parts of Oratory are Invention, taking care of the Matter; and Elocution, for the words and style.”

» In fact there are five ‘canons’ in classical rhetoric: Inventio (subject, matter), Dispositio (arrangement
of argument), Elocutio (style), Memoria (ability to recall), Pronuntiatio (delivery).

Walker lists only the two that are most important in written argumentation. Arrangement/Dispositio
has been partially absorbed into Style and has become essential to the structure of legal arguments.
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Memoria and Pronuntiatio apply primarily to speech delivery. The word ‘Invention’ is an appropriation from
Latin, meaning: ‘the discovery’, but is here used as ‘the first principle’ of rhetoric’. Hence Invention is the
contriving or devising of reasons used in Argument. When Shakespeare presents “the first heir of [his]
Invention”, he is giving the most important justification for his case. In addition he puns on the loss of
‘Heir’ in his metamorphosis: In—Air, (Fr) vent—EOQO, or ‘Un-Heir-EO’ if you like.

His case? We’re going to ‘tip our hand’ and posit Venus and Adonis is an autobiographical
allegory that tells (most inventively) the story of ‘Shakespeare’. It is the story of a mother and her son.
The mother is the Queen of England, characterized as the goddess of Love, Venus. She has a son: Amor.
Amor may be hidden from view in a ‘Deer Park’ (229). His only occupation is to hunt or sue for his true
identity—in legal argument or by appeals to her conscience. Soon he dies, gored by the tusks of his false
identity: the Boar. The rest of Shakespeare’s Canon is a set of variations on that argument. So, in a very
true sense, Venus and Adonis is his First Principle or Invention; and when this first heir’ is fully
understood, the rest becomes familiar.

Not only is the content of ‘Shakespeare’ the content of the Oxford/Seymour life, but the words he
uses have been bent to his name. The phrases, the sentences he crafts—the very language he pieces
together—all of his work is so particularly his own, it may truly be said to him:

“Thou in our wonder and astonishment
Hast built thyself a livelong Monument” (preface, Second Folio, John Milton, 1632)

‘Shakespeare’, then, is a monumental process developed by Oxford and carefully applied, in
most cases, to pre-existing stories. Within a double phrasing he tells of his biography and names himself.
There is great redundancy in the method, such that even a small fragment of the Canon will bear the
writer’s mark, much as molecular strands of DNA carry within each cell the entire genetic sequence for a
life. It’'s one of the greatest achievements of any artist, and can be likened to a painter whose technique is
so distinctive that any brush stroke of a painting will reveal the artist. Yes, other artists may, perchance,
mimic that stroke. John Milton, in his encomium to Shakespeare, Ben Jonson, and others like John
Davies in his Epigram 159 “To Our English Terence”, have used the same method with great finesse. With
it, they help direct the reader of Shakespeare to his essential theme.

We have suggested the reason other hands appear to be at work in the plays—often thought to
be co-authors—is because ‘Shakespeare’ is so intricately woven with word wit it would seem a nearly
impossible style to extemporize. The writer evidently ‘roughed-in’ the structure and dialogue, perhaps in
the late 1580’s, perhaps earlier (see Jiménez, Ramon; Shakespeare’s Apprenticeship, 2018). He then spent
something like fifteen years, 1589-1604, working his secretive and rhetorical ‘autograph’ back into the
works. Occasionally unfinished material remains intact, and reveals a first phase which precedes what is
identifiably ‘Shakespeare’. Once the student fully understands the scope of his method, one will have a
sense just how difficult it would be to ‘dash-off’ a work in true ‘Shakespearian’ form.

We believe there’s another reason it is unlikely that co-writer’s would have assisted Oxford in the
work. He sought to preserve his Tudor-Seymour name because Authority, as ‘Shakespeare’ tells us, had
condemned that name to oblivion. By the last decade of his life, our man appears to have been under the
complete political mastery of his Cecil overlords, having to beg for handouts and receiving little. Oxford
was, no doubt, beset by the spies of his former father-in-law William Cecil, and brother-in-law Robert,
both anxious to guard their most valuable asset ... and to punish Oxford for his treatment of wife Anne
(Cecil)—daughter and sister respectively. The Cecils were aware that a considerable volume of anti-
government, anti-Cecil and anti-Dudley, material was being printed, but the source of the writings was not
easily discovered. To this day we have not truly found the body of writers responsible for darkly
‘scurrilous’ art that is such a prominent feature of the Elizabethan period; but we, the present writers, posit
they are often encompassed within FALSTAFF, or rather, “twenty Sir John Falstaffs” (Merry Wives 1.1 2), as
the case proves to be.

Our man was already a singularly accomplished writer when he began using the pseudonym
Shakespeare. We believe he was among the most popular writers of his time even before ‘Shakespeare’
ever appeared on a title page. However, his readers may not have been aware that he was known by
other names, or that his personal ‘matters’ were discussed in publication. Certainly he seems confident of
his abilities by the time of the Sonnets, which were, according to some, composed in the 1590’s:
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Sonnet 55, publ. 1609

“Not marble, nor the gilded monuments marble, (L) marmor, wp sea-mor gild, (L) inauro, to d’or
Of princes shall outlive this powerful rhyme,

But you shall shine more bright in these contents contents, (L) contentum
Than unswept stone, besmear’d with sluttish Time. sweep, (L) verrere

besmeer’d: wp bess-meer’d; (L) sum + mer’d

What do you suppose Shakespeare means by this? his art will endure beyond anything material? This
might make sense for an acclaimed literary life of three or four decades, but in a writer just beginning
one’s career, such an assessment borders on the preposterous. Again, | think we must acknowledge
some considerable experience and, at least, anonymous fame.

We feel ‘Shakespeare’ may have been a high-functioning savant; certainly, he had a superior
memory as well as the exceptional education in linguistics, rhetoric, and literature, already noted.

As we present the various rhetorical devices used by ‘Shakespeare’, keep in mind each is part of a
single coherent Invention. Therefore, they are shown by set-pieces that usually contain multiple
devices. It has been noted by example, that our writer is particularly good at teaching rhetoric;
texts on rhetorical devices are disproportionately biased towards his use. The passages shown in
the Glossary are an excellent place to begin your own proofs. A benefit of trying to understand
Shakespeare’s double language is your immersion in a creative process; the student partakes in
analysis, translation, and interpretation, where the result can be compared with the writer’s known
concerns. This means we will not stray too far from a plausible, predictable, result.

Classical Languages
Ben Jonson seconded Shakespeare’s (O/S) opinion of himself (as noted above):

“He was not of an age, but for all time!”  (Ben Jonson, To the Memory of ... Mr. W. Shakespeare)

To compare him with Jonson or Thomas Nashe, ‘Shakespeare’ is relatively free of idiomatic words and
expressions whose meaning cannot be deduced by context. While he is endlessly inventive, his ‘English-
ings’ are well-founded in the classics and can be understood across the ages by those with a modicum of
Latin or a good dictionary. We believe there’s a lesson in this: writers should avoid colloquial phrases that
will be familiar to only a few readers. The elements of Shakespeare’s Invention, his rhetoric, and the
strange sounding Greek terms that describe them, were nearly two-thousand years old when he wrote.

If anything was novel it was only his peculiar blend of rhetorical devices.

One of the keys to Shakespeare’s choice of words is a Reference Language (see p.120).

It will be argued the virtuosity of some Renaissance writer’s owe’s as much to a knowledge of
Latin and French as it does to their respective vernaculars.

In the Renaissance, these languages were considered more expressive than English. The
richness of Latin polysemy had developed in colloquial and formal use over millennia and possessed the
contributions of great classical writers. If Shakespeare uses a word in a non-literal sense, it is almost
invariably in a transferred sense already standard in Latin or French. The better dictionaries note many
examples of standard figurative and transferred meanings and their origin.

In using a reference language, our writer examined foreign analogues of English words for
multiple meanings, or polysemy. Then he chose from the variety of meanings found within these foreign
analogues and, using certain rhetorical devices to alert the reader of the switch, directed the reader to a
specific understanding in English. While the literary context might suggest a particular meaning in a word,
another is evident if the context is understood as autobiographical and political.

We might call his Invention a Linguistic Cipher (see Baret’s An Alvearie, Introduction to Appendices,
Abraham Fleming, 1580). The purpose of this ‘dilation’ is to reveal personal information; but in a larger
sense, the method is generally educational. Improvement in one’s own vernacular was an intellectual
pursuit of the Renaissance and appears to have begun with De Vulgari Eloquentia (‘On Eloquence in the
Vernacular’) in the 13th century with Dante Alighieri. Following the discussions of Sperone Speroni 1500-88
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(Dialogo delle Lingua, 1542) and French Pléiade Joachim Du Bellay 1522-60 (La Defense et Illustration de
la Langue Frangaise 1549), ‘Shakespeare’ achieved considerable improvement of our language.
Shakespeare (0/S) is the ‘English Pléiade’.

It would not surprise us to learn that The Arte of English Poesie (1589), by George Puttenham,
was partly overseen by Oxford (0/S). The ‘English-ing’ of the traditional Greek names for rhetorical tropes
and figures was an innovation, and bears the mark of Oxford’s fearless originality.

Ciphers

The greatest difficulty in examining wordplay is to know how far the writer intended to go.
When the reader realizes how little has been understood, one wonders whether all of Shakespeare
is wordplay — and that wordplay is the cipher. Since the key line of the Sonnets counsels us that
every word almost tells the writer’s name, we have proceeded to look carefully at each word as if
that admonition were literally true.

Testament
testament: (OED) Law ‘A formal declaration, usually in writing, of a person’s wishes as to the
disposal of his property; a Will.
Is the Shakespeare Canon a literary Will and Testament? The following quotes are from the

first two works published under the name Shakespeare. They appear to address the young Earl of
Southampton as the writer’s heir:

“I leave it to your honorable survey, and your honor to your heart’s content;
which I wish may always answer your own wish, and the world’s hopeful expectation.”
Venus and Adonis, William Shakespeare, 1593

“What I have done is yours; what I have to do is yours; being part in all I have,
devoted yours.” (The Rape of Lucrece, Wiliam Shakespeare, 1594)

This essay will demonstrate how these modest dedications mean what they say, to an extent that
can hardly be overstated.

Counsel
Counsel (OED) 5a ‘A private or secret purpose, design’
4 “That in which deliberation results; resolution, purpose; plan, design, scheme’

‘Shakespeare’ is loaded with Counsel. He gives instruction on the tricky nature of his words.
Suggestions by one character to another, often towards a better understanding of meaning, are direction
to the reader as well. Pay special attention to them because they have far-reaching effects.

The plays present as fiction what is, in truth, a record of the writer’s political life and private
emotions. He tells of crimes by ministers of the Privy Council—supposed to be servants to the Monarch—
against the English people, against the Queen and himself. He testifies; he reveals; he names names.
Because of dangers to the writer, he may give counsel by example more often than directly, and it is
hidden subtly in rhetorical devices. Each device introduced in this essay is a facet of the writer’s Invention
and is used to record Shakespeare’s true name.

In addition to the writer’s counsel, those who wrote commendatory prefaces—introductory
epistles and eulogies—to the First and Second Folios also gave essential guidance (see p.72). The great
writer’s supposed friends Heminge and Condell tell us:

“... for his wit could no more lie hid, then it may be lost.”

Does that sound straightforward? Believe it or not, there is a revolution in that line; it is vital counsel to
the reader. What it means: Find The More, or else his wit may be lost’. If you find ‘The More’, then
his Wit will not be lost. The more, once more, and no more, are metonym-kennings for the writer’s
contented or content-less state and will be discussed at length in this essay.
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While it is difficult to ascertain a writer’s intentions, few have taken such care to narrow the range
of possible interpretations as ‘Shakespeare’. He never composes as a show of technical skill, but uses
each rhetorical device to catch and direct the attention of readers. If you study him carefully, it will be
found he doubles and, if he can, re-doubles his language, with ever more specific modifiers, until he
arrives at his purpose. The writer tells us:

“So all my best is dressing old words new”  (Sonnet 76, 11)
“Since all alike my songs and praises be” (Sonnet 105.3)

Again, ‘Shakespeare’ guides the reader to specific problems that will be encountered in
understanding his works, especially in his new uses for old words. The idea of Counsel is to ‘cure
deafness’ (see The Tempest 1.2), i.e. to cure our inability to comprehend what the writer has purposely
fashioned to be obscure and inexplicit. Listen as he gives us an all-important bit of instruction:

“0O, know, sweet love, I always write of you,” (Sonnet 76, 9)

Who is the writer’s “sweet love”? Himself! and by extension, his Son. Shakespeare’s special
rhetorical mixture relies heavily on emphasis, or reinforcement, in which he couples obscure counsel
with an explanation. In this instance, the phrase “sweet love”, (wp) suite amour, reinforces the (Latin) sui
amoris: ‘self-love’, or ‘love of oneself’. The works of Shakespeare concern the artist himself. This may
sound egotistical; nevertheless it is the basis of most great writing. Significant artists navigate the world
by a self-reflected guiding star ... none so beautifully as ‘Shakespeare’. Sui amor, self-love, is framed by
the writer’s lost name ... St. More : Seymour:

“My sprites, my heart, my wit and force in deep distress are drowned; drown, (L) summergere
The only loss of my good name is of these griefs the ground.”
“The Loss of My Good Name”, I.5-6, Edward Oxenford, before 1576

Already by the mid-1570’s, Oxford is using some of the specific rhetorical devices later used by
‘Shakespeare’ — ‘The More’ (O/S) — to point to his ‘good’ (in Latin, merces, merx: ‘merchandise, goods,
wares’, with wordplay on ‘Mercy’ : Sea-Mer) name lost. Here we find repetition leading the way; there’s
anaphora beginning lines 7-8, and diaphora hiding antonomasia (‘the surnamer’) in line 5:

“The more I followed on, the more she fled away, (hint: “the more she”, his mother.)
6 As Daphne did full long agone, Apollo’s wishful prey.
The more my plaints resound, the less she pities me;

8 The more I sought, the less I found that mine she meant to be.”
“Forsaken Man”, II.5-8, Edward Oxenford, before 1576

“The More”, our writer, pursues his name, while his queen/mother, “the More she”, rejects both that name
and her ‘Sun’/ son. Like mythic Daphne protecting her virginity from Apollo, she flees in metamorphosis,
becoming like the evergreen laurel tree—tough and woody.

Here is Shakespeare in the character of ROMEO; he gives counsel as a linguist:
PETER
... can you read anything you see?
ROMEO
Ay, if I know the letters and the language. (Romeo and Juliet 1.2 61-2)
» The letters he will use are from the Latin Alphabet and the language will be Early Modern English;
yet Shakespeare’s English will refer to a specific definition (in most cases), by way of Latin reinforcement.

Generally, this instruction will appear as an explanation, or an admonition (by characters in the plays), by
enigmatic grammar that ‘stands proud’ of surrounding material, or simply by Oxford’s use of standard
metonyms, many of which are noted in the glossary (see p.352); these usually mark passages where we
should consider various alternative meanings, and refer to some ‘method’ or ‘process’. Underneath the
beguiling madness of his words is carefully controlled artifice. Though never fully described in any single
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instance, the method is frequently given piecemeal in exchanges within the works. Counsel may not truly
reach the ears of the theater goer, but is intended for the careful reader.
Othello, for example, in the “extremity” of his wife’s murder repeats the word “husband” to Emilia,
lago’s wife:
OTHELLO Othello V.2 139-54
... I did proceed upon just grounds
To this extremity. Thy husband knew it all.
EMILIA
My husband?
OTHELLO
... I say thy husband. Dost understand the word?

The repetition of husband is a sign. Repetition in its many rhetorical forms is always an appeal for
your full attention; in this case it’s also Counsel. The reader should pause and fathom the meaning of
the word. Shakespeare strikes repeatedly at the Old English meaning of hisbonda as the ‘master of a
household’, or (L) vir: ‘a man as related to a woman, a husband’ (Lewis & Short I.A). lago, Jacob in
Welsh, James in English, has usurped his master’s authority by infecting Othello’s reason with jealousy
(invidia) and thereby instigates the murder of Desdemona. Is lago Emila’s vir? or has Vere become the
Moor’s master? In fact, he appears to have become the common master; and yet lago is himself a slave
to envy. As in the story of Jacob and Esau Genesis 27, lago steals Othello’s ‘birthright’, but the possession
of that birthright, and its supposed blessings, come at a heavy price. There will not be the ‘Reconciliation’
in Othello that we see in The Bible.

In the next moments, lago (Santiago) will fulfill his name— Matamoros, ‘the Moor killer’. Moreover,
among Latin meanings for the word vir, we find: ‘a husband’; lago is literally correct when he says:

IAGO Othello 1.1 5-6

“If ever I did dream of such a matter, ever: wp E. Vere, Vir

Abhor me. abhor: wp ‘a Boar’, emblem of the Earls of Oxford
“Abhor me”? to make a Boar of me? This counsel to the reader tells us how we are to understand lago’s
motiveless malignancy toward Othello. The invidious lago, though he conspires to dispossess Othello,
has become, not a ‘house-bonde’, but a (Latin) verna, the ‘house villain’, or ‘house-slave’. Thus, the
writer plays with Latin interpretations of his own slave-name to identify characters in the play with
historical figures then living—principally himself.

» The house slave, (L) verna, is an associated property of Vere; he is the creation and stooge of

the duumvirate—Dudley and Cecil—who undermine Elizabeth’s Monarchy and his true Tudor-More self.

It is no overstatement to say Oxford is a crux, if not the crux, of the English Reformation—at least from

1558 to 1603. His is the material body to which the consciences of religious non-conformists might have

appealed. He might have led a military force against these usurpers had he not lost “the name of Action” —

To-do[r], Tudor. (see Hamlet I11.1 88 ; also Associated Properties, p.117).

Love’s Labor’s Lost gives many examples of counsel. Good-natured rebuke, or even sly
observation, often masks critical information about the manner in which language has been used:

KATHERINE [as Maria]  Love’s Labour’s Lost V.2 243

243 What, was your vizard made without a tongue? vizard: ‘mask’ tongue: ‘language’
LONGAVILLE LLL V.2246
246 You have a double tongue within your mask ... “double tongue”: ‘double-entendre’
LONGAVILLE LLL V.2250
250 Let’s part the word. “part the word”: rhetoric Tmesis, Timesis
ROSALINE LLL V2263

263 Not one word more, my maids! Break off, break off.
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» break off: wp (Gr) brachylogia: 1. omission of conjunctions between single words’;
2. ‘brevity in speech’ (A Handlist of Rhetorical Terms. Richard A. Lanham. 1991.)

These examples of counsel tell us the language of Shakespeare is a double-tongue and that
words may be parted. Double-tongued is, of course, double-entendre; and this parting of words is a form
of rhetorical Tmesis (Timesis) or Diacope. Timesis is an essential element of disguising proper names;
‘parted words’ are a manifestation of the parted man. “Break-off” refers to various omissions that, if
restored, would clarify wordplay but endanger the writer.

(OED) tmesis: Grammar and Rhetoric ‘The separation of the elements of a compound word by the
imposition of another word or words.’ (see Timesis, p.188)

Now, let’s look to the most important counsel on the How and Why of his Invention. We will try to
retrace the steps taken by the writer in constructing his cryptic, indeterminate language. We’'ll find he
used rhetorical figures of repetition: redundancy, restatement, anaphora, and indirect signatures: by
timesis, kennings, wordplay, efc. . Again, if one feels one understands Oxford’s meaning, but hasn’t
found pithy Word Wit within, likely the full solution has not been discovered.

Note: The bold-face italicized line within these symbols: ~ .. ~ indicate our solution to the writer’s
word game; it is similar in wording but more particular in meaning. These are our solutions. Yours
will differ. Only after many readers turn their attention to a passage may the writer’s full intent be resolved.

Sonnet 76 5-8

5 Why write I still all one, ever the same,
~ Why [(L) cur: interrog. ‘why, wherefore’; wp Ia ‘A dog; now contemptuous..formerly applied without

depreciation’] write [(L) descibere: ‘to write out in full’] I [(L) ego ipse: emphatic ‘1 myself’; ‘I is often not
expressed in Latin.’]: still [(L) sessilis: I. ‘Of or belonging to sitting’; /1. ‘(of plants) ‘low, dwarf’—wp Cecil, sessile;
(L) sedere: ‘to sit’; sedare: ‘to settle’, ‘stay fixed, lie still’, to be inactive, to lose the name of action.] all [(L) fotus:
wp Tu-ta(hs); (Fr) tout: wp Tu-(dor)] one [(L) unus, princeps: ‘first, foremost’, ‘presumptive heir’], ever [metonym
E.Vere] the same [rimesis, metonym Seym-(our)], ~

~ Why describe myself, Cessile Tudor Prince, E. Vere—The Seym, ~

6 And keep Invention in a noted weed,
~ And keep [v.74 ‘To guard, defend, protect, preserve’] Invention [(L) inventio: rhetoric 1d ‘The
finding..of topics to be treated, or arguments to be used’, ‘the Matter’, wp (L) mater: ‘mother’] in a noted [(L) tutus,
tuor: ‘to look at with care, to keep, to guard’; alt. denoted, (L) designare: ‘to mark out’; 3a ‘To be the outward or
visible mark or sign of; to indicate (a fact, state of things, etc.)] weed [(L) vestita; n.2 4 ‘defensive covering’; wp,
pun Plantagenista, Plantagenet], ~
~ And defend the Matter in a Tudor’s cloak, ~ Matter, wp (L) Mater: ‘mother’
» King Henry VIII’s ‘Great Matter’ was the begetting of an heir to the Tudor throne. His grandson,
Edward Tudor-Seymour also had a ‘Great Matter’; his ‘Matter’ was his Mater (mother). Here is the writer’s
defense for his own failure to act — he is protecting his Queen’s reputation for Chastity and, perhaps,
her life: “The Queen his Mother / Lives almost by his looks: ...” (see Hamlet 1V.7 11-12).
» ‘Defending the writer’s Mother in a Tudor’s cloak’ again suggests the Queen doesn’t acknowledge
her (likely or de facto) marriage to Sir Thomas Seymour.

7 That every word doth almost tell my name,
~ That every [(L) omnis, totus: wp Tuda(h)s, Tudor’s] word [(L) muttum; (Fr) mot: wp (E) moe, more]
doth almost [(L) fere: ‘almost, nearly’, ‘more or less’, fairly; wp (Fr) faire: ‘to do’, Tudor] tell [(L) referre: ‘to bring
back’, ‘restore, repeat’, ‘tell, relate’; wp re-Fair] my name [(L) nomen], ~
~ That Tudor-More does fairly re-Fair my name, ~
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8 Showing their birth, and where they did proceed?

~ Showing [(L) demonstrare: ‘to prove, to make clear a fact’] their [Note plurality; (L) suus, wp sus:
‘swine, pig’, Boar; (E) wp A.L.I Possessive adj. 1 ‘Of them; which belongs or relates to them’; wp t’heir: the heir.]
birth [(L) ortus: wp, anagram Tu-(d’)Ors], and where [pun were, where: Vere] they [Again note plurality.] did
proceed [(L) progredi: ‘to go forwards, to advance’, to succeed.]? ~

~ Proving th’ heir Tu-(d)’Or, and Vere they did succeed? ~
> their: We notice disagreement between the plural pronouns their and they, and the singular “name”.
The plural refers to the multiple names used for the writer in line 5, again, each indicating a specific
condition in which he finds himself (See glossary). Also note: their = wp t’heir.

Once More:
~ Why describe ‘I’ myself, Cessile Tudor Prince, E. Vere—The Seym, ~
6 And guard the Mater in an outward cloak,
That Tudor-More does fairly re-Fair my name,
8 Proving t’ heir Tu-(d)’Or, and Vere they did succeed? ~

“Every word doth almost tell my name.” (Sonnet 76)

This loaded and ambiguous sentence is fundamental counsel in ‘Shakespeare’ (O/S). It appears
in the middle of Sonnet 76 —the middle line at the mid-point of the Sonnet series. By pride of place, we
should fully understand this line before further reading. It has two important meanings:

~ The Ever word does almost reveal my name. ~

~ Every word does All and Most give account of my life. ~

Indeed, the word ever / E.Ver states the ‘most’ but not quite ‘all’ of the writer; E.Ver is a good fraction of
his complex identity, but there’s more. The word More is manipulated in a thousand ways to name the full
and true identity of the Oxford/Seymour author we call ‘Shakespeare’. He is ever inventive on the point of
More, and every word in the Shakespeare Canon informs the matter of the writer’s name and story.
Edward de Vere is a legal fiction, Edward [St] More (0O/S) is the hidden truth. In this essay, we will try to
demonstrate Shakespeare’s love of More, and how that word dominates all others. A more by any other
name is no more.

My Name Is Buried Where My Corpus Lies

We include a quatrain from Sonnet 72 to show direct counsel as to the whereabouts of the
writer’s name. Shakespeare’s statements about the loss of his name belies assertions by modern
academics that no such question is warranted. If we were you, we’d look to the Canon for the truth, and
nowhere else.
SONNET 72. 9-12

9 O, lest your true love may seem false in this,
~ O[], lest [ME les pe, les-te: ‘whereby less’, i.e. ‘lessened’, pun on pronunciation of Leicester, which is
nearly identical; (L) ne: ‘for fear that’] your [(L) tuus] true [(L) verus] love [(L) amor] may seem [] false [(L)
falsus, wp OFE fals + (L) sus: ‘pig, boar’ = false boar.] in this, ~
~ O Leicest, your Vere-a’More may seem false in this, ~
~ O Lessened, your Vere a’More may seem false in this, ~

10 That you for love speak well of me untrue,
~ That you [(L) Tu] for [(L) for: ‘to speak, say’] love [(L) amor] speak [(L) for: ‘to speak, say’] well [wp
(L) vel: ‘or’, wp (Fr) or: heraldry ‘Gold or yellow in armorial blazoning’, the gold in Tud’Or] of me untrue [(L)
falsus, fallere: ‘deceivingly’; alt. non verus: ‘not true’], ~
~ That Tu, for a’Mor, Say ’Or of me, not-Vere, ~
~ That you for a’More say otherwise of me not Vere, ~
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11 My name be buried where my body is,
~ My name [(L) nomen] be [(L) sum: wp, pronunciation (Fr) saint] buried [(L) mersus: ‘sunk, submerged’;
2 immersed: ‘To plunge or sink into a (particular) state of body or mind’] where [(L) ubi] my body [(L) corpus:
‘body, the main mass of..a book’] is, ~
~ My name be St. Maur, im-merse’d where my book is, ~

12 And live no more to shame nor me nor you;

~ And live [(L) sum] no [(L) non: ‘not, no’] more [metonym, timesis Writer’s true name: St. More] to
shame [(L) pudor, rubor] nor [(Old Frisian) nor, ‘used as a correlative to introduce a second negated word, phrase,
or clause, following a first such negation by neither’; here using nor/nor rather than neither/nor to evoke two-d’or]
me nor you; ~

~ And Sum not More to disgrace neither one-d’or nor Two-d’or. ~

Once More:
~ O Leicest, your Vere-a’More may seem false in this,
10 That Tu, for a’Mor, Say ’Or of me, not-Vere,
My name be St. Maur, im-merse’d where my book is,
12 And Sum not More to disgrace neither one-d’or nor Two-d’or. ~

The writer plays, in line 11, on the multiple meanings of (L) corpus:
(L) corpus: <A lifeless body, a corpse’. (Lewis and Short 1. B2)
(L) corpus: ‘A whole composed of parts’; ‘a book’. (ibid. II)

Does ‘Shakespeare’ wish to remain Anonymous, or to be known by a pseudonym — to let his true name
be lost to an impermanent grave? Or has he contrived to memorialize his life by ingeniously concealing
the name within his book? We believe we present here ample proof he chose the latter. Dedicators of the
First Folio confirm our conclusion (see p.72-102); particularly note line 4 of Ben Jonson’s encomium: ~
Neither Vere nor More can praise too much. ~ Some may object to an artist who memorializes himself
in his own art, but again, this probably occurs far more frequently than we’re aware.

Look how simple statements about a character’s perception of himself are far more important
than the casual expression suggests. Here the writer plays on his name to relate more with fool, and
follows the clever practice of Desiderius Erasmus’ Moriae Encomium (The Praise of Folly, 1509).
ROMEO Romeo and Juliet lll.1 135

O, I am fortune’s fool!

» fortune, wp (Latin) fors: (E) ‘to say, speak’ fool, moria, (L) moror: ‘to be a fool’

Romeo identifies himself through parted words and reference language —here Latin. He addresses
“O” (himself, as ‘Oxford’); Romeo itself is an inversion (anagram) of More / Q[xford]:
~ 0, I am Say-Mor! ~

When a spiritually dead and mentally exhausted Macbeth can fight against the fates no more, he
advises Macduff, and the reader, so we may fully understand the curse that haunts him:
MACBETH Macbeth V.8 17-20

Accursed be that tongue that tells me 80,  tell: 25 “to report’/two-dor  so, wp (Fr) sot: ‘fool’, (E) moria

For it hath cowed my better part of man; cowed: wp mollis Ox-ford man: (L) Vir
And be these juggling fiends no more believed, (OFr) jogler: ‘imposture, fraud”  fiend, (Fr) démon
That palter with us in a double sense, palter: ‘equivocate’, ‘to deal in ambiguities’

So = (Welsh) Mor, and So-mor is our writer. So has, by force, oxed / “cowed” the “better” part of Vere (Vir:
man). To be plain, Seymour complains of having been (figuratively) castrated. This is the paltering “double
meaning” we are to understand.

In a larger sense, the writer admonishes the reader to truly know words. When you find
yourself unable to fathom Shakespeare’s meaning, is it because you don’t fully understand the
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possibilities of the word? Use your dictionary ... and again, and again. We would not approach the
learned works of Renaissance Masters without dictionaries at the ready. Modern Editions of the ‘Works’
usually are glossed in footnotes; these are useful in defining words whose meaning has changed since
the 16th century. Particularly note the significance of allusions which should amplify both the literary text
and the political supra-text. It is essential to take a keen interest in lexicon and etymology if we are to fully
understand Shakespeare. Most of his words are precise and meaningful ... yet scrambled in word-wit.
They deserve your attention. Any word that is repeated or otherwise emphasized, or used in curious
fashion, deserves even closer attention:

SEYTON Macbeth V.5 16-23
16 The Queen, my lord, is dead.
~ The Queen [allegory Queen Elizabeth of England], my lord [(Fr) maitre: wp (E) mater: ‘mother,
womb’], is dead [(Fr) mort; hinting at the Queen’s More identity.]. ~
~ The Queen, my mater, is More. ~
» name Seyton, wp sea, (Fr) océan + (Fr) ton, meeurs: ‘morals, manners’; hence (Fr) océan-meeurs =
pron. O-St More; hence a minor character stands to deliver the Ox-Seymour message.

MACBETH
17 She should have died hereafter:

~ She should have died [(Fr) mort] hereafter [wp ‘after having heired’]:
~ She should have Mor’t heir-after: ~

18 There should have been a time for such a word.
~ There [wp t’heir] should have been a time [(F7) saison: wp ‘sea-son’; alt. (Fr) heure: ‘hour’] for such [3
‘Of the same kind or class’; predicatively, < so + like: 1.1 In the way or manner described’] a word [(Fr) mot, wp (E)
moe, more]. ~
~ There should have been a Sea’s son for such a Moe. ~

19 Tomorrow, and tomorrow, and tomorrow
~ Tomorrow [(Fr) demain: wp de: ‘out of, made of, from’ + main: 5a ‘from the Sea’, adj. ‘of great size’,

n. main sea], and tomorrow [as before], and tomorrow [as before] ~
~ Made of the Sea, and from the Sea; and to the Sea ~

20 Creeps in this petty pace from day to day

~ Creeps [(Fr) trainer: (E) entrain: ‘to follow, succeed’] in this petty [(Fr) ordinaire: wp (Fr) ordonné:
‘ordered, regulated’] pace [(Fr) train, (E) suite, (Fr) suite: ‘series, succession’] from day [wp (Fr) de: ‘origin’, (Fr)
origine: ‘descent, derivation, birth’] to day [wp (Fr) de: ‘origin’] ~
~ Follows in this ordered succession from descent to descent ~

21 To the last syllable of recorded time,
~ To the last [(Fr) dernier: ‘last’, ‘meanest’, basest, ‘utmost, greatest’] syllable [(F7) syllabe: ‘sound’, wp

(E) sane, (Fr) sain: ‘healthful, sound’, wp son] of recorded [wp (Fr) re: ‘back, again’ + cor: ‘heart’, two-hearted,
twice-souled; (Fr) recorder: ‘rehearse’, to repeat, hence twice; alt. (Fr) registre: ‘registered, accounted’] time
[(MFr) hystoire, (Fr) histoire: hist + oire; (Fr) heure: ‘hour’, wp Or, ore, our], ~

~ To the latest son of Tu-d’Or, ~

~ To the basest son of Tud’heure, ~

~ To the last son of twice-soul’d Or, ~

22 And all our yesterdays have lighted fools
~ And all [(Fr) tout, wp first syllable of Tu-(d’)or] our [second syllable of Tu-(d’)or] yesterdays [(FTr) hier,
wp (E) heir; alr. (E) hire: ‘Payment contracted to be made for temporary use of anything, esp. for money lent; usury,
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interest’] have lighted [(Fr) allumer: ‘to light, to kindle, to set on fire’ wp (Fr) clair: ‘Light of the Moon’, also (Fr)

clair: ‘light of color, blond’, hence claired: made fair.] fools [(Fr) sot, (Welsh) mor: ‘so, sea’] ~
~ And Tud-or heir has So made Fair ~

23 The way to dusty death.
~ The way [(Fr) route: wp ‘root’; (Fr) maniere: ‘Manner, way’; (Fr) meeurs: ‘ways, manners’] to dusty
[(Fr) poussiere, condition basse: ‘shallow’ (see fool [.22)] death [(Fr) mort]. ~
~ The root to shallow Mort. ~

Once More:

SEYTON Macbeth V.5 16-23

16 ~ The Queen, my mater, is More. ~

MACBETH
~ She should have Mor’t heir-after:

18 T’ heir should have been a Sea’s Son for such a Moe.
Made of the Sea, and from the Sea; and to the Sea

20 Follows in this ordered succession from descent to descent
To the latest son of Tu-d’Or,

22 And Tud-or heir has So made F air

The root to shallow Mort. ~

History or Fiction?

History is so engrossing it’s hard to admit it is largely a speculative endeavor. The result
of historical studies may be truthful, yet we never lose sight of history’s frequent removal from an
objective and certifiable record.

The Taming of the Shrew is judged to be an ‘early play’ by ‘Shakespeare’. For that work he wrote
what is assumed to be an Induction, such that the play we know so well is a play within a play about SLY.
Induction is an important concept in Aristotle’s Rhetoric; and because our writer was exceedingly careful
in his constructions, it should be defined: ‘The Induction is an example in a reasoned argument’ (Rhetoric
1357a 15), and includes the premises upon which the reader or hearer may reason through a rhetorical
argument. Its place in ‘the Shrew’ is to introduce important concepts that will aid in understanding the
play. This Induction is open-ended; SLY will disappear in the course of the play; therefore, we suggest, it’s
also an Induction for the entire Canon.

The first premise from the Induction is that a drunkard, CHRISTOPHERO SLY [wp Christus-ferre /
ferreus-ly = ‘bearing Christ (firmly)’?], must be convinced he has lost his memory — that he should not ‘lie out
in the open like a swine’, looking like “grim death” (Ind.1. 31)—but is a noble gentleman fit for the fairest
room (‘the To-do(r) Moor’) in the house (7. 44), SLY must come to believe he is what other’s say he is.

Premise 2: Actors / Players will present a scene in which SLY is unfailingly treated as their lord.
The actors must never falter even if SLY behaves the “veriest antic in the world (Ind.1. 100) — the Vere-y
Morio who inhabits the Orbis ... like a canker worm in Tudor.

Premise 3: SLY must believe his past acquaintances—some “twenty more such names” (aliases,
noms de plume derived from some aspect of his proper names) and men as these, which never were nor
no man ever saw” (Ind.2. 93)—are creations of the imagination. The underlined phrases are critical to
understanding the truth of more; but ‘such-like names and Vir’ are false and an ever / E.Ver creation.

Premise 4: What sort of entertainment is to be seen in The Taming of the Shrew? A
‘Commonty’ (Ind.2. 134)? |s it Comedy? Will our writer create an amusement for the community? Does he
comment on the Commons? s it “More pleasing stuff’(?) Is it “household stuff’, regarding the House of
England—Tudor? A commonty is as the (L) communitatem: ‘the body of fellow citizens’—the
commonalty: ‘The people of a nation’. The message is: Some wife of the English State must be brought
‘to bear’!

Premise 5:

PAGE The Taming of the Shrew Ind.2 138 (review Induction 126-138)
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It is a kind of history.

Again, the open ended framing of the ‘Induction’ suggests these premises are Counsel that may
extend beyond the confines of “the Shrew”. Particularly premises 4 and 5 are of great importance —that
the plays of ‘Shakespeare’ address the Commonty, and that somehow they are a kind of history. If
‘Shakespeare’ is “a kind of history”, and “every word does almost tell his name” (Sonnet 76), what is it
about this writer that should be newsworthy?

Whether Comedy, Tragedy, Romance, or History, ‘Shakespeare’ speaks of the Commonwealth of
England. He depicts the near comedy in tragic historical events, and the near tragedy in comic historical
events. Original fiction does not serve Shakespeare’s purposes. His works recycle stories and history
already holding moral and cautionary themes; he then crams them with autobiographical elements. In The
Taming of the Shrew , a PAGE (Latin puer regius: lit. ‘child-royal’) tells us the play they are about to see is
“a kind of history”. If you only keep that in mind as you consider other signs or instruction (‘counsel’)
provided by our writer, we believe you’ll come to understand it as a premise that holds for all the Canon:

HAMLET (to POLONIUS) Hamlet 1.2 462-4
Good my lord, will you see the players well bestowed?
Do you hear? Let them be well used, for they are
the abstract and brief chronicles of the time.

“The players” here represent reporters of current events. HAMLET cannot “catch the conscience
of the king” with pure fiction; the fiction he presents must contain strong truthful elements — enough truth
to disquiet the monarch. What seems fiction in Hamlet, was topical content for England’s Elizabeth. What
was topical content for the Elizabethans, is history for us today. Hence, though students are taught
Shakespeare is fiction, a better description is that he writes aufobiographical fiction. As such, his works
may be considered allegories—allegories that contain more truth than many historical accounts. They are
like Roman a clef, in which the key is deeply imbedded within the words.

An excellent example of Oxford’s (O/S) reporting and prognosticating can be ferreted from
Hamlet, where we find England’s topic circa 1590-1603 —a Successor to Elizabeth |—has been
transposed to the succession crisis among Jutland’s joint governors, Horwendil and Feng, in a myth
recorded by Saxo-Grammaticus (about 1200 CE). That medieval story is then updated to the political
history of Denmark in the 16th century, and analogous to what Oxford perceives will soon occur in
England. The so-called “Twin-Kingdoms’ of Norway-Denmark had been joined since 1537 under a
constitutionally elected rather than a strictly inherited Monarchy. This is the struggle in which HAMLET
finds himself with LAERTES; the heir apparent is being displaced by an elected candidate. CLAUDIUS
conspires with LAERTES to eliminate the true heir — therefore the question at the opening of the play:

“Who’s t’ Heir?”

LAERTES’ father, POLONIUS (William Cecil), is figured as the engenderer of Parliamentary
supremacy, and his name—‘of Poland’—reflects his importance in the scheme of elected monarchs.
Oxford has created an allegory. Norway-Denmark represents Scotland-England, and the writer predicts
that indecision and in-fighting will result in the accession of Scotland’s king to the English throne.

Authentic Fiction

We describe Shakespeare’s work as authentic fiction, and generally regard it as among the
most successful literature of its type. This makes for intellectual entertainment and this is what
distinguishes the pure fiction of ‘fantasy writers’ from those who create meaningful drama—full of critical
reflection on our common values and feelings. Shakespeare often speaks of self-awareness and
existence—to be: (L) sum, and to do: (Fr) faire. Yet, speaking the truth can be dangerous business for
some, and also self-defeating. To avoid the serious consequences of truth-telling, our writer adopted the
motley mask.

motley: A.la ‘cloth woven from threads of two or more colors’; wp (Fr) mot: ‘word’ + -ly, suffix:

‘appended to nouns..to form adjectives’ — pun (E) Moe-ly, or More-ly.
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cloth: /144 ‘One’s profession ’; 10 phrase “to cut the coat according to the cloth”: to adapt oneself to
circumstances’ (OED)
There’s a significant pun in motley. The writer’s disguise is his words: (Fr) mots. Mots is a homonym for
(E) moe: ‘increase’—more if you will. To really read our Shakespeare you must know he chose ‘motley’
more for the pun than the party-colored fabric. Here is his request, in the guise of JAQUES for More:
JAQUES As You Like It 1.7 57-61 name (Fr) Jaques: ‘Jacob’
Invest me in my motley, give me leave
To speak my mind, and I will through and through  mind: (Fr) esprir through, (Fr) de part en part
Cleanse the foul bOdy of th’infected world, foul, wp (Fr) immonde: ‘unclean’ world, (Fr) orbe: Tudor
If they will patiently receive my medicine. medicine, (Fr) purgation: ‘cleanse of accusation’

So, the reader of ‘Shakespeare’ may make their own choice as whether to focus on the fictional
side of his stories, or on the authentic and existential side.

Sprezzatura

There’s an easiness to ‘Shakespeare’ — a relaxed nonchalance. He wrote, it appears,
effortlessly, and perhaps this was the case. However, the Shakespeare Variorum often reveals the intense
study needed to achieve such a calculated effect. Beneath Oxford’s (O/S) natural ease with language lies
an exhaustive knowledge of almost any subject known to his age. To label his literary style, we would
suggest High Renaissance ‘Mannerism’, in the way of artist and architect Giulio Romano (71499-1546),
assistant to Rafael. It’s not surprising he is the only artist mentioned by name in the Canon:

The Winter’s Tale V.2 95
“that rare Italian master, Giulio Romano ...” Giulio Romano, wp Will More-(anno), Mor-More (?)

Allegory — Identity and Disguise
(OED) allegory: I ‘The use of symbols in a story...to convey a hidden or ulterior meaning; typically a
moral or political one.’
» In The Art of English Poesy, George Puttenham(?), 1589, wrote of allegory:
“...a duplicity of meaning or dissimulation under covert and dark intendments.”
(OED) metaphor: ‘A figure of speech in which a name or descriptive word or phrase is transferred to an
object or action different from, but analogous to, that to which it is literally applicable.’

All of Shakespeare’s works are political allegory. The names of characters are metonyms, or
symbolic nicknames, for himself and others close to him. Locations are exotic representations of his
merry England. And the core of each work is always his own biography. His stories are adaptations from
literature or historical sources chosen to analogize some crux of the writer’s dilemma.

The writer may be figured as MARK ANTONY, or OCTAVIUS pursuing the murderers of his father,
JULIUS CAESAR. The confrontation between the writer and ‘Regency’ overlords is presented in climactic
events from history, myth, or fable: the fatal battle between his Tudor-Seymour nature and his Oxford alter
ego is imagined as Octavius’ historic victory at Philippi (42 BCE), or the fictional fencing match between
LAERTES and HAMLET. The self may be divided into multiple characters to fully describe the writer’s
experience; sexes may be exchanged — Queen Elizabeth may be figured as KING LEAR; the late 16th
century of the writer’s life may be transposed to ancient Rome.

The Rape of Lucrece is an allegory about the rape of “Collatine’s fair love” (Tudor-More, [.7) that
brings the death of the royal House. This is strongly suggested, if not confirmed, in stanzas 8-11 that
repeat Lucrece’s colors in heraldry—red and white:

Lucrece 57-63
But beauty, in that white entituled white: (L) canus: ‘hoary’, wp canis: ‘dog’/Seymour emblem
58 From Venus’ doves, doth challenge that fair field; dove: wp v. do[r], to do, Tudo[r]; V pron. as W.
Then virtue claims from beauty beauty’s red, red, (L) ruber, sanguis: ‘blood’, ‘blood relationship’
60 Which virtue gave the golden age to gﬂd age: wp (L) aetas: ‘age’, (L) aestas: ‘summer’
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Their silver cheeks, and called it then their shield; shield, escutcheon: ‘coat of arms’
62 Teaching them thus to use it in the fight,
When shame assailed, the red should fence the white. fence: 4 ‘To set up a defense against’

‘Red and White’ refers to the Tudor Rose, which places the white rose of the House of York
Plantagenets, in the “fair field” (58; faire: ‘to do’) of a red rose, the emblem of the House of Lancaster
Plantagenets. The reader is to understand by analogy: LUCRECE bears qualities of the living Queen in her
political make-up or constitution. In Elizabethan England, many would be aware of this significance. Strict
Elizabethan government censors were diligent in pursuit of politically sensitive communications imbedded
in harmless appearing entertainments. Yet, it appears, Shakspere of Warwickshire was never questioned.

Roman a Clef
Roman a Clef: ‘A novel in which actual people or events are represented in disguised form,
as by the use of fictitious names.

‘Shakespeare’ gives us remarkable historical information about the mysterious power structure
within Elizabeth’s monarchy. In the opening lines of Merry Wives of Windsor we find JUSTICE SHALLOW,
ABRAHAM SLENDER, and SIR HUGH EVANS, discussing the official position of SHALLOW in the ‘County of
Gloucester’. Commenters have not found the connection between this subplot and the rest of the play, but
modern readers can learn a great deal if they allow for Oxford’s surreptitious approach to history:

In mid-conversation, we find SHALLOW railing against some affront by FALSTAFF:

SHALLOW Merry Wives of Windsor 1.1 1-4

Sir Hugh, persuade me not; I will make a
2 Star-Chamber matter of it. If he were twenty

Sir John F alstaﬁ‘s he shall not abuse Shallow, (L) vadum: II Trop. ‘dangerous to mariners’
4 Robert Shallow, Esquire. esquire, (L) armigero, scutarius: ‘shield-bearing’

» Star Chamber: ‘A court trying those cases affecting the interests of the Crown’.

If we have been previously introduced to FALSTAFF in 1 Henry IV, we may know he claims to fight off
many “rogues in buckram suits” (/.4 182), which we understand to be villains/villeins: ‘servants, retainers’,
bound (as books), or unbound. These are the writer’s “outbrothers”, pseudonyms and allonyms that
protect him from prosecution or worse. In Merry Wives, we discover ROBERT SHALLOW, representing
Oxford’s overlord, the Earl of Leicester, is aware of FALSTAFF’s multiplex character — and he is
suspicious the fat fellow means to reveal SHALLOW'’s evil doings. Even if there are ‘twenty’ such abusive
‘hands’ behind the mask — “Let them speak’ says FALSTAFF, “If they speak more or less than truth, they
are villains and the sons of darkness.” (1 Henry IV 1.4 163-65) — or, ‘Sons of Moor’.

SLENDER Merry Wives of Windsor 1.1 4-5
5 In the County of Gloucester, Justice of Peace and Coram.
» Oxford (0/S) likely means SHALLOW is the ‘Coram’; he is the sole member of the deciding body.

Remember, each word is significant in ‘Shakespeare’ — always! The very topical nature of these
works makes full understanding difficult; yet each seemingly disconnected passage is a specific argument
within the writer’s history. SLENDER notes ROBERT SHALLOW is the “Justice of Peace and Coram” (Latin
quorum: ‘A deciding body among Justices’) in the County (Anglo-Norman wordplay, cunté) of Gloucester,
derived from (Welsh) Caerloyw, meaning ‘bright fort’ (L. lucidus + castrum) = Beautiful Fort, or Beaufort, if
you will, as the critical bloodline of the royals Beaufort-Tudor. From this, we gather SHALLOW (Leicester)
exerts great power over the Tudor monarchy.

SHALLOW
6 Ay, cousin Slender, and Cust-alorum.
» This plays on the Custos Rotulorum: ‘Justice of the Peace..keeper of records of the quarter sessions’

Though we may sense SHALLOW and SLENDER are not quite bright, SHALLOW does not so much
mispronounce the word, but rather, tells a different truth; he is himself the (L) custos: ‘keeper, guardian’ of
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l'aurum: ‘the gold’. He is overseer of the (Fr) Or, which hints at the Or: ‘gold’ in Tud’Or and in Seym’Or, as
well as the Treasury of England.

SLENDER
Ay, and Rato-lorum too; and a Gentleman born,

8 Master Parson, who writes himself Armigero, in any
Bill, Warrant, Quittance, or Obligation, Armigero.

SHALLOW

10 Ay, that I do, and have done any time these three
hundred years.

‘Rato-lorum’ puns transitively on the surname of our writer, More, Moor, Mure, efc., playing on (L) muris:
‘rat’ + l'aurum = ‘golden rat’, or some such.

Though elevated to the nobility by Elizabeth, Leicester was a gentleman born. Readers familiar
with the history of 16th century England will recognize the importance of various legal devices—Bills,
Warrants, Quittances, and Obligations (.9)—used to steal other’s property by what are ostensibly legal
means. Edmund Dudley (c.1462-1510), President of the King’s Council and Henry VII’s financial advisor,
was beheaded for using these instruments to appropriate great wealth for himself. His son, John Dudley
(1504-53) was beheaded for attempting to seize the Crown for the Grey-Dudley family, resulting in the
execution of Jane Grey. Robert Dudley(1533-88), Earl of Leicester, assumed much of the Earldom of
Oxford upon the death/murder of John de Vere, the 16th Earl of Oxford, by such legalisms—often based
on supposed or fabricated crimes. Further, we are to understand, SHALLOW/Leicester is (L) arma-gero:
‘armed’, entitled to armorial bearings, and bearing arms (weapons); he will take what he wants by force.
According to ‘Shakespeare’, the Dudley family had been following these practices for “three hundred
years”; and this agrees with the judgement of the Elizabethan pamphlet Leicester’s Commonwealth.

SLENDER

12 All his successors (gone before him) hath done’t;
and all his Ancestors (that come after him) may:

14 they may give the dozen white Luces in their Coat.

SHALLOW

It is an old Coat.

» The Merry Wives of Windsor is set in the early 15th century. The “old coat” mentioned here was to be
devised more than one-hundred years in the future; but to the Author, writing in the late 16th century, the
coat of arms belonging to John Dudley was 40 years in the past.

SLENDER notes “the dozen white Luces” (MFr. luz: fish, type of pike’) which were blazoned on
the coat of arms of John Dudley, Northumberland (first creation, 1551), father of Leicester/SHALLOW.
This “old coat” of arms reminds the audience of the treasonous past of the Dudleys, and no doubt
anticipates their treasonous future. EVANS notes a prime example before our eyes:

EVANS
16 The dozen white Louses doe become an old Coat well:
it agrees well passant; it is a familiar beast to man,
18 and signifies love.
SHALLOW
The luce is the fresh fish. The salt fish is an old Coat.
» An “old Coat” includes wordplay on ‘old Cod’, implying the obsolete term Cor, signifying ‘salt cod’;
this begins another strain of play that introduces the idea of essence —what is the core of a thing.

Look carefully at the construction of these lines. This is Shakespeare’s Invention in miniature—
pars pro toto. Ever watchful for repetition, we find “Coat” emphasized. MWoW Act I, sc. 1, plays heavily
on Heraldry and the ‘Coat of Arms’; but there is extended meaning in coat, (L) velum, pronounced ‘wel-
um’: ‘a covering, veil’, and this “agrees” with the repetition of “well”, playing on (L) vel: ‘or’, the Orin
Tud’Or; with “passant” passing for passing = t00’. Now, Too-d’Or is a beast: (L) fera, playing on (L) fieri,
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facere, (Fr) faire: to do(h); and “do becomes”, or joins do and do — again ‘two-do’. Hence, Fair Tudor is
confirmed. We are told, they are “familiar”’—‘in the family of’ —man, (L) vir (Vere); yet Vere only seems (“it
cannot be”, we learn in The Phoenix and the Turtle, see p.332) ... and signifies love, (L) a’Mor. I'm trying
to impart to you the genius of this writer who, like an impressionist painter, colors his words in hues that
are at times not apparent as fiction, yet yield the perfect effect of reality to the mind. This is history.

SLENDER
I may quarter, coz.
SHALLOW
22 You may, by marrying.
EVANS
It is marring indeed, if he quarter it.
SHALLOW
24 Not a whit.

‘Shakespeare’ now approaches the vital subject of marriage. Whose marriage? of the parents of
a ‘thin man’. Within heraldry, SLENDER may be entitled to quarter his shield upon marrying, and indicate
the prominence of his mother’s line if she’s an heraldic heiress; i.e. if she has no surviving brother, or if a
deceased brother leaves no issue. If he asserts his mother’s line, SLENDER (as a metonym for ‘de Vere’),
may recognize his descent through the Tudor line; but of greater importance, he will also display his
father’s line, St. Maur, thus “marring” it, as EVANS points out. This also asserts his mother is an heiress
whose married name is Maur, hence she is ‘Marred’. “Not a whit” protests SHALLOW, who plays on (L)
musa: ‘Wit’, and (L) mus, muris: ‘mouse, rat, weasel’. Thus we see Justice SHALLOW never forgets self-
interest—he forbids mention of Seymours, the “water-rats”/ Sea-Muris (see The Merchant of Venice 1.3 22).

SHALLOW
The Council shall hear it, it is a Riot.

EVANS

32 It is not meet the Council hear a Riot. There is
no fear of Got in a Riot. The Council, look you,

34 shall desire to hear the fear of Got, and not to hear a Riot.
Take your viza-ments in that.

Is SHALLOW justified in calling FALSTAFF’s “disparagements” a “riot” (1.3 31)? SHALLOW/ Leicester
fears the words of the writer (under various pseudonyms) may cause ‘a political movement, a sudden
rising, a tumult’; riot: (L) tumult—Tu-Mult. EVANS reasons the Council (The Privy Council) “shall desire to
hear” (heir) the fear (L. Vere-ri) of Got (L. deus, timesis Tu-dos), and not hear (heir) a Tu-Mult.

There is a strong strain of rhetorical emphasis in this scene. It is based in the word heart: 2 ‘the
seat of life’, ‘the vital part or principle, life itself’, and extends in transitive wordplay to (Latin) cor, or
(French) cceur. What appears as another device, non sequitur, actually follows naturally as a qualifier of a
salutation; the “venison”—Venus’ Son—is the “good heart”, the merciful hart, the merciful De’or (deer).
Hence we find doe: ‘a female of the Fallow deer’ (Cervus dama), but also the female Hare’; we find hart:
‘a stag, a male deer after its fifth year’; and we find venison: ‘formerly applied to the flesh of the deer,
boar, hare..or other game’. Wordplay within the theme of Deer is appropriate for the alternate spellings
(ME) dor, dur, and deore, punning on the golden particle in Tud’Or and Seym’Or:

SHALLOW Merry Wives 1.1 75-8

Master Page, I am glad to see you: much good
76 doe it your good heart: I wish’d your Venison better,

it was ill kill’d: how doth good Mistress Page? and I thank
78 you always with my heart, la: with my heart.

So, though it appears SHALLOW has difficulty maintaining his train of thought, in fact he is very much
devoted to the subject of “Two-dur’. The poor ‘kill’ of the De’Ore (Deer), of course, refers to the lingering
death of the Writer. As Tudor-Seymour he is good and dead, but a tenuous, (L) tenuis: ‘thin’ life, like that
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of SLENDER (“a Banbury cheese”, 1.119) still remains to ‘de Vere’—so tenuis in fact, “it is no matter” (1.122)
—truly, no matter at all. If this seems complex, it’ll become clearer as we proceed.

And so the play continues. Once more, we emphasize there are no extra lines, there is no excess
material, in ‘Shakespeare’. It is all discourse on his singular theme. The Merry Wives of Windsor gives a
detailed report of the ‘Wild Hunt’ for Elizabeth’s successor, culminating in “The More’, FENTON, taking his
rightful place as groom to ‘suite’ Anne Page.

Supra-text

Allegory is a framework for Shakespeare. Within that framework we find the literal and objective
use of words blended with indeterminate wordplay to develop an autobiographical Supra-text. We choose
to avoid the term ‘subtext’ because the writer’s theme is true, and never subordinated to fiction.

If accommodation must be made to reconcile a superficial tale with the writer’s true story, it is the
tale that will give way. For this reason we should give priority in our reading to alternate, but fully logical or
precedented, meanings of words. The definitions will be supported by dictionaries. Even though ‘our
writer’ usually built each work upon established stories, a supra-text emerges with the first line and carries
through to the end.

‘Shakespeare’ is extraordinarily dense. To the novice this will seem a paradox, because he
is also wordy. If the writer, in the guise of his characters, seems to use more words than needed,
it’'s because they’re required for the Supra-text.

Monument

As Rome has been called ‘the Eternal city”, “The More’ (Shakespeare) is ‘the Eternal Author’.
“That eternity promised by our E.Ver living poet”, whereby no material memorial shall outlive his powerful
verse, derives from his immortal genius for language, forever firmly planted in Latin — ‘the Eternal
Language’. The words of ‘Shakespeare’ are famously memorable: devilishly marmoreal in the best
possible sense ... and: “make us Marble with Too Much conceiving” (see John Milton, /.14, p.95).

You'll discover how the writer ingeniously places himself in affairs of historical significance. As
well as being autobiographical and allegorical, they are also “tragical-comical-historical-pastoral” (Hamlet II.
2 341, POLONIUS). We might say there is no life, and certainly no life that has ever been condemned to
erasure, that is now known by so many, in so many iterations, and in such memorable language.
‘Shakespeare’ (0/S) may have corrupted historiography—a liberty for which he is famous—but he has
examined his existence with uncommon honesty. The existential truths he plumbs are the heart of his
matter: the vindication of the writer’s executed father, the ‘release’ of his subjugated mother, and the
Restoration of his name. This is his Monument.

Though he disguises history, Shakespeare also appears to breathe real life and character into his
subjects. Sometimes he seems to know what is not recorded elsewhere; he does indeed, if the reader
knows how to discover who is being allegorized. In the Histories, for example, the Plantagenets would
have been family to him, and his record of their particular ‘tics’ and expressions may be as close to having
them on film as we’re going to get. The real character of King Richard Il is apt to be found within
Shakespeare’s account of him.

A perfect example of Shakespeare’s witty history is the deafness of Julius Caesar that appears in
Act | scene I, yet has no precedent in the historical record:

CAESAR Julius Caesar 1.2214

214 Come on my right hand, for this ear is deaf, deaf, (L) inauritus, wp unable to heir Tudor.
And tell me truly what thou think’st of him.
» ear: n.2 ‘The..seed bearing head of certain cereal grasses’

Plutarch’s Life of Caesar, to which our writer is otherwise faithful, doesn’t mention deafness. No, this is
wordplay that would make another point entirely; Caesar— Seas-R—cannot ‘ear’/heir of his left (sinistra)
‘seed-bearing heads’. He is unable to beget the needed heir by his (sinister/left) Oxford identity. Only if
he is acknowledged Tudor will the proper (iustum/just, fas) resolution come.
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Likewise, Suetonius (c.69-122 CE), in his The Life of the Caesars, mentions 60 conspirators and
23 separate wounds suffered by Julius Caesar when he was assassinated. However, Shakespeare’s
OCTAVIUS gives an erroneous account—but purposely:

OCTAVIUS Julius Caesar V.151-4

Look, I draw a sword against conspirators.
52 When think you that the sword goes up again?

Never till Caesar’s three and thirty wounds wound, (L) offensa, vulnus
54 Be well avenged, ...

Our writer has not misremembered Suetonius; rather, he correctly notes the thirty-three offenses—
(L) offensa: ‘strike, condemnation, grief’ —which were the Articles of Attainder charged against his father,
Sir Thomas Seymour, in February, 1549. Of particular significance among them is the 19th article:

“That he had attempted to marry the Princess Elizabeth, the King’s Sister, before his

Marriage to the Queen (Katherine Parr): That during his Marriage, he continued to

make Court to the Princess; and after the Queen, his Wife was dead, attempted to marry

the Princess Elizabeth again.”

A Critical Review of the State Trials, Vol.1 Salmon, publ. R. Reilly (Dublin), 1737

It is by such agreement we may discover the historical subject of Shakespeare’s plays. King
Hamlet’'s GHOST represents Admiral Thomas Seymour; JULIUS CAESAR and the ghost of Caesar
(OCTAVIUS was Caesar’s adopted son) give striking parallels with Seymour. Both are prominent ghosts
among the Dramatis Personae, and details of their characterization are in playful correspondence to a
noble Tudor era ‘Mars’—the writer’s father—and perhaps a husband to his mother. ‘Shakespeare’ (0/S)
advances himself as ‘Octavius’ or ‘Prince Hamlet—he enlists these masks as his father’s Avengers.

What is it that Mars, “the stern and direful god of war” (V&A 1.97-102) wooed from Venus? The
amorous consent to father her children, and to carry forward their bloodline. Adonis bears that blood.
What his father “begged for”, Adonis “unask’d shalt have”. Mars/Seymour doesn’t need sex from Venus/
Princess Elizabeth, he desires the ‘blood’ of deity, and hence, power. We also note the convenient pun on
the god Mars— (L) mare: ‘sea’, and the Sea + Mor of Seymour/St More.

Tudor-Seymour, our writer, has a particular reason to respect and favor Catholicism over
Protestantism. Catholic Canon Law allowed for the legitimacy of children born to unwed parents if certain
conditions were met:

Marriage
“From the twelfth century the Catholic church had upheld the importance of consent on the
parts of spouses in establishing a valid marriage. A free, honest, and immediate will to marry
constituted an indissoluble bond regardless of consummation or consecration.”
(Safley, Thomas Max (1996). The Oxford Encyclopedia of the Reformation. Oxford: University Press)

It appears those conditions were fulfilled by Thomas Seymour and Elizabeth Tudor. Therefore, our writer
had a tenuous hold on a royal inheritance as sole heir ... but only under Catholic Law. Protestants
rejected this particular flexibility.

Shakespeare does not attempt to bring history to life on the stage. He can’t be accused of ‘getting
it wrong’, because presenting history accurately is not his intention. His aim was to give a true (if indirect)
account of himself, that might be staged repeatedly in dozens of iterations — hopefully carrying that story
into the distant future. ‘Shakespeare’ has done his utmost to testify to his own existence. He has done
everything we can conceive to prove he is who he says he is. We must listen to him, and to his friends;
otherwise, he might as well have joined his Dudley-Cecil enemies, as they hoped he would, and taken the
English State for all he could get.

Shakespeare’s wordplay is designed to allow him to avoid detection or deny any interpretation
thought to be politically sensitive. Therefore, it is often difficult to identify the historical person intended
within Shakespeare’s (O/S) allegories. For example, it is easy to assume OPHELIA, as the daughter of
POLONIUS, represents Oxford’s wife Anne Cecil. She bears many features of that poor pawn in her
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father’s high-stakes game; and the writer, as Hamlet, takes some blame for her death. Ophelia also may
be understood as a conflation of Anne Cecil and young Elizabeth Tudor ... and the ‘Elizabeth’ within
OPHELIA is the secret matter for which the writer labors so hard. If OPHELIA is portrayed sympathetically,
there is also condemnation of her role as the Daemon—the spirit, or genius-Muse of the writer’s Tudor
and Seymour lineages—who subverts the monarchy. She is complicit yet, because of her youth, innocent.
The political supra-text suggests the madness (L. furor: ‘insanity’) of OPHELIA comes by way of HAMLET’s
‘mad[e]-ness’ (L. furor: ‘personation’), and that ‘mad[e]-ness’ comes by way of POLONIUS/Cecil. Hence,
Oxford submits his apology to LAERTES (his alter ego, and to the Cecil family) for behavior towards
OPHELIA:

HAMLET Hamlet V.2 219-22
... Let my disclaiming from a purposed evil
220 Free me so far in your most generous thoughts most, super. (L) magnus: ‘great’, hence (W) mawr
That I have shot my arrow o’er the house house, (Welsh) ty : ‘house’ + o’er:, hence ty-dur
222 And hurt my brother. brother, (L) frater: ‘a familiar appellation of friends’

The “house” o’er which ‘Hamlet’ has shot his arrow is the House of Tudor. Fortunately, Oxford (0/S) has
taken great pains with a logical system of metonymy and periphrasis to identify the true person who is
represented within his works. That complex system is the subject of this essay.

History (as we know it)

The early history of the Elizabethan era was largely the product of William Camden’s book Annales (of England and
Ireland during the reign of Elizabeth) commissioned by William Cecil in 1597. This contemporary account evinces a bias towards
pro-Cecil interpretation. Camden'’s circle of friends included the Cecil family, but also members of the Grey-Dudley alliance: Fulke
Greville, Philip Sydney, and Robert Devereux; and Cecil’s son Thomas notes that Camden took a significant role in managing the
funeral of Cecil in 1598. Historian Stephen Alford calls Camden “Burghley’s (Wm. Cecil’s) official historian”, and Cecil made
available to Camden a great number of his original documents for the project. We suggest the historian used his astute political
judgement to organize the material according to his patrons wish.

The primary documents for the history were chosen to cast a favorable light on Cecil, and the strongest objection to
that history is the Canon of ‘Shakespeare’. The works of Oxford (as ‘Shakespeare’) characterize the roles of Robert Dudley and
the Cecils as self-serving and extortionist — and so, ‘Shakespeare’ presents to us a stark contrast to Camden’s record of the
Queen’s Lord Treasurer (Cecil). (Alford, Stephen. Burghley. (2008), p.333, 345-47)

More History — Edward Tudor-Seymour

For a good Poet’s made as well as borne.
And such wert thou. Looke how the father’s face
Lives in his issue, even so, the race

Of Shakespeare’s minde and manners brightly shines...
p ghitty
(To the memory..of MR. WILLIAM SHAKESPEARE, Ben Jonson, First Folio)

The following is a thumbnail sketch of Shakespeare’s biography. He provides the outline for such a history in
Venus and Adonis, and at intervals in the course of the Canon. Other details can be interpolated, or re-interpreted,
from well recorded history.

Even as the son of a young Elizabeth Tudor, the man we call ‘Shakespeare’ appears to have been born on the same
day and month that JULIET, of Romeo and Juliet, was born. That would be, at the latest, July 31, 1548, as recalled by the NURSE
(? in life, Blanche Parry 1508-90). His father is likened to Mars, the “God of War”; and this Mars, Sir Thomas Seymour, Lord
Admiral of the English Navy, “whose sinewy neck in battle ne’er did bow”, did bow before the headsman’s ax March 20, 1549.
The reason for Seymour’s execution was his political ‘attainder’ without legal trial, on “three and thirty” (see Julius Caesar V.1)
charges, that easily passed votes in both chambers of Parliament. In fact, the extra-judicial murder of Sir Thomas was ordered
by his brother, Edward Seymour, Lord Protector of the Realm, in an act of fratricide. These two Seymour brothers were uncles to
England’s King Edward VI (reigned 1547-53).

Within a short time of his birth, the Tudor-Seymour child, properly named Edward, was given a false identity to leave
untainted the reputation of the royal princess. He was ‘created’ heir to John de Vere, 16th Earl of Oxford. Hence, history knows
the flesh and bones of ‘Shakespeare’ as Edward de Vere. Assuming Oxford isn’t mad—assuming we are not reading the rants of
a lunatic—he would be the nearest in blood to Edward VI, nearer perhaps than even the king’s half-sister Elizabeth.
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Young Edward Tudor-Seymour was hidden away in Princess Elizabeth’s estate at Cheshunt in Hertfordshire, UK,
initially under the supervision of Sir Anthony Denny and Katherine Brandon, the dowager Duchess of Suffolk, both close friends
of Henry VIII. Almost from the beginning, William Cecil was likely the executor who truly directed Elizabeth’s affairs and protected
her secret. At the age of six, Edward was placed in the home of former Principal Secretary Sir Thomas Smith (1510-77), at the
time dean of Eton School near Windsor, Berkshire, UK. Smith was a Greek and Latin scholar, and English Language theorist, as
well as political theorist. Later, Smith would author De Republica Anglorum..the Commonwealth of England. Thus, young
‘Shakespeare’ was raised by a man with keen interests that closely match those evidenced in the writer of the Canon.

In August 1562, John de Vere died, probably murdered by agents of Robert Dudley, and Edward succeeded his foster
father becoming the 17th Earl of Oxford and a ward of state in the London great home of William Cecil, by that time Principal
Secretary to Queen Elizabeth. Though Oxford characterizes Cecil ambivalently in ‘Shakespeare’, it cannot be denied young
‘Oxford’ was given a first class literary education, surrounded by the same cadre of scholars who taught the children of Henry
VIIL.

There is some speculation, but no evidence, Oxford was the youthful (14 years) writer of a poem from 1562 called
Romeus and Juliet which became the principal source of Shakespeare’s Romeo and Juliet. Some also suspect the Arthur
Golding translation of Ovid's Metamorphoses (publ. 1565-67) was, to some great degree, the work of Elizabeth’s prodigy.

By the time he was 20, Oxford was a rising star at the Court of Queen Elizabeth. Thomas Radcliffe, 3rd Earl of Sussex,
and first cousin to the Queen, seems to have taken a particular interest in him, and Oxford served under Sussex during his
generalship in the Northern Rebellion in 1569. There he witnessed religious warfare that resulted in the execution of hundreds of
Catholic recusants who were defeated by Elizabeth’s army. Related to this event was the Ridolfi Plot (1571), in which Mary
Stuart, Queen of Scots (1542-87), was said to conspire with the Duke of Alba to assassinate Queen Elizabeth and, with combined
English and Spanish forces, place herself on the English throne. According to the plan, Thomas Howard, Duke of Norfolk
(1536-72), was to wed Mary and thus strengthen her already strong claim. Oxford appears to have organized an attempt to aid
Norfolk’s escape from the Tower of London; and Norfolk told his family that Oxford alone might help him—if only he would—a
strange testament to the 21 year old nobleman’s power.

At this time, Oxford married Anne Cecil, the daughter of Secretary William Cecil, apparently in a quid pro quo bid for
the Duke of Norfolk’s life. The move was a failure by any standard; Norfolk was beheaded (1572), and Oxford, angered by his
father-in-law’s role in the treachery, distanced himself from Anne. Leaving Anne may have been an act of self-preservation.

In July 1574, Oxford and his cousin Edward Seymour (1548-76), son of Edward Seymour, Lord Protector during the
reign of Edward VI, fled the Court without the Queen'’s permission, and crossed the English Channel, probably to meet with
English Catholic recusants based in Louvaine (Leuven) in the Habsburg Netherlands. The Queen sent emissaries to coax him
home. What may have been Oxford’s reconnaissance of expatriate rebel strength, quickly dissolved, and Oxford returned to
London after an absence of three weeks. His return to Court was viewed as an affirmation of loyalty to the Queen.

Oxford then petitioned the Queen for permission to take a grand tour of continental Europe. He visited the French
Court in Paris (3/1575), including an introduction to the king. He met with Calvinist / humanist educator Jean Sturm in Strasbourg
(4/1575), then spent a year touring Italy. He is recorded having visited Genoa, Venice, Florence, Siena; the setting of
‘Shakespeare’ plays in Verona, Padua, Milan, and even Messina (Sicily) suggest these cities were also seen. He returned to
England via Lyon, and again Paris, before departing Calais for Dover in April, 1576. While in Europe, Oxford was given a
daughter by his wife Anne, but conceived the child was not his. He refused to meet with his wife or acknowledge paternity—it
was, after all, a political marriage, perhaps made under duress and the threat of Norfolk’s execution—in what seems a vengeful
act against Anne Cecil's father.

Almost immediately, our writer entered a ‘Bohemian’ lifestyle, gathering about himself some of the best artists of
England. He appears to have thrown himself with great energy into writing novels, poetry, and plays; he published works
anonymously, or he allowed others to receive credit for them. Lesser artists accepted Oxford’s work to be printed with their
names, and Ben Jonson tells us John Lyly, Christopher Marlowe and Thomas Kid could be buried with ‘Shakespeare’ if the
writer's output was truly known. Oxford hints he used upwards of 50 allonyms to cover his frenzied, politically charged, output.
Collectively, he calls them FALSTAFF, and dresses them in suits of “kendal green”. His greatest works fall under the pseudonym
‘Shake-speare’, called HORATIO in Hamlet, who is but one of the volumes in kendal green.

Because Oxford was suspected of writing to expose or punish extortion by Dudley and Cecil, he was obliged to remain
practically estranged from his wife for much of the rest of her life. As Hamlet reveals, Anne (as an element of OPHELIA) could not
be trusted to live under the same roof without divulging to her beloved father Edward’s long hours composing his art.

Oxford’s wife, Anne, died in 1588, and he became increasingly isolated from English politics and Elizabeth’s Court. He
remarried and (apparently) produced an heir by one of the Queen’s Ladies in Waiting, Elizabeth Trentham. They lived in ‘King’s
Place’, Hackney, one of the small palaces formerly belonging to Henry VIII. There, close by the ‘The Theatre’ (1576-97), and
‘Curtain’ (1577-1624)—where acting companies, including The Lord Chamberlain’s Men, produced his early plays—he spent twelve
years perfecting the works of ‘Shakespeare’. He is said to have died at King’s Place in 1604.

Monstrous Adversary, a biography of Edward de Vere, by Alan H. Nelson, 2003, makes a grim assessment of Oxford’s
character. The true student of ‘Shakespeare’ (0/S) will find Nelson’s opinions difficult to reconcile with the favorable contemporary
accounts of him, and also of Oxford’s generous treatment of his enemies, Dudley and Cecil. Characters who are masks for either
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are not usually villainous in themselves, but rather, Oxford takes the identity thrust upon him by those political actors and makes
that part of his life villainous, thereby shouldering much of the blame.

Oxford as Pretender — Cousin and Nephew to King Edward VI

‘Oxford-Seymour’/ Shakespeare was a ‘pretender’ (Fr. prétendre: ‘to claim, assert’) or Crown claimant. Because the
Queen had no known ‘legitimate’ children—and only one unknown, as our writer tells us—various claimants were before Oxford
in the strongly contested line of succession. One by one they fell: Queen Jane Grey was executed (1554), Queen Mary died
(1558), John de Vere murdered (1562), Katherine Grey died in prison (1568), Mary Queen of Scots was imprisoned (1568-87) and
executed (1587), Duke of Norfolk was executed (1572). If the Queen had died in 1573, Oxford could have been granted accession
by Parliament through legalisms practiced by William Cecil, and perhaps with a new ‘Devise for Succession’ by Elizabeth. His
very identity was such a legal sleight. He might even be legitimized through loopholes in Canon Law; but for whatever reason—
probably because he realized he was being positioned to succeed, then to be enslaved—Oxford broke from cooperating with
Dudley and Cecil and became the ‘bad boy’ of the Elizabethan era.

Oxford-Seymour claimed descent from the Crown Tudors as the sole heir of the Queen’s body. He was also a direct
descendant of Edward 1l (1312-1377) through Lionel, Duke of Clarence (1338-6), King Edward’s second surviving son. As with his
uncle, King Edward VI (1537-53), the Seymour line could claim blood royal by the following series (highlighted in boldface); dates
are sometimes approximate:

King Edward lll (1312-77) ———— Philippa of Hainault (1313-69)
Lionel, Duke of Clarence (1338-68) ———  Elizabeth de Burgh, 4th Countess of Ulster (1332-63)
Edmund Mortimer, 3rd Earl of March (1352-81) ———  Philippa Plantagenet, 5th Countess of Ulster (1355-82)
Sir Henry Percy ‘Hotspur’ (1364-1403) ——— Lady Elizabeth Mortimer (1371-1417)
John Clifford, 7th Baron de Clifford (1389-1422) ———— Elizabeth Percy, (1395-1436)
Sir Philip Wentworth (1424-64) ———— Lady Mary (de Clifford) Wentworth (1416-1478)
Sir Henry Wentworth (1448-99) ————  Anne Say (1453-78?)
John Seymour, (1474-1536) ————  Margery Wentworth (1478-1550)
Sir Thomas Seymour (1508-49) ———  Princess Elizabeth Tudor (1533-1603)
Edward Tudor-Seymour, Oxford (1548-1604) ———  Anne Cecil (1), Elizabeth Trentham (2)
— aka ‘Shakespeare’ ———  Mary Browne Wriothesley (extramarital affair)

Henry ‘Wriothesley’, 3rd Earl of Southampton

Many roles in Shakespeare’s Histories with a high line-count should be suspected of being a mask for the writer: Edward Ill and
Prince Edward (Black Prince), Richard II, Henry Percy ‘Hotspur’, John Falstaff, Henry V, Richard Ill, etc., and many of the writer’s
antecedents and relatives figure importantly. Lesser characters, like EDMUND MORTIMER (7 Henry V), often perform as
harbingers of the writer. Research will reveal the extent to which our Edward Tudor-Seymour (O/S) has invested himself in the
Canon. Since the writer’s claim passes at times through female forebears, he provides justification and historical examples for
this in an extended argument by CANTERBURY in Henry V' 1.2 33-114.

We also find the writer placing himself in the roles of heroic figures such as ‘Old’ John Talbot (1387-1453, 1st Earl
Shrewsbury) in Henry VI, Part 1, Philip the Bastard (~ 1180-1200, Philip of Cognac, illegitimate son of Richard Lionheart) in King John,
etc. Curious mentions of historical individuals—for example, the Marquess of Montferrat, second husband of Violante Visconti,
who had been married to Lionel, 1st Duke of Clarence, 1338-68 (see The Merchant of Venice 1.2 109)—appear because they are
associated with the writer’s family. It will be interesting to find whether Oxford has provided some sort of genealogy for himself in
the Histories.

Though Oxford apparently had a son by Elizabeth Trentham in 1592, we have not found allusion to that child in his
works. On the other hand, the Sonnets give abundant evidence of an earlier heir in Henry Wriothesley (1573-1624; 3rd Earl
Southampton), by the Countess Southampton, Mary Browne Wriothesley (1552-1607). If we understand the writer’s intentions,
young Southampton is the result of a deliberate attempt by Oxford and the young Countess to breed back into the Crown Tudors
Plantagenet blood true to the line from Edward IIl; at least, that is how the writer characterizes their affair in Venus and Adonis
251-326. This was during a time when Oxford was devising an escape from the Tower by the Duke of Norfolk and the Earl of
Southampton in 1572. It appears young Henry (Browne-Seymour) ‘Wriothesley’ was seen for a time as a more tractable
successor than his father (Oxford), and his circumstances will be discussed in a section on Shakespeare’s Willobie, His Avisa
(see p.329).

A balance of power existed between the Dudley and Cecil factions. Together, these two political forces performed as a
de facto Regency during the reign of Elizabeth Tudor. The Dudleys favored members of their own extended family, and they
married into the Grey-Suffolk Tudors. The Cecils, through Anne Cecil, married into the ‘Crown’ Tudors (i.e. Oxford); when that
relationship grew acrimonious—perhaps because the death of Norfolk weighed on Oxford—they turned to the Tudor-Stuarts of
Scotland.
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The heir apparent to the English throne in the 1590’s was Margaret Stanley, Countess of Derby, (1540-96), only
surviving grand-daughter of Mary Tudor (7496-1533; daughter of Henry VII) and Charles Brandon (1484-1545; 1st Duke of Suffolk).
However, she never had strong support for accession, and less so following the death, without heirs, of Robert Dudley in 1588.
The Cecils were unlikely to lend their weight to the Countess until Oxford’s daughter Elizabeth de Vere, Cecil's grand-daughter,
married William Stanley, 6th Earl of Derby, in 1595. The prospect of elevating William Stanley to the throne was lost in 1596
when Anne Stanley (Ferdinando Stanley’s eldest daughter), Countess of Castlehaven, was confirmed heir presumptive. This
virtually assured James of Scotland the English crown.

The state of the writer’s mind is an important question. It's clear, the Canon bleeds the writer’s resentment at being
sidelined by his impeached legitimacy, yet he appears to have been the strongest and most proximate voice of reason to the
Queen’s ear. For all that befell him, for all that was beyond his control, and for all the responsibility he shouldered, he seems to
have kept his sense of humor. Wit is his North Star. All he wrote in Comedy and Tragedy he expressed with an irrepressible
tropical amusement. His linguistic constructions are designed to delight the reader. He may feign madness, but to our ears at
least, there’s never a question of his perfect sanity.

‘Shakespeare’ (0/S) lived his later years retired from political life, appearing to dedicate his existence to making sure
the extortion of public money, and coercion of monarchic and parliamentary power by dominant privy ministers—by ‘Cloud Cap-
tors” (see Prefaces to the Folios, Alexander Pope p.99)—was recorded for posterity. The tales of Shakespeare not only tell a kind
of history, but provide object lessons on state-craft and human nature.

Elizabeth

At several places in the Canon, Shakespeare hints that Princess Elizabeth might have been secretly married to Sir
Thomas Seymour following the death of Katherine Parr. For example, HAMLET says to OPHELIA in what appears his increasing
state of madness:
HAMLET Hamlet 1.1 142-49

142 I’ve heard of your paintings too, well enough.
God hath given you one face, and you make yourselves

144  another. You jig and amble, and you lisp; you nickname
God’s creatures and make your wantonness your

146 ignorance. Go to, I’ll no more on’t; it hath made me mad.
I say we will have no more marriage. Those that are

148 married already —all but one —shall live. The rest
Shall keep as they are. To a nunnery, go. nunnery, (L) monacha + -y, suffix; hence wp monarchy

» These unrelated concerns, thrown together —of women’s use of cosmetics and of marriage —suggest

derangement. The writer plays on the separate qualities of madness (L) furor, and ‘made-ness’: deceit, or
counterfeiture, (L) furor; but it is the Prince’s birth that jumbles together the two ideas—““it hath made
me mad” says HAMLET.

The ‘Devise for Succession’, produced by Henry VIII, insisted his daughters have the approval of the Privy Council in
the question of marriage in order to receive their full inheritance and to retain their place in the line of Succession. Nevertheless,
the writer had a vested interest in the Princess’ marriage to Seymour; it would legitimize his birth, and might be used by the
Council and Parliament to place him directly in the line of Royal Succession. By making Queen Mab (Elizabeth) ‘Loveable’,
a’Mor, we also make a child by her a ‘More’. Assuming the birth of the Tudor-Seymour child represented an opportunity, Sir
Thomas Seymour would have been even more anxious to marry Elizabeth; it was, perhaps, his only hope to survive his brother
Edward’s (Lord Protector Somerset) attempt on his life. Or it might back-fire. So, we see how desperate was the Princess’
situation, and the need to hide the identity of the child. As with GERTRUDE in Hamlet, her life rested upon Oxford’s appearance:

“The Queen his mother / Lives almost by his looks, ...”” (Hamlet IV.7 11-12)

We do not believe this historical construct diminishes the proud achievements of the ‘Virgin Queen’. There is abundant
evidence she was indeed a monarch of the first rank. If there were substantial elements of her rule that fell beyond her control, or
that seem to have been coerced upon her, there is plenty of room to find greatness in her shrewd management of the divergent
political factions led by Robert Dudley and William Cecil—the ‘War’ and ‘Peace’ parties, respectively.
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Sir Thomas Seymour
History: The story of Admiral Thomas Seymour, father of Shakespeare, Ghost of King Hamlet and subject of Julius Caesar, is
easily overlooked. Thomas was attainted in early 1549, meaning his titles and estates by feudal grant were forfeited without trial.
Thirty-three articles of impeachment were delivered by the Privy Council to the Lord Admiral. His principal crimes were said to be
a desire to subvert the authority of the Council and his brother Edward, Duke of Somerset, Lord Protector of the Realm during
the minority of King Edward VI. Sir Thomas Seymour was particularly incensed by a proposal for the King's marriage to Lady
Jane Grey, and of his brother’s opposition to his proposal of marriage to Princess Elizabeth Tudor. He was quoted as having
made a back-handed confession to some of the charges. Chief among his accusers was his brother. Though Th. Seymour
demanded a trial, this was denied as a ‘confession’ had already been obtained. My suspicion is Thomas was executed without
due process because a trial would bring to light the child of the Princess Elizabeth and Admiral Seymour.

During the period of the late 1540’s, before Reformed ecclesiastical doctrine and discipline had taken hold from the
Catholic (‘'normal’), marriage was often informal. Living as husband and wife, including having children, was enough to be
considered properly married. Protestant law, however, required a more formal arrangement. Three banns, or public notices of an
intended marriage, and a formal ceremony in a parish church became required for the union to be accepted. If a child had been
produced by the union of Thomas and Elizabeth, and if there was public awareness of their intentions to marry, Catholic Canon
Law might legalize their marriage and legitimize their son—but only after the death of Katherine Parr. Such a course had been
allowed in the case of John of Gaunt, son of Edward Ill, and Katherine Swynford, in which the couples four children born out of
wedlock were legitimized in 1396 when John and Katherine were married.

This may be the basis of Oxford’s apparent preference for a conservative Canon Law in a reformed Anglican Church
(as established by Henry VIII), along the lines of the Catholic Church, rather than the more exclusive Protestant marriage laws
that were instituted under Edward VI and Elizabeth.

Thomas Seymour petitioned the Privy Council to marry Princess Elizabeth shortly after the burial of Henry VIIl in
February of 1547; he petitioned for the same in September of 1548 on the death of his wife, Catherine Parr. In light of
Shakespeare’s apparent insistence on identifying himself as Tudor-Seymour, a secret marriage of Thomas and Elizabeth may
have taken place between mid-September 1548 and mid-January 1549. On Jan. 17, 1549, Seymour was imprisoned in the
Tower and indicted on 33 articles, including conspiracy to wed Elizabeth. He was beheaded the 20th of March.

The foregoing would provide an excellent reason Queen Elizabeth did not choose to marry during her reign. She
already had a son by Sir Thomas; and that son, though outside the obvious line of succession, was nothing less than
spectacular. The apparent protected status of the ‘Shakespeare’ writer is thus explained. Succession might be arranged by the
careful removal of competing claims to the crown, such as those of Thomas Howard, Duke of Norfolk, and Mary, Queen of Scots.

This course would be favored by William Cecil and Robert Dudley—if the young brat could be controlled. Though
Dudley might prefer to marry the Queen and become her consort, as a second choice both Cecil and Dudley found in the secret
child a potential source of virtually unlimited power and wealth. We suggest the Queen was played for a fool. Powerful Ministers
leveraged themselves on her hopes for the young man. It appears he was also fooled by their promises; he came to his senses
—and to a special Providence—but only at the fall of a spero (hope).

An account of the affair is described in The Life of Sir Thomas Seymour, Knight, by John Maclean, 1869; see pp.65-82.

Dudley

Historical Note: The life of ‘Shakespeare’, i.e. of Edward Tudor-Seymour, or Edward Oxenford, is the culminating

episode in the struggle between the Tudor and Dudley families reaching back to the reign of Henry VII. Edmund Dudley
(1462-1510), a chief financial agent to Henry Tudor, was accused of embezzlement and extortion while under the direct
supervision of the King. He amassed a considerable fortune, considerable unpopularity, and took the fall for strict taxation of
feudal estates during the first Tudor reign. He was attainted for ‘constructive treason’ in 1509, imprisoned under a judgement of
death, and executed during the first year of Henry VIII's reign.

His son, John Dudley (1504-53), also a capable administrator, was a confidant of the dying king Henry VIIl and a member of
the Regency Council put in place to govern England during the minority of Edward VI. Under the rule of Lord Protector Edward
Seymour, John Dudley was elevated to Earl of Warwick in 1547, and replaced the fallen Protector Seymour/Duke of Somerset as
Lord President of the (Privy) Council by January, 1550. Dudley was created Duke of Northumberland in 1551.

A fateful ambition to supplant the Tudors inspired John Dudley to arrange the marriage of Lady Jane Grey to his son,
Guildford Dudley, as Edward VI was dying. This was his mortal miscalculation. The powerful nobility was still comfortable with
Catholicism. When faced with a choice between Dudley’s Puritanism and the Old Religion, they happily backed Mary Tudor’s
Catholic conservatives. John de Vere, 16th Earl of Oxford was decisive in swaying military strength to back the Tudor Princess,
and John Dudley was quickly brought to justice; so was his daughter-in-law, Lady Jane. Dudley was beheaded in August 1553,
and Queen Jane was beheaded in February 1554.

The impregnation of Princess Elizabeth by Sir Thomas Seymour in the Fall of 1547 created the opportunity, albeit a
delayed opportunity, for a third generation of Dudleys to exert pressure on the Tudors, allowing Robert Dudley (1532-88) and his
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wily secretary, William Cecil, to extort usurious fees—probably for strongly supporting the accession of Princess Elizabeth
against other claimants, and for managing crown policy during her reign.

A fourth generation of Dudleys and Dudley clients might have pursued a similar course under Robert Devereux,
2nd Earl of Essex, had not the political acumen of the Cecils defeated him following the Essex Rebellion in 1601. Pressure on
the Crown Tudors by the Cecils to yield power and a share of the country’s wealth continued until the death of Elizabeth I, at
which time Robert Cecil was in the position of ‘king-maker’. Rather than risking his head in allowing Oxford to come forward, he
offered the crown to James VI of Scotland.

There is sufficient evidence to believe the Queen was attracted to and loved Robert Dudley, Earl of Leicester. He and
Cecil successfully developed her political capital as a monarch ‘wedded’ to her people. The Queen is said to have mourned
alone for several days following the unexpected death of Dudley, 4th Sept. 1588. We suspect those were days during which
Elizabeth and her son tried to organize a strategy to assert more control of Cecil in the absence of her Dudley ‘Region Cloud'.
She is said to have locked herself in her private apartments without attendants; but, was Oxford present? Had he been, such a
detail might be carefully struck from the record. Finally, the Treasurer (Cecil) and Privy Councillors ordered her door broken to
extricate her—and this was probably Cecil trying to maintain control of his Tudor Asset.

Without unduly detracting from some positive attributes recorded of Leicester, he did help forestall the adoption of a
liberal religious policy that might better accommodate Protestants and Catholics. Regardless of possible reasons or good
intentions, this short-sighted intransigency ensured future hostility only to be resolved by civil war. It is mostly this disastrous fault
which ‘Shakespeare’ might have remedied.

Lastly, we can’t overlook our writer’s desire for retribution against Robert Dudley for the murder of his foster father,
John de Vere, and against John Dudley for his role in fomenting strife between the Lord Protector Edward Seymour and his
brother, Lord Admiral Thomas Seymour. If the Dudley family was accomplished in many ways, they were also ambitious, and
would not hesitate to kill for what they wanted. Few historians seem to have considered what an unthinkable proposition it was
that Edward VI should alter Henry VIII's ‘Devise for the Succession’ (Will), and place Lady Jane Grey ahead of his own sister
Elizabeth. Therefore, we suggest as many have: it is reasonable to suspect the Dudleys and their clients, including Sir Henry
Sidney, of gently poisoning our Shakespeare’s uncle/cousin—Edward V1.

» The Dudley family generally appears as the agency of Night in ‘Shakespeare’. It is they
who obscure the Sun/Son, yet prosper in the darkness. The character of CLAUDIUS in Hamlet
represents Dudley; he is the “region cloud” (Sonner 33.12), or Regency, causing wrack to the
Tudor monarchy. The metaphor and rhetorical figure of Clouds hiding the Son is based on an
anagrammatical treatment of the word (ME) clude (ModE cloud), with ¢ and ] disjointed
elements of the letter d, and gently moving an | behind the second d to form dudle.

Cecil

Historical Note: The man who was POLONIUS, Sir William Cecil, created Baron Lord Burghley in 1571, was the craftiest
politician of the Elizabethan Age. The cool efficacy of his judgement was appreciated by every employer, and each took him in
confidence to handle their most sensitive matters. Lord Protector Edward Seymour, Lord President John Dudley, and Queen
Elizabeth | all trusted him, though it may be said of Elizabeth: she likely found she had no choice but to submit herself to him.
Please note: the first two “great ones”, Seymour and Dudley, lost their heads. Elizabeth saved her reputation but lost the Tudor
crown from the line of Henry VIl to the line of Mary Stuart, Queen of Scots.

Rather than become a regional force by holding a powerful seat in Parliament, Cecil kept to the center, at Elizabeth’s
side, and collected the patronage of many strong seats for support. He refused higher elevation in the peerage to avoid loss of
that central power, often manipulating the appointment of family members like Thomas Cecil, Anthony Cooke, and Francis
Bacon, to critical districts or, as in the case of his son Robert Cecil, placing him as successor to his own controlling position. At
any rate, Cecil did not suffer for his modesty:

“As Master of the Court of Wards and Liveries ... it is clear that Burghley made a vast amount of money.

In one wardship from the 1580’s, payments were made by the Court to Lady Mildred and to one of

Burghley’s secretaries, Barnard Dewhurst. In that case Burghley came away with more money than the

Queen. This was not an isolated example. Perhaps it was not open corruption ...” And perhaps it was.
(Burghley, William Cecil at the Court of Elizabeth I, Stephen Alford, 2008)

» The Cecil family appears in ‘Shakespeare’ as the agency of All Devouring Time. This is
based in wordplay upon their surname and the word sessile: 2 ‘Sedentary, fixed to one spot’, from
(L) sessilis: ‘Of sitting’. This plays on their secret power to render Tudors “Still” —that Tudors
should “lose the name of action”.
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Regency

Historical Note: The ‘de facto Regency’ that substantially governed the Tudor Monarchy (as mentioned above), has sometimes
been divided into two factions by historians: the “War Party” under Robert Dudley and his family, and the “Peace Party” under
William Cecil and his family. The two groups were often opposed to each other in certain policies, but were bound together in
portioning between themselves profitable offices and feudal estates under the Crown Tudors. Key to maintaining their power was
keeping the Queen unwed. Despite the appearance of urging Elizabeth to choose a consort, they were very actively discouraging
her from doing so. Both Dudley and Cecil had been dangerously ‘side-lined’ at times during the Catholic reign of Mary Tudor, and
had witnessed important positions filled with clients of Philip Il of Spain. Under Elizabeth they did whatever possible to prevent a
repeat of that disenfranchisement. Their hold on Elizabeth—probably in managing her secret heir, with the promise of elevating
him to the crown should she die—allowed the new ‘Regents’ to accumulate profitable estates to themselves. In glorifying the
Queen’s chastity and promoting her ‘marriage’ to the English State, the chief counselors sealed their position.

Robert Dudley appropriated the greatest properties in the West-Midlands and North Wales, and gathered lucrative
trade licenses and subsidies worth many thousands of pounds per annum. William Cecil also took estates and enterprises,
notably the Court of Wards. Edward ‘de Vere’ (Oxford) and Henry Wriothesley (Southampton) were examples of wards of state
who came under Cecil’s control, and whose inheritances could be tapped by Cecil ‘for all they were worth’.

Who came up with the idea of changing the Tudor-Seymour child’s identity to Vere? The only evidence we have for
this historically important but unrecorded event is the oblique testimony of ‘Shakespeare’. Through his characters, he tells of
strange ‘off-cappings’ (IAGO, Othello 1.1 10), and ‘cap-a-pie’ / ‘tops to toe’ / ‘heads to foot’ (HAMLET and HORATIO, Hamlet 1.2
200, 228-29) — beheadings. If the context established in the entire Canon extends to this question, it is the “Three great ones of
the city” (see OED city, 6b), not of Venice, but of London; they are Sir Thomas Seymour, Edward Seymour, and John Dudley.

William Cecil may have organized the ‘minor’ effort to save Elizabeth’s child; he, as the private secretary of Edward
Seymour and Edward VI (Secretary to the King) is the common element in both scenarios. It appears a Cecil patron, Katherine
Willoughby, Duchess of Suffolk and close friend of Katherine Parr, assisted Cecil in the plan to protect both Thomas Seymour’s
children, i.e. ‘Edward Oxenford’ (O/S) and Mary de Vere (Mary Parr-Seymour). The Duchess of Suffolk’s son, Peregrine, later
married Mary ‘de Vere'.

Cecil chose to support Dudley rather than Edward Seymour after Seymour’s attempted ‘coup’ of September 1549.
Dudley was beheaded three years later; but upon the accession of Elizabeth in 1558, his son Robert, Earl of Leicester, enforced
Edward and Mary’s ‘de Vere’ identity and parlayed his secret knowledge of it into a position of extraordinary power. More and
Less, the essential antithesis in ‘Shakespeare’, is derived from Maur and Leice, and restates St. Maur as the Greater, and Oxford
the Lesser of his two identities. As ‘Less’, he is lesser, and a creation of Leicester .

» “Cecil (1548) was one of the stars of Protector Somerset’s household and government. He was trusted by his

master to handle difficult and sensitive business.” (Alford, Stephen. Burghley. pg.38.4. Yale Press, New Haven, CT).

It's not our aim to make moral judgements several centuries after the fact, but we have Shakespeare’s appraisal of the
Elizabethan Regency in his allegory The Rape of Lucrece. Within the painting of the fall of Troy (1I.1366-1582), Lucrece pays
special attention to the character of Sinon who, with seemingly earnest shows of emotion and concern for the state of Troy,
convinced king Priam to allow the famous wooden horse inside the gates of the citadel. Such treacherous behavior would earn
Leicester and Cecil a place in Dante’s severest circle of Hell.

The ‘Incomparable Pair of Brethren’, William and Philip Herbert, sons of Mary Sidney and Henry Herbert, 2nd Earl of
Pembroke, supported the publishing of the First Folio of Shakespeare’s Works. They had a special interest in doing so. As you'll
see, they might link their bloodlines with Elizabeth Tudor through Philip Herbert's marriage to Susan de Vere by the testamentary
quality of the Plays and Poems.

The title Duke of Somerset passed from the Beaufort family with the execution of Henry Beaufort, styled 4th Duke of
Somerset, in 1471. A royal creation for Somerset followed in 1499 with the infant son of Henry VII, but ended with the child’s
death at one year. A second royal creation was established for Henry Fitzroy, illegitimate son of Henry VIIl, as Duke of Richmond
and Somerset in 1525, and became extinct with his death in 1536. The writer's abundant wordplay on the word ‘summer’
suggests he would accept the title of Somerset, if offered, as the unacknowledged son of Elizabeth I. As Jaques (standing for our
writer) hints in As You Like It 1.5 49: ‘Ducdame, (It) Duca dammi, Duca dammi—'give me Duke’. If Henry VIII could do it, so
could Elizabeth.

Plausible Apology

It is difficult to say how contrite Oxford felt for his ‘crimes of passion’ against Anne (Cecil),
Countess of Oxford. The roles of OPHELIA (Hamlet) and HELENA (All's Well That Ends Well) appear as
apologies to his wife, and to his Cecil in-laws. Anne’s trials are attributed to the madness or youthful
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arrogance of her lover. In truth, the wronged women are not wholly themselves in ‘Shakespeare’—Oxford
(0/S) has invested a part of himself into those characters (a very big part), and so the apology belongs to
the single flesh of man and wife. Oxford finds himself “a man more sinned against than sinning.”

If we think of the allegory within All's Well That Ends Well, we find the premiss of HELENA'’s ability
to minister to the King’s (Queen’s) sickness is Oxford’s alone. Being Elizabeth’s son and sole heir, only he
can cure her defect and ultimately mend the fatal iliness that will kill the House of (Henry) Tudor. This
assumes the Regency will be true to their word, and restore the power of self-determinacy to the Queen.
Oxford’s (0/S) marriage into the aspiring Cecil family should have assured the continuance of the royal
bloodline with Countess Anne as a joint partner. Her death appears to have ended the willingness of the
Cecils to manage Oxford’s accession. It would then make sense: the Cecil family’s insistence on the
marriage between Oxford’s son Southampton by Mary Browne-Wriothesley, and his daughter Elizabeth
Vere by Anne Cecil, which appears to have been sanctioned by Cecil, but rejected by the Tudors,
probably on the grounds of incest.

Existentialism

The cornerstone of our Shakespeare study is authenticity. The writer struggles to express himself
by his true nature, not by identities thrust upon him. He argues for good faith actions by Elizabeth | of
England and her powerful, coercive, Ministers, to remove the artificial bonds pressed upon him. In his
proper estimation, Shakespeare’s essential nature is absolutely inseparable from his being; yet that
essence has been separated and discarded in an effort to hide the Writer’s existence, and high crimes
suggested by his existence, from public knowledge.

While the idea of an ‘authentic life’ was to be discussed at length in the 20th century,
‘Shakespeare’ (0O/S) neatly expressed it 300 years earlier. His is an extreme example and the archetype of
one who is not free—who is, in fact, a kind of slave (L. verna)—in which his very name keeps him from
fulfilling what might be achieved ... if only he were More.

At that time, a great number of England’s people were unable to freely practice their faith
because of statute laws, including the Act of Uniformity of 1559, which enforced Protestant religious
observance. Our writer was raised in the homes of the Queen’s Principal Secretary, William Cecil, who
prescribed virtuous conformity for all English subjects. It was to be virtue ‘straight-up’—without palliative
“cakes and ale”—while Cecil himself lived in palaces so magnificent as to humble those of the monarch.
Oxford was perfectly situated to observe from life, frequent contradictions of falsehood and truth,
appearance and reality, which became the hallmark of his work. Most importantly, if he is who he says he
is, perhaps Oxford alone would be able remedy this injustice so at odds with conscience.

‘Shakespeare’ became a voice for liberality and authenticity. He would have the people follow
their own Will (L. moris), at least within more generous bounds than most Renaissance States offered. As
we read the plays and poems, we see individuals suffer because they are affected by others who are,
naturally enough, self-interested, but with less imagination, less purpose, less reason. Oxford reveals his
belief that a benign monarch is the only power strong enough to quell the greed of top civil servants.

We notice how inextricable from Shakespeare is the idea of Being — meaning our nature,
identity, and understanding what is properly one’s own. If it appears most of his characters are
involved with such self-appreciation, it is because they are facets of the writer’s mind. As a father of
Existentialism, Shakespeare gives us an extended vocabulary by which to understand our lives; but we
never forget: he writes to contemplate his own. Oxford believed his true identity preceded any form that
was imposed upon him — that his individual ‘greatness’, his Mawr, was innate and could not be
reconstituted by anyone other than himself.

“Alas, poor Yorick” (Hamlet V.1 173) — even the skull HAMLET holds in his hands is his own. Only
by fathoming our English language can we see a philosophy beneath the writers clever ‘gibes, gambols,
flashes of merriment’ (V.1 178-9):

Yorick, Y-, prefix: 1a ‘Designations of persons associated or related by birth, family, or status’,

also 2a ‘Compounds in which mutual relation is implied’ + Or, (Fr) or: ‘gold’, (L) aurum:

The root of Tudor; the golden element of his claim. + ick, ic: (L) ic-us: ‘after the manner of’,

(L) mores, mos. Yorick is either to be seen as ‘Compounded Tudor-More’, or ‘Ever Tudor-More’.
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Hence, YORICK'’s skull represents Oxford’s life as considered in retrospect. But of course, Oxford’s life
was, as was HAMLET'’s life: “rotten before [he] die” (Hamlet V.1 153) — wp rotten and (L) rota: ‘a wheel’, (L)
rotatus: ‘whirling around’. The rotated or ‘twisted round’ identity of Vere, wp (L) verso, has corrupted him
and rendered his existence inauthentic.

Sufficient Reason
apologia: apology: ‘a written defense of the opinions or conduct of a writer, speaker, etc.’
attainder: Act of Attainder: ‘..a judgement of death or outlawry in respect of treason or felony, viz.
forfeiture of estate real and personal, corruption of blood; the condemned could neither inherit nor
transmit by descent; the extinction of all civil rights and capacities. (OED)

The Works of Shakespeare exist, as we have posited, to vindicate the name of [St.] More—
Seymour. Our writer tells us something of his fathers situation, of the political maneuverings that brought
extraordinary accusations against him, and of his attainder. Moreover, he treats of the consequences to
himself: the loss of name, fortune, inheritance, of parentage and progeny. The sins of the father are
visited upon this son, and the injustice falls hard on Edward Tudor-Seymour. ‘Oxford’ makes his apologies
by framing allegories with enough specific information that the reader may understand the role of
conspiracy or false charges in the downfall of a ‘good’ man.

‘Shakespeare’ had an immediate purpose. He wished to offer a more benign continuance of the
Tudor monarchy of Elizabeth, without the intolerant control of covetous ministers bent on religious
conformity and personal enrichment. The harsh rule of the crown by Dudley/Cecil was seen as the source
of weakness within the country, and not a bulwark against foreign aggression. Oxford-Seymour—the
“Mollis Ayre”, or Gentle Heir, wp ‘moles heir’: Sea-Mur heir—suggested himself, and later his illegitimate
son, as a base successor, who nonetheless had the pure blood of golden (L. aureus) kings in his veins.

Venus and Adonis 724 rich, wp (L) ferax preys, wp praise: (L) oro: ‘to pray, entreat’
“Rich preys make true men thieves”. true, (L) verus, wp Veres men, (L) vires, wp Veres

The “Rich Prey” puns on Rich Ore —Fer-Or—Faire-Or—To-do-Or—is Tud’Or.

An aphorism is supposed to be generally true. The specific truth noted here is the Crown and
Royal Family make for rich prey—and the richest of all was a Tudor-Seymour waif, deemed motherless.
So rich was the prey or prize, even the sometimes heroic John de Vere stooped to accept as his own son
one who did not belong to him. Note also: Sir Thomas Seymour was the particular ‘prey’ of Sir Richard
Rich (1496-1567), 1st Baron Rich, Lord Chancellor (1547-52), as was Sir Thomas More (1478-1535).

King Edward VI (1537-53) was the son of Henry VIII and Jane Seymour. Young king Edward was
only nine years old when his father died. He acceded the throne under a Regency Council dominated by
his uncle, Lord Protector Edward Seymour, who persuaded the other members to grant Seymour virtually
unlimited authority to act in the king’s interest. His younger brother, Thomas Seymour, Baron Sudeley,
was marginalized by the Protector, but Thomas nevertheless gathered a strong political base by marrying
Katherine Parr, the widow of the deceased King Henry. A fraternal struggle ensued that ended in the
attainder and beheading of Thomas, the writer’s father.

Despite Parliament’s judgement against Lord Thomas, he had been widely popular and his
execution was reviled by many; it was seen as a classic case of fratricide akin to the Biblical story of Cain
against Able:

“The death of [Thomas] Seymour was received with a cry of horror. ‘Many of the nobles cried out upon the

Protector [Edward Seymour, Duke of Somerset], calling him a blood-sucker, a murderer, a parricide, and a

villain, declaring that it was not fit the King should be under the protection of such a ravenous wolf.” This

touched Somerset, who was inordinately fond of popularity ...”
(Maclean, John. The Life of Sir Thomas Seymour, 1869)

Though extra-legally attainted, Thomas Seymour’s son was valuable property. He was educated
to be a linguist and rhetorician; and so he became—the greatest of his age. But to his ‘captors’, he was of
critical importance as a ‘Commodity’ for emotional leverage with princess, then queen, Elizabeth, and was
used accordingly by Robert Dudley and the Cecils. Oxford was the source of their peculiar hold upon her.
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By placing the young boy in the family of John de Vere, Earl of Oxford, he became an investment with
real potential —especially in the hands of an extraordinary advocate like William Cecil. ‘Shakespeare’, as
PHILIP THE BASTARD, reflects on this curious state in The Life and Death of King John 1Il.1 561-74:

BASTARD mad, n./ 2 ‘Of a person.. uncontrolled by reason; foolish, unwise’; (L) furiosus, morio —
561 Mad world! Mad kings! Mad composition! mad, (L) furor; wp furor: ‘counterfeit, personate’
(561)  ~ More Tudor! More Monarchs! More arrangement! ~

570  Of kings, of beggars old men, young men, maids, maid, (L) virgo: ‘virgin’
Who, having no external thing to lose

572 But the word “maid”, cheats the poor maid of that, maid, (L) virgo: ‘maiden, virgin’, Elizabeth R
That smooth-faced gentleman, tickling commodity, commodity, (L) merx, mers, wp Sea/Mor

574  Commodity, the bias of the world ... bias, (L) inclinare ~ world, (L) orbis, wp two-d’or.

| suspect “bias” is used here to signify the slant pressed on the world by traders. Utility may drive up the
value of a commodity (L. merx), but so may greed and envy—often overshadowing aspects of life with
greater intrinsic value.

There is a sense of urgency in Shakespeare’s Canon. If the writer dies intestate, as he suspects
he will, he may leave nothing behind except his Art. His true identity undocumented, his false identity
without the power to set wrongs to right—the sole heir of Tudor is burdened with the responsibility of
either restoring the Queen’s autonomy militarily, or documenting ministerial crime for future redress.
Ultimately, only Elizabeth R might topple the de facto Regency, but to do so she would have to
acknowledge her son. If she will, he may act to remove parasitic ministers and free the English from
religious oppression, including punitive fines, imprisonment, and even capital punishment.

“The Loss of My Good Name”

Before he became ‘Shakespeare’, Edward Oxenford (O/S) spoke of an acute loss—the loss of his
good name—that was to define his artistic life. This poem, written before 1576(?), establishes the theme.
It also uses some of the rhetorical devices found in his ‘Invention’. Above all he seeks our help in
restoring his identity:

The Loss of My Good Name 1.7-12
And since my mind, my wit, my head, my voice and tongue are weak

8 To utter, move, devise, conceive, sound forth, declare and speak
Such piercing plaints as answer might, or would, my woeful case,
10 Help crave I must, and crave I will, with tears upon my face
Of all that may in heaven or hell, in earth or air, be found,
12 To wail with me this loss of mine, as of these griefs the ground.

» We have too little of Oxford’s early poetry to discover if here he uses ‘good’ in the sense he would use
it later in his life—as transitive wordplay on the (Latin) Mers—meaning goods, wares, or commodities.

Oxford’s final thoughts on his lost name are found in final scene of Hamlet. Oxford, as HAMLET, echoes
the words said to have been spoken by Jesus on the cross (see Bible, Matthew 27:49):

HAMLET Hamlet V.2 327-8
Oh God, Horatio, what a wounded name
Things standing thus unknown, shall I leave behind me!
Hamlet V.2 321
But let it be.
Hamlet V.2 202
Let be.
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Religion
We are told by Ben Jonson and John Milton the Shakespeare Canon is a Monument. Beyond
memorializing a great artist, there is an important historical significance hidden within—one that recalls
the strict control of religious observance dictated by the Tudor State. Francis Bacon said of Elizabeth I:
“... her Majesty not liking to make windows into men’s hearts and secret thoughts, except the abundance of
them did overflow into overt and express acts and affirmations, tempered her law so, as it restraineth only
manifest disobedience in impugning and impeaching advisedly and ambitiously her Majesty’s supreme
power, and maintaining and extolling a foreign jurisdiction.”
The Works of Francis Bacon, Vol. 1V, ch. Xll, p.363; printed for R. Gosling, 1730

» Francis Bacon (1561-1626) was the first cousin of Oxford’s wife Ann (née Cecil). He wrote an essay,
“Of Revenge” (1597), in which he appears to admonish the writer of ‘Shakespeare’ for his vengeful
writings (against those who had seized the House of Tudor). Though there are elements of ‘good sense’ in
the essay, it is also self-serving; the Bacon-Cecil families were prime beneficiaries of ministerial coercion.

Unfortunately, the devil is in the details. The threshold of disobedience was set quite low, and many
people of conscience were subject to heavy penalties or extreme acts of persuasion. The number of
Catholics persecuted by zealous agents under the management of Her Majesty’s Secretaries of State is
unknown, but estimates run into “thousands” (Asquith, Clare. Shadowplay. PublicAffaires, 2005, p.18). Many
recusants, perhaps thousands, were lost to disease in prison. Their deaths were often unrecorded. The
case is similar to the treatment of Protestants by Catholics in many areas of Continental Europe:

“Recusancy was the English Catholic version of a universal problem that followed the fragmentation of
Christendom: the relationship between a ruler and a religious minority. Could a prince impose a religion

upon a reluctant people?”
The Oxford Encyclopedia of the Reformation, Vol.3, Recusancy, p.390

Our ‘Shakespeare’ (0/S) may well have been the ‘best hope’ for a benign, enlightened feudal
state. It is evident, as early as 1574, he was seen by some as a possible captain of the Catholic faithful in
England. A letter of 3 September, from one Edward Woodshaw, almost surely refers to Oxford as “one of
the next heirs apparent” who had escaped from England and was joining rebels in Louvaine, Netherlands:

“A countryman of mine, Edward Harcourt, servant to the Earl of Arundel, tells me that he has secretly
brought over to Louvaine a young gentleman, one of the next heirs apparent. There was a great triumph
among the northern rebels who are here, and our Catholics at Louvaine, when they heard of the Earl of
Oxford’s coming over; it was said he was flying, and that the Earl of Southampton had fled to Spain.”

Nelson, Alan H. Monstrous Adversary. ch.22, p.111. Liverpool University Press, Liverpool, UK
from Calendar of State Papers, 1566-79, p.479

Henry Fitzalan (1512-80), the Catholic Earl of Arundel, had been removed from the Privy Council
by the Protestant Regents (during the reign of Edward VI). Despite his religious conservatism, he was an
executor of Henry VIII’'s will and among the most respected and feared recusants by the Tudor monarchs.
He and his trusted servant Harcourt would have known the true identity of the young Earl of Oxford.
Harcourt did not reveal to Woodshaw the identity of that ‘next heir’, but when considered with the
uncounted rhetorical assertions by ‘Shakespeare’ of his being the ‘base’ Tudor-Seymour heir, we find the
following conclusion difficult to escape: the “heir apparent” and Oxford are one and the same.

Though there were perhaps 30,000 expatriate Englishman living on the Continent, they were not
a united force, and Oxford returned to England apparently unimpressed with their strength. He seems to
have had a continuing interest in reconciliation between Anglican Protestantism and Catholicism, and he
met with Jean Sturm (7507-89)—one of the foremost proponents of religious toleration as a matter of
liberal state policy —the following year when he traveled through Strasbourg on his European tour
(1575-6). But it was not to be; the power of Dudley and Cecil over Queen Elizabeth was nearly absolute.
We find in the character of Prince Hamlet an explanation for Oxford’s own hesitancy to rebel against the
State, even if it was only to overthrow the ministerial Regency he calls ‘Night’. Uncertainty of his own
righteousness, or of his ability to control the course of events, or fear of death, or fear of what lies beyond
death ... each appears to have had a part in his losing “the name of action” (see Hamlet 1Il.1 76-90).
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Oxford’s opinions on Christian faith are not committed, especially for one who’s existence
appears to have been used as leverage against Catholic adherents. He is known to have allowed
Catholic observance in his home. In the voice of HORATIO, the writer expresses his ambivalence simply:

Enter Horatio, Marcellus, and Barnardo

HORATIO Hamlet 1.2 164-69

160  Hail to your lordship!

HAMLET I am glad to see you well. Iam: (L) sum well, wp (L) vel: ‘or’
Horatio—or I do forget myself. forget, (L) memoria excidere; wp [Same-or] + excido: ‘to fall from’

HORATIO

162 The same, my lord, and your poor servant ever. same, reinforcement “forget” (1.161)

HAMLET servant: (L) verna ever,wp E. Vere
Sir, my good friend, I’ll change that name with you. good, (L) merces: wp Seymour

164 And what make you from Wittenberg, Horatio? Wittenberg: Birthplace of the Protestantism.

[To Marcellus] Marcellus?
MARCELLUS My good lord!

HAMLET good even, wp ‘equal to merces/Seymour
166 I am very glad to see you. [To Barnardo] Good even, sir. even, (L) aequus, par; primus inter pares.

But what, in faith, make you from Wittenberg? Repetition of line 164; key emphasis.
HORATIO

168 A truant disposition, gOOd my lord. truant,(L) fugitivus: ‘deserter’; (Fr) varier, vagabond: ‘a roamer’
HAMLET

I would not hear your enemy say so,
170 Nor shall you do my ear that violence ear, wp heir  violence, (L) ardor, fervor
To make it a truster of your own report truster, Law ‘correlative of trustee’  report, wp Two-dor
172 Against yourself.

» Hamlet realizes the danger of revealing his own thoughts at /./71; enemies will turn the words against him.

Shakespeare’s (0/S) powers show greatest in such passages. Here he provides much information
in seemingly harmless salutations. In a later essay (see Horatio, pg. 259) we’ll demonstrate that HORATIO,
in the Author’s mind, represents his own ‘genius’, and the guiding spirit of HAMLET — he is a facet of
HAMLET’s character; what is true of HORATIO, is true of HAMLET. The question of Horatio’s faith is raised
obliquely. What appears a mild oath: “in faith” (1.167), questions the sect of Christian faith Horatio brings
from Wittenberg, Germany, the site-archetype for the Reformation. Does he return a Catholic or
Protestant? HORATIO tells us—and he speaks for HAMLET also—that “in faith”, he wanders as a “truant”.

This is a facet of HAMLET’s / Oxford’s double identity. As Seymour, he is a rock. The Seymour
name is played upon as ‘Sea-wall’, with wordplay on (L) mare-mur. and (Fr) pierre: ‘stone’, pier. He’s like
his father: an Old Mole (see Hamlet 1.5 165)—a jetty or pier, a massive structure—and a pier is a stone,
(Fr) pierre, denoting something immovable or solid. As a rock, Seymour is like (L) petrus, the foundation
upon which Christ built his church. But if he acts in the name of de Vere, according to the wishes of the
Dudley / Cecil regency (characterized as Hamlet’s alter ego LAERTES), the writer varies or veers to new
interpretations. Words have great significance.

Wordplay

In this essay you’ll find transpositions of Shakespeare’s original lines printed in
bold italics. These are not definitive interpretations but, rather, logical substitutions in
which an indeterminate word used by Shakespeare, is replaced by one that is specific to
his political message. We do this because we find direction within the Canon that an
alternate context may be discovered if certain rhetorical devices are considered.

A range of meanings is available for most words found in Dictionaries. Our work
can help the reader pinpoint the specific word substitution which yields the sense likely
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intended by the writer. Often ‘Shakespeare’ uses words that are not characteristic of our
casual vernacular — they ‘stand proud’ we say. These may be translated into Latin or
French to discover very particular meaning, then ‘Englished’, and will be found to give us
specific terms appropriate to the writer’s biography and Supra-text. Emphasis and
reinforcement allow more refinement; and the writer’s counsel to the reader, usually
rendered as advice to bewildered characters, will also contribute to understanding.
Referencing the English words to the language used for the setting of the play gives
further suggestions and, when considered together with Shakespeare’s (0/S) dynastic
concerns, often point to a specific transposition. If we all follow the full process, each of
us should arrive at something close to what we, the present writer’s, have found.

Here, ‘Shakespeare’ follows a scheme of ‘etymological’ or ‘Alexandrian’/Varronian
wordplay used in classical poetry at least from the time of Ennius (c.239-c.169 BCE). This
process was central to imbedding political meaning in popular works with the intent of
conveying important and often dissident messages to a wide readership. [(a) Ahl, Frederick;

Metaformations: Soundplay and Wordplay in Ovid and other Classical Poets (1985), (b) Paschalis, Michael; Virgil’s
Aeneid, (1997); (c) Mitsis, Phillip; Ziogas, loannis; Wordplay and Powerplay in Latin Poetry (2016)] .

Wordplay is not often examined because the intent to play is not provable in each specific
instance; it may even appear entirely accidental. We’ve all had the experience of saying a perfect pun,
getting a smile from a listener, then understanding we did in fact pun. When coincidences of wordplay are
as pervasive as we find in ‘Shakespeare’, we may assume they are part of a larger artistic design. He tells
us of characters who speak a double-tongue, and they are characters who evidently mask for the writer.
Having covered a large sample of the Canon—all of it—we posit our thesis will be demonstrable: he
always writes in a double-tongue.

Note: In discovering the wordplay and substitutions you will be delighted at Shakespeare’s Wit.
If our solution is not clever—if enigmas of his language can not wittily solve themselves by
consulting dictionaries—we likely have not found the full or correct solution. We have seen, time
and again, our Wit falls far short of his; and many’s the time we’ve awakened from sleep with a
start, realizing another clever meaning in one of his verses.

Ways to discover Shakespeare’s Wordplay
Here are the steps we take when examining for wordplay:

— Who is speaking? Later we’ll discuss the ways the writer ‘inventories’ himself, but for now,
think of Oxford (O/S) as the famous POOH-BAH in The Mikado (Gilbert & Sullivan, 1885).

Oxford divides himself between several roles in each work, and his political position and effect
depends on the ‘office’ he occupies. In Hamlet, the writer invests parts of himself in PRINCE
HAMLET, LAERTES, HORATIO, OSRIC, ROSENCRANTZ, GUILDENSTERN, GRAVEDIGGERS, and
perhaps OPHELIA. Each reflects an ‘identity’ belonging to him, but outside his true self. Even
HAMLET plays two roles—he can be the sagacious Prince, or a Fool (Amlethus?), as the necessity
arises. Learn the meanings of names; names are always significant (see Character names, p.142).

— Review the Oxford English Dictionary for the range of meanings that may apply to a political
identity for that character. It will be useful to understand the etymology of words as well.

— Review the appropriate foreign language analogues for specific wordplay. Refer to a good
Latin to English / English to Latin dictionary, or the same with French to English, for clever
relationships between words, for reinforcement and clarification of meaning with adjacent words.
The writer’s method intends for the reader to solve puzzles in each sentence, and rather than use
the highly plastic and evolving English alone, he underlays his words with Latin or French
analogues. These languages, he perceives, are more enduring than stone — and look! it’s true.

— What is the general subject of the conversation? We think you’ll be surprised how often the
matter of identity arises; the writer concerns himself with the relationship of one identity to
another. Wordplay will fit logically, if enigmatically, within the same context.
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— Where is the play set? Location determines the reference language, Latin or French; we want to
be aware of the influence of place on language before we open dictionaries. Because French was
once the language of the English Court (the sovereign’s residence and retinue), it is often the
reference language of History Plays. A play’s setting is always significant.
— Why? Remember, words are monumental building blocks in the mind of our writer (0/S). He will
make us “marble”— (L) marmor = Sea-mor—at his Wit (see John Milton, p.97). He will not stray
from this purpose. Keep your wits about you. “Too” is “much conceiving”!

(A) We use a system that attempts to delve ‘Shakespeare’ to his root. We begin with a template:
HAMLET Hamlet 1.1 56
To be, or not to be — that is the question:
~ To be [], or [] not [] to be [] — that is the question []: ~

(B) Next, we suggest substitutions based on translations into a reference language — the language

of the setting or of ‘Court’:

~To be [(L) sum], or [(L) aut: ‘or’ (marking a strong distinction); (L) vel: ‘or’ (less strong); alt. or may be
joined to sum as elements divided by timesis.] not [wp (E) naught: C.1b Law ‘Of no legal value; invalid, null’] to be
[1.1a ‘“To have a place in the objective universe..to exist’] — that is the question [(L) quaesrio]: ~

» We consider words derived from a Reference Language —Latin or French—as substitutions

for the English. Our experience shows Latin is better for Hamlet, French for Macbeth.

(C) Finally we consider rhetorical devices as they may work on our choice.
~ To be [(L) sum], or [(L) aut: ‘or’ (marking a strong distinction); (L) vel: ‘or’ (less strong); alr. or may be

joined to sum as elements divided by timesis.] not [wp (E) aught, naught: C.7b6 Law ‘Of no legal value; invalid, null’]
to be [1.1a ‘“To have a place in the objective universe..to exist’] — that is the question [(L) quaestio]: ~

~ Sum-or naught to be(?) — that is the question: ~

~ St. Maur nothing to be(?) — that is the question: ~
This last step transposes what appears our writer’s universal thought—the question of his legitimacy—to
his private and autobiographical concern:

“At common law, by a legal fiction, an illegitimate child was filius nullius, the child of no one.
In the twelfth century Glanvill wrote that this meant he or she had no rights of inheritance,
so bastards could not inherit real property (land) from either parent, and themselves had no heirs
except those born of their body; no collateral heirs could inherit from them.”
(Sokol, B.J. and Mary. Shakespeare’s Legal Language, 2000, p.23)

» Hence, the writer’s concern is not abstract, but very concrete. He could not Accede to the Crown
except by the Queen’s acknowledgement he (Oxford) is ‘of her body’.

This is the sort of result ‘Shakespeare’ hopes we’ll discover. Every word of the Canon tells us something
of his life and his names. As Camille Paglia described it, ‘Shakespeare’ is a super-tongue ...

“Shakespearean language is a bizarre super-tongue, alien and plastic, twisting, turning, and
forever escaping. It is untranslatable, since it knocks Anglo-Saxon root words against Norman
and Greco-Roman importations sweetly or harshly, kicking us up and down rhetorical levels with
witty abruptness. No one in real life ever spoke like Shakespeare's characters. His language does
not "make sense," especially in the greatest plays. Anywhere from a third to a half of every
Shakespearean play, I conservatively estimate, will always remain under an interpretive cloud.
Unfortunately, this fact is obscured by the encrustations of footnotes in modern texts, which
imply to the poor cowed student that if only he knew what the savants do, all would be as clear
as day. Every time I open Hamlet, 1 am stunned by its hostile virtuosity, its elusiveness and
impenetrability. Shakespeare uses language to darken. He suspends the traditional compass points
of rhetoric, still quite firm in Marlowe, normally regarded as Shakespeare's main influence.

Shakespeare's words have “aura.”...” (Paglia, Camille. Sexual Personae, 1990).
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“It is untranslatable”? We believe Paglia is only partly correct. While the writer’s word-wit may
be nearly impossible to preserve in translation, it is fully understandable as a “super-tongue” of English/
Latin or English/French. This book is a step towards making such a translation of Shakespeare’s Wit
possible. Nonetheless, our results often have an ‘other-worldly’ character, especially with the obsessive
repetition of words hinting at the writer’s name; these may be found more acceptable when compared
with poetry of the Welsh ‘bruts’ (see Bards, p.303).

Let’s begin taking a closer look at Shakespeare by parsing his meaning. We’ll demonstrate
his Wit by noting some important themes and the aforementioned rhetorical devices; all these
devices will be found in the Canon, and all are used extensively. Each has a sub-heading in this
essay. Because he uses many figures in each set-piece, it’'s not convenient to describe them
alphabetically, but we have attempted to organize them (to the extent of our abilities) in order of
importance or frequency of occurrence.

Tongue-tied? Why?
‘Shakespeare’ tells us he’s “tongue-tied”:

(OED) tongue-tied: I figurarive ‘Restrained or debarred from speaking or free expression from any cause’.

As far as we can tell, he’s not prevented from speaking; he speaks quite a lot. Our writer means he
cannot discuss freely that which concerns him most—his name and identity. To be clear, ‘Shakespeare’ is
by no means “debarred” from speaking; the ‘restraint’ imposed by Authority forces him to be a “finical
rogue” (King Lear I1.2 16)—a ‘rascal’ who writes with ‘super-fastidious precision’. He writes supra-textually.
He writes equivocally; he equivocates.

Shakespeare’s Sonnets tell us much about the writer’s tongue-tied state. Below | quote the four
passages that mention this condition directly, but the subject is covered by different means throughout the
154 sonnets. The first quote, from Sonnet 66, lists eleven crimes that cause him to cry for “restful death”;
among them, some Authority tongue-ties the writer’s Art.

Of all Elizabethan artists, Shakespeare himself creates that which is most often obscure. His is
the more concealing, indeterminate, and indirect; but he was not alone; many sympathizers followed suit
and used the very same method invented by Shakespeare, to reveal and comment upon his secret.
SONNET 66. 7-2, 8-9
1 Tired with all these, for restful death I cry:

~ Tired [arrayed: 10b ‘to trouble..afflict’] with all [(L) fotus: wp Tudo[r]s; wp (L) allodium, ‘allodial tenure,
or land held in allod: tenure of, or title to, lands not subject to feudal service’] these, for restful [(L) quietus:
‘peaceful, restful’] death [(L) mors] I cry [(L) clamare: ‘proclaim, declare’]:

~ Arrayed with this All, for peaceful Mors I declare: ~

2 As, to behold desert a beggar born,
~ As [(L) ut, anagram? tu], to [wp timesis to | behold [(L) videre: ‘to see’; alt. (L) intueor: ‘to look at
attentively, gaze at’] desert [merit, (L) mereo, 1c personified ‘deserving, merit’] a beggar [(L) egens: wp ex-gens:
‘without family’] born [wp (L) ferre: ‘to carry’; alz. sustinere: ‘to hold back, check, restrain’], ~
~ Tu-to see-mer[it] without family born, ~

8 And strength by limping sway disabled
~ And strength [(L) vires] by limping [(L) claudere: ‘to limp, halt, be lame’] sway [(L) temperare:
‘to govern, temper’, ‘rule, regulate’; hints at metonym for Wm. Cecil: Time, (L) tempus: ‘the times’, ‘the state,
condition of things’] disabled [(L) impotens: ‘feeble, having no power’, ‘unable to command oneself’; (L) enervare:
‘weakened’] ~
~ And Vere-ility by Cloudy Time impotent ~
~ And Virility by lame rule weakened ~
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9 And art made tongue-tied by authority,

~ And art [(L) ars: ‘skill, science’; (L) sollertia: ‘cleverness, dexterity’] made tongue-tied [(L) infans:
‘incapable of speech’; alr. (L) lingua ligatum: ‘speechless, inarticulate, faltering’] by authority [(L) auctoritas:
‘command’, ‘a person in authority’], ~

~ And Art made inarticulate by Authority, ~

» In Sonnet 66, the charges against his oppressors are so grievous, and his situation so hopeless,

the writer all but wishes for death (L. mors). If the student reconstructs history according to Shakespeare’s

Ox-Seymour’an, or ‘Vere-More’, revelations, one will find each accusation in Sonnet 66 is accurate.

Once More:
1 ~ Arrayed with this All, for peaceful Mors I declare:
2 Tu-to see-mer/it] without family born, ~
8 ~ And Vere-ility by Cloudy Time impotent
9 And Art made inarticulate by Authority, ~

SONNET 80. 7-4
1 O, how I faint when I of you do write,
~ O [probably an interjection expressing his title Oxford], how I faint [wp feint, (L) fingere: ‘counterfeit, to
deceive’] when I of you [(L) tu] do [timesis tu + do[r]] write [(L) describere: ‘to describe, represent’, ‘in words’], ~
~ O, how I counterfeit when I Tu-do[r] describe, ~

2 Knowing a better spirit doth use your name
~ Knowing [(L) certo, certe: ‘to know for certain’] a better [wp (L) potior: ‘preferable, better’; ‘to get
possession of’, ‘to possess, be master of '] spirit [metonym Wm. Cecil, used by Elizabeth R; 35 ‘An evil spirit’—
3¢ ‘A being of this nature imagined as possessing and actuating a person’] doth use [(L) usurpare: ‘to take
possession of’, ‘to appropriate, usurp’] your [(L) tuus] name [(L) fama: ‘a good name’; alr. wp report: 5 ‘repute,
reputation’, pun re: ‘again, twice’ + port: ‘door’; 4b ‘A person..designated by a particular name’] ~
~ Certain a Master-Spirit doth usurp your name ~

3 And in the praise thereof spends all his might
~ And in the praise [(L) laudare: ‘to praise, commend’; (L) ampliare: ‘to glorify’, ‘increase’, make more]
thereof [wp th’heir of] spends [(L) insumere: ‘to spend money’, 5b ‘to consume by destruction or wasting’] all [(L)
totus: ‘whole, entire, all’; (L) omnias: ‘all’] his might [(L) vires: ‘strength, force’] ~
~ And in the More of th’Heir, as-sumes all his Veres ~
~ And in the More of th’Heir, summers all his Veres ~

4 To make me tongue-tied, speaking of your fame.
~ To make me tongue-tied [(L) lingua ligatum: ‘speechless, inarticulate, faltering’], speaking
[(L) oro, oratio] of your [(L) tuus] fame [wp (L) referre: re: ‘again, two’ + (L) ferra, ferreus: ‘made of iron’, (Welsh)
dur: ‘iron, steel’; hence two-dur]. ~
~ To make me falter, speaking of your Tudor. ~
» In meditation, the writer addresses ‘O’, his ‘genius’ or guardian spirit. He “faints” (wp feints,
‘deceives’), when writing of his “better spirit”, which is the bulk of all he writes. The “better” or “Master
Spirit” who uses his name is his true self, Edward Tudor-Seymour. “Fame”, (L) fama: ‘report’, is a
frequently used transitive pun (wordplay that makes sense in another language) for (L) re: ‘again, twice’ +
(L) porta: ‘door’, hence Two-d’or. The mysterious Rival Poet or Poets are none other than the false name:
Oxford, or false names: ‘Shakespeare’, ‘Lyly’, etc. who threaten to erase Oxford-Seymour’s Art.
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Once More:
~ O, how I counterfeit when I Tu-do[r] describe,
2 Certain a Master-Spirit doth usurp your name
And in the More of th’Heir, as-sumes all his Veres
4 To make me falter, speaking of your Tu-dor. ~

In Sonnet 85, our writer sulks a bit on his confined and content-less state, while begrudging the
praise falling to his de Vere alter ego. The thoughts belong to himself, but his false identity gets the credit
for every word, “every hymn”. The acclaim is welcome, yet Tudor-Seymour would “add something
more”—his true name. Hence, he is not prohibited from speaking, only from speaking with his own voice.
He’s like Coriolanus.

SONNET 85.7-4
1 My tongue-tied muse in manners hold her still
~ My tongue-tied [(L) infans: ‘without the gift of speech’, ‘childish, silly’; (L) lingua ligatum:

‘inarticulate’, disjointed, tongue-tied: 2a ‘Inexpressive or unintelligible in the normal sense’] muse [(L) musa:
‘genius, wit’, 2a ‘A poet’s particular genius’, the inspiration for one’s art; wp mus, muris: ‘mouse, rat’, ‘Shakespeare’
credits the More (or Moor) in himself for inspiration and the reason for his art.] in manners [(L) mores] hold [(L)
retinere: ‘to hold back’, ‘to restrain’] her still [(L) sessilis: wp Cecil-is, i.e. constrained by Cecil; (L) quies; mutus:
‘unable to speak’]

~ My speechless Muse within Mores hold her sessile ~

~ My silly wit in Mores hold it Cecil ~

2 While comments of your praise, richly compiled,
~ While comments [(L) censere: ‘to appraise, estimate’, ‘comment’; wp (L) censura: ‘judgement’, censure]
of your [y- prefix: /a ‘Designations of persons associated or related by birth, family, etc.; /6 ‘Adjectives and allied
substantives denoting quality or condition’; your = y + our: indicating family relationship of or and our in Tud’or
and Seymour.] praise [(L) cohonesto: ‘honor’], richly [(L) ample: ‘fully, abundantly’; wp amplius: ‘more’]
compiled [wp (L) compilo: ‘plunder’, ‘gather’], ~
~ While censure of ’Or and ’Our honor, More plundered, ~

3 Reserve their character with golden quill
~ Reserve [‘to serve again’] their [wp t’heir] character [(L) mores: ‘disposition or nature’] with golden
[(L) aureas, wp our + as: ‘the same’] quill [(L) stilus: ‘the pointed iron or bone instrument with which the Romans
wrote on their waxen tablets’; wp style: /a “To give a name or style to’; 2a ‘“To name or address with honorific titles’]
~ Serve once more the More heir with d’Or title ~

4 And precious phrase by all the muses filed.
~ And precious [(L) carus: ‘dear’, wp deor] phrase [(L) locutio: ‘speaking, saying’] by all [(L) totus: ‘the
whole, complete, entire’, ‘all’] the muses [(L) musas: wp mus, muris] filed [(L) ordo, ordare: ‘to set in order’]. ~

~ And d’Or Saying by Toto the Murs Ord’or-ed. ~

Once More:
~ My speechless Muse within Mores hold her sessile,
2 While censure of ’Or and ’Our honor, More plundered,
Serve once more the More heir with d’Or title
4 And d’Or Saying by Toto the Murs Ord’or-ed. ~
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SONNET 140. 7-4
1 Be wise as thou art cruel: do not press
~ Be [(L) sum, wp on (Fr) St., saint, pun Seym] wise [(L) more: ‘custom, manner’] as thou [(L) tu] art [wp
anagram art/t’ar = d’ar] cruel [(L) crudelis: ‘unfeeling, cruel’]: do [(L) facere, metonym (Fr) faire: ‘to do’] not [(L)
non] press [(L) instare: ‘to follow closely’, ‘to press upon, pursue eagerly’]
~ Be More, as Tudor, cruel: do not pursue ~

2 My tongue-tied patience with too much disdain,
~ My tongue-tied [(L) infans: ‘little child, without the gift of speech’, ‘inarticulate’ (L) lingua ligatum:
‘inarticulate’, disjointed, tongue-tied: 2a Inexpressive or unintelligible in the normal sense.] patience [(L) patientia:
‘endurance’, wp en + durance: ‘forced confinement’] with too [wp rimesis Tu-dor] much [(L) multus, wp mult: ‘many,
great’ + Tu’s] disdain [(L) contemptus, wp con, com, co: ‘with’, ‘together, jointly’ + temptare: ‘to prove, test’], ~
~ My babbling durance with Tu much reproof, ~

3 Lest sorrow lend me words, and words express
~ Lest [ME les pe, les-te: ‘whereby less’, pun on pronunciation of Leicester, which is nearly identical;
(L) ne: ‘for fear that’] sorrow [(L) dolor: ‘anguish’; wp two-d’or ; alt. (L) maeror: wp mar-or’; both punning on the
writer’s names.] lend [(L) faenerari dare, dare: ‘to lend at interest’] me words [(L) verbis, muttum, (Fr) mots], and
words [(L) verbis: wp verbo: ‘word’ + bis: ‘twice’] express [(L) signficare: ‘to indicate, show’] ~
~ Leicest’a Two-d’or lend me Two-Veres, and two-Veres signify ~
~ Leicest’a dol’Or lend me Mores, and Mores express ~

4 The manner of my pity-wanting pain.
~ The manner [(L) more: ‘custom’; (L) genus: ‘birth, descent, origin’] of my pity [(L) misericordia; wp
mercy]-wanting [(L) deficere: ‘ebbing’ as the tide, ‘to be lacking, deficient’] pain [(L) dolor]. ~
~ The More of my Mer-Sea ebbing do-Uor. ~

Once More: ~ Be More, as Tudor cruel: do not pursue
2 My babbling durance with Tu much reproof,
Leicest’a Two-d’or lend me Two-Veres, and two-Veres signify
4 The More of my Mer-Sea ebbing do-lor. ~

The Comedies and the Tragedies

The frequent parasitism of the English monarchy by the Dudley Family, and periodic retaliation by
the Tudors for Dudley over-reach, underpins the comedies and tragedies. An interesting feature of
Oxford’s construct is that he doesn’t attack the Dudley/Cecil ‘regency’ directly, but identifies himself as
either More independent by his rightful Tudor-Seymour title, or Less independent (and Leices]ter]
dependent) as a client of Regency overlordship. As You Like It gives a good example; as ORLANDO
(Tudor-Moor), the writer may assert his rightful place, but under the yoke of OLIVER (O-I'Vere), he is denied
his inheritance:
ORLANDO As You Like It 1.1 8-10

“... for call you that keeping for
a gentleman of my birth, that differs not from the

stalling of an 0x?” stall: wp (Fr) moratoire: ‘“To bring to a standstill, render unable to proceed’

Comedy
(OED) comedy: 2b ‘A drama written in a light, amusing, or satirical style and having a happy or
conciliatory ending. More generally: any literary composition or entertainment which portrays amusing
characters or incidents and is intended to elicit laughter.’
tragicomedy: /a ‘A..dramatic work which..contains both tragic and comic elements.’
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problem comedy: A drama that deals with some ill in society. In Shakespeare, problem plays end happily
despite foreboding of tragedy. The problems he examines include immorality: particularly sexual infidelity
or inconstancy, usury, political usurpation, distrust.

Shakespeare does not write much comedy per se. He writes tragicomedy. It's the odd Comedy of
Errors that maintains a consistently ‘funny’ tone throughout; the others are more witty than funny. They
range from the generally amusing Merry Wives of Windsor to the more somber Measure for Measure,
with little comic relief, and commonly classed among his ‘Problem Comedies’. Our artist finds life to be a
mix of the merry and mournful (L. maereo). Philip Sidney anticipated the mixing of the forms—or perhaps
viewed Oxford’s early productions at Court—and criticized English writers for this very matter in his An
Apology for Poetry (written ~1579-81, publ. 1595). He condemned deviation from the classical definitions
held loosely by dramatists since the time of Aristotle: there should be lightness for comedy and gravity for
tragedy.

‘Shakespeare’, however, was fascinated with the juxtaposition of moods, and from him we have
come to expect a humorous episode may directly precede death, or vice versa: a tragedy may be
narrowly averted to produce a wedding. We also expect the fidelity of action to its distinct place and time.
If a sequence of related events jumps weeks or years, or between locations—such is life. Sidney chid
playwrights, probably thinking of his tennis rival (Oxford, O/S) in particular, to observe the classical
‘Unities’. He was a man of learned opinions and pedantisms, but time has shown Oxford’s “mungrell
Tragy-comedie” (P. Sidney) to have been the way of the future.

Dr. Samuel Johnson was not so troubled as Sidney with corrupted modes of drama and wrote:

“Every new genius produces some innovation, which, when invented and approved, subverts the rules
which the practice of foregoing authors had established.” Essay No. 125: The Difficulty of Defining Comedy

The ‘Shakespeare’ writer finds himself in a funny situation ... an unusual predicament: he is a
man with two distinct identities. Thus, it’s not surprising he’s pre-occupied with look-alike siblings or
companions. In the Comedies you should expect that these principal characters are not whole; they have
broken names and severed parts; they seek a mate. An alter ego seeks its ego in order to be whole. This
‘becoming whole’ is represented as a marriage. The pre-eminent idea of two beings becoming one flesh,
is mentioned in the Bible, Genesis 2.24:

“Therefore shall a man leave his father and his mother, and shall cleave unto his wife
and they shall be one flesh.”

Marriage is a desirable state for man and woman. But husband must be complete to carry a full
share in the partnership, as must wife. Shakespeare’s unique struggle is to become complete so he may
bear his share. As he figures it, the writer is himself the ‘Master-Mistress’— Dur-Mollis / Tudor-Seymour
body—of his passion (see Sonnet 20; also Antithesis, pg.161). Because of his divided identity, he must first
‘marry’ the man (dur) and woman (mollis) within himself before he can succeed in a true partnership with
another. Hence, at the level of his political allegories, a marriage is the harmonious cooperation of two
equal-but-different elements within each of two equal-but-different partners. Shakespeare writes of strong
women, and equally strong men; but as you can see, this strength that appears at first an impediment,
tests their fithess for marriage in a figurative sense as well as literal. They may make a match when they
are each at confident peace.

Hence, a courtship in Shakespeare’s plays begins inauspiciously as man and woman in conflict.
The student will find abundant metonymy, kennings, and other rhetorical figures that hint at the ‘Very’ or
‘All' nature, and the ‘Less’ or ‘More’, of either one. In the course of each play, difficulties are resolved,
though often only at the last moment when a tragic conclusion seems imminent. In the Comedies, the
differences between lovers will, at last, be happily reconciled. The ‘Very’ and ‘All’ may be married—
likewise the ‘Less’ and ‘More’.

A similar scheme is followed for friendships and brotherhood. Shakespeare explores the strife
among men when they compete for the hand of a woman who is the sole vehicle of spiritual fulfillment.
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Though it may appear only a duel will resolve their respective desires, some chance event or coincidence
proves that each has his own ordained partner.

The Comedy of Errors, considered mere farce by some, is one of the earliest directly existential
comedies we have. Errors, deals with confusing, amusing, amazing similarities of appearance in two
individuals. So alike are ANTIPHOLUS of SYRACUSE and ANTIPHOLUS of EPHESUS that only a name
separates them; even their wives can’t tell them apart. Each has a servant named Dromio. DROMIO of
SYRACUSE and DROMIO of EPHESUS are so alike, even their masters can’t tell them apart. Though the
plot of Errors has been ridiculed for its improbability, it is an absurd situation central to the writer’s life.

Thus, at the level of supra-text, we find the matter of the writer’s own double identity. One he
recognizes as his own—Tudor-Seymour. The other is a creation by ministers of the Crown—17th Earl of
Oxford. This condition is grafted into an existing play called Menaechmi by Plautus (c. 254-184 BC). Like
the two Antipholus’ and Dromios, ‘Shakespeare’ discovers the devil is in the descent. Where one comes
from—one’s Day, De, or Origin—makes all the difference:

ANTIPHOLUS OF SYRACUSE The Comedy of Errors V.1 388-90

88 I see we still did meet each other’s man,
And I was ta’en for him, and he for me,
90 And thereupon these errors are arose.

A simple grammatical error in /.90 hints at a sleight of context. The rhetorical substitution of one tense for
another, called enallage, or alleotheta, tips-off the reader: be alert! there’s particular significance if we are
attentive. The rosy Tudor subject cannot be plainly told, yet we know well enough, a rose by any other
name would smell as sweet: ~ these Heir *Ors R[egina] a Rose. ~ ~ The Queen’s Golden Heir is a Rose. ~
That is, changing the heir’'s name may hide his identity, but he is still exactly that he is:

“Iamthatl am.”  (wp (L) sum-muris, St. Maur)

Letter from Oxenford to his former brother-in-law Robert Cecil.

Each comedy involves mistaken identity, or exchanged identity, or some related theme. This is
the core of Shakespeare’s Art. Though borrowed from antiquity, these stories become true allegories in
his hands. The situation is historical; odd as it sounds, this state actually existed in the writer ... if we can
believe him. We can believe him. Let this be our sole article of faith.

In Twelfth Night, VIOLA might be confused with her brother SEBASTIAN when she disguises
herself as ‘Cesario'. OLIVIA falls in love with ‘Cesario’, but when ‘he’ is revealed for what she truly is,
OLIVIA may wed SEBASTIAN, VIOLA’s nearly identical twin, without needing to become acquainted with
him. They are that similar. Likewise, COUNT ORSINO has already made a special friendship with ‘Cesario’,
and doesn’t hesitate to marry ‘him’ when the Count discovers ‘him’ to be VIOLA.

Much Ado About Nothing is a perfect introduction to the Comedies. Here two lovers are
apparently ill-suited—they are too much alike—yet we also perceive they are meant for each other. The
“merry war of wit” between BENEDICK and BEATRICE can seem hurtful if not taken in the spirit given.
CLAUDIO and HERO, another couple, are simpler, and their infatuation is mutual and genuine; they have
the makings of an ideal love. Yet unfounded jealousy causes the figurative death of their love. If not for
the agency of an unwitting-wise fool named DOGBERRY —think: Rosa canis, the Dog Rose—the guilty
slanderers against HERO would not be discovered. We find Much of an A’'Do About a Nothing ‘sin’. The
play is almost entirely peopled with facets of the writer himself; he is a ‘Mere-ly Player’, and this one man,
in his time, plays many parts. He insinuates his genius into each role because he is this character ...
and that character, and that one too.

The Merchant of Venice develops the theme of identities in a mortal struggle for supremacy.

PORTIA The Merchant of Venice IV.1 172:
Which is the merchant here and which the Jew?
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PORTIA has entered the courtroom in Act 1V, sc.1, as the Merchant’s defender and asks this rhetorical
question; it should be obvious which is which from characteristic clothing worn by ANTONIO and
SHYLOCK. Yet she might confuse the two because they must appear strikingly similar—one is the writer’s
ego Som-Mer (wp Mer-Chant, Mer-Psalm of Venus), and the other, his alter ego Shylock (wp shy, (L)
verecundus, vereri: ‘'shy, modest’, ‘showing fear’ + lock, (L) claustrum: ‘a means of shutting in’; alt. Hebrew Shalach:
‘cor-morant’; alt. (Scottish) Seumus : James). That is, one is the ‘St. Maur of Venus’, the other ‘Vere-fully
confined’. SHYLOCK, representing the writer’s false (de Vere) identity, may by a ‘chance opportunity’,
seize the spirit of ANTONIO—“A pound of flesh ... nearest the Merchants heart”; but he must not claim a
single drop of blood (consanguinity, (L) sanguis, genus), or family relationship. That is, a de Vere is not a
St. Maur, and must not lay claim to the heart and soul of the ‘More’.

KING LEAR (containing comic elements) doesn’t recognize his loyal servant, the EARL of KENT,
when Kent disguises himself as “a very honest-hearted fellow” (honest, (L) verus). If Kent wears the “very”
disguise, what was he before?

KENT King Lear 1.4 552
Be Kent unmannerly when Lear is mad. unmannerly, pun un + manner, (L) more + ly

He was More; he is ‘un-More-ly' only when his monarch is ‘mad’. Like Kent, our writer finds his heart may
be compromised if his identity is altered. He may remain faithful to his monarch if he’s not subjugated by
the evil ‘daughters’ Dudley (Goneril?) and Cecil (Regan?). The same concern is examined from a different
point of view when EDGAR, the EARL of GLOUCESTER’s son, assumes the disguise of lunatic ‘Poor Tom’
and proves himself to be the good and true child.

The confusion of identities takes strange turns. In Cymbeline, CLOTEN is mistaken for
POSTHUMUS by his own wife! Granted, CLOTEN is missing his head, but still ... The point is, there is but
one identifiable body yet two minds, ‘two heads’; and in this scene, one of them has been lost:

IMOGEN Cymbeline IV. 2 308-10

A headless man? The garments of Posthumus?

I know the shape of’s leg; this is his hand,

His foot Mercurial, his Martial thigh,
CLOTEN is related to (ME) clud or clod, (dud): ‘cloud’. Like LAERTES in Hamlet, he represents the writer’s
alter ego, and is under the control of CLAUDIUS-Dudley (cludle). In appearance he is identical to our

POSTHUMUS LEONATUS, but his effect on the kingdom is the opposite — he has a rapacious nature. As
we progress, we’'ll discover attributes Mercurial and Martial belong to our self-describing writer.

Tragedy — Death
tragedy: /b ‘A classical or Renaissance verse drama, written in an elevated style and dealing with the
downfall or death of the protagonist, typically a political leader or royal personage, who is brought to ruin
because of his own error or fault, or because of conflict with a greater force (such as Fate, or the gods).

Aristotle described tragedy as a noble death caused by the protagonist’s failure to act on events
or circumstances, or a miscalculation in one’s actions—of having aimed at a high objective but fallen
short. He called it (Gr) hamartia. Shakespeare’s tragedies follow this idea closely. A reversal of fortune is
almost accidental, an event of mischance or happenstance (L. casus), and not the fault of a serious flaw
in the protagonist. The simplest error of judgement may become an agency of the (L) Moirae, or Fates:
the inescapable destiny of man. Shakespeare differs from classical tragedians in one patrticular:
fatefulness is not absolute. This is because identity is not necessarily absolute —it may be divided. The
writer’s half characterized as protagonist, is of one character; the opposing half, as antagonist, is of
another quite different character. Despite his amphibious form, both identities are tied by Fate to one
another; either they die together, or—with only a pessimistic sense of triumph—one will succeed the other
after mortal combat.
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In Shakespeare’s Tragedies we find a lesser antagonist / alter ego who aims to overthrow his ego
and dispossess him. A lieutenant may hate his superior (Othello); the son of a Minister of State may
conspire with the usurping king to displace a rightful heir (Hamlet); a victorious commander may submit to
an inferior counterpart in order to punish his ungrateful nation (Coriolanus). Shakespeare’s Comedies and
Tragedies are alike in autobiographically presenting the writer’s existential struggle. Ultimately, the
difference between the two classes is that warring parties are irreconcilable in tragedy. In comedy, as
mentioned above, they are not only reconcilable, but even marriageable.

Shakespeare dissects this theme in many ways. The ‘More’ is the greater and protagonist; the
‘Lesser’ is antagonist. Hamlet is More, and Laertes is Less. Othello is More, lago is Less. They are the
purest expressions of the writer’s split identities. This essential scheme may be varied within subplots.
THE EARL OF GLOUCESTER'’s two sons EDMUND and EDGAR, for example, are similar, but the true
representative of ‘More’ is in question; the responsibility for Cordelia’s death is by a ‘more-ish’ Edmund
(deMond : Richmond), the evil culprit, while his elder half-brother Edgar (deDieu : Tudor) is ‘very’ virtuous.

A sleight of identities at the last moment reconciles this seeming inconsistency:

EDMUND King Lear V.3 164-70
164  What you have charged me with, that have I done,
And more, much more. The time will bring it out. time, historic metonym agency of Wm. Cecil
166 "Tis past, and so am I.—But what art thou past, (L) praeter: ‘beyond, more’
That hast this fortune on me? If thou’rt noble, thou’rt, art thou, anagram wp Tudor
168  1do forgive thee.
EDGAR de Gar, (E) gad: ‘variant or alteration of God’ (OED), (Fr) dieu, hence Tu-dieu.
Let’s exchange charity. charity, (L) benignitas: ‘kindness’, wp ‘related by kinship’

I am no less in blood than thou art, Edmund;
170 If more, the more thou’st wronged me.

The ‘exchange of charity’ is an ‘exchange of kindness’. They don’t swap their respective claims or rights
of birth and inheritance; instead they amalgamate them. Note the signature timesis—’Tis ‘More’, and ‘So’
am1I (1.166)—So + more, St. More.

Losing Faire: ‘to do’[r] — the Name of Action (Hamlet Iil.1 88) — Oxford-Seymour as Acltaeon
Losing Molior: ‘to set in motion’

‘Oxford’ is faced with a difficult choice. He may assert his true identity, but it will likely weaken the
Monarchy and harm the reputation of his mother. He may lack the forcefulness or ruthlessness to govern
effectively. Though he appears to favor religious toleration, he may not be able to reform injustices
against recusants or non-conformists. Or he might speak the truth of corruption he’s seen, and die of an
almost self-inflicted wound, like Actaeon in Greek Myth. This is likely the point of HAMLET’s most famous
soliloquy: What will be, if and when he’s vindicated? What then? What More?

Here HAMLET speaks for the writer in what may well be Shakespeare’s most polished set-piece:

HAMLET Hamlet 11l.1 76-82
76 Who would fardels bear,
~ Who would fardels [25 ‘A burden..sorrow’] bear [meronym re: John or Rob Dudley], ~
~ Who would Leicester bear, ~

77 To grunt and sweat under a weary life,
~ To grunt [‘low sound by a hog’] and sweat [(L) sudor: wp Tudor, but substituting (L) sus: ‘pig, boar’,
emblem of Earldom of Oxford, for the royal house of Tudor] under a weary [wordplay V pron.as W Vere-y,
from (L) verres: ‘a male swine, boar-pig’] life [(L) vita, anima: ‘soul’], ~
~ To grunt and sweat under a Vere-y life, ~
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» Perhaps an early reference to the ‘sweating’ of pig-iron (sow-iron) as it cools, but certainly
wordplay with a transitive pun on Tudor/Sudor.

78 But that the dread of something after death,
~ But that the dread [(L) vereri: ‘fear’, wp Vere; (L) revereri: ‘to stand in awe of, to feel dismay in the
face of’] of something [wp some + thing, (L) mers: ‘article’, likely alluding to Sommerset] after
[(L) succedere: ‘to come after, or in place of’] death [(L) mors], ~
~ But that the re-Vere-ing of Somers succeeding Mors, ~
~ But that the re-Vere-ing, of some commodity succeeding Mors, ~

79 The undiscovered country, from whose bourn
~ The undiscovered [(L) inrepertus: wp in-reportare: ‘to carry (bear) back’, ‘to bring back home as a
victor’] country [(L) patria, patrius: ‘property inherited from one’s father’], from whose bourn [wp borne/
born, alluding to his Sommerset’s re-engineering of Oxford’s birth and the miscarriage of his identity] ~
~ The miscarried inheritance, from whose birth ~

80 No traveler returns, puzzles the will,
~ No traveler [wp wanderer, (L) error: ‘heir-Or’] returns [(L) referre: wp re-ferrum: returns to iron,
make dure, referring to (Welsh) Tudur, Ty-dur: Hard House, House of Steel; alt. return, (L) remeare: wp re:
‘again’ + wp meare: (E) sea, mere], puzzles [0 ‘To cause (someone) to feel confused or perplexed’] the

will [(L) legare: ‘bequest, will’; alt. will: (L) mos, moris: ‘will, humour, inclination’], ~

~ No Heir-Or Seas again, perplexes the Will, ~

81 And makes us rather bear those ills we have
~ And makKes [(L) facere, (Fr) faire: metonym ‘to do, to make’] us rather [(L) potius: ‘more, preferably’]
bear [(L) perferre: ‘endure’, ‘to carry through’] those ills [(L) malus: ‘evil’] we have ~
~ And makes us prefer to en-Dure those evils we have ~

82 Than fly to others that we know not of?
~ Than fly [wp (L) volo, volare: ‘to fly’, (L) volo, velle: to be willing’] to others [(L) diversus: wp de Vere
(Oxford), as unrelated in blood to St. More/Seymour] that we know [(L) cognoscere: ‘recognize’] not
[wp naught, (L) nihil: ‘nothing’] of? ~
~ Than Will to de-Veres that we recognize naught of? ~

Once More:

76 ~ Who would Leicester bear,
To grunt and sweat under a Vere-y life,

78 But that the re-Vere-ing of Somers|et’s] succeeding Mors, ~
The miscarried inheritance, from whose birth ~

80 No Heir-Or Seas again, perplexes the Will, ~ Will, (L) mos, moris: ‘humour, inclination’
And makes us prefer to en-Dure those evils we have ~

82 Than Will to de-Veres that we recognize nothing of? ~

Hamlet is famously beset with indecision. As it turns out, a great tide in the affairs of state will sweep him
to his grave without ever having to truly take vengeful action. Tardy self-defense supplants the oath to
avenge his father’s murder.

Marriage in Tragedy

The ‘marriage’ of the writer’s antithetical identities brings about the death of both. The marriage of
ROMEO and JULIET, of OTHELLO and DESDEMONA, the intended marriage of HAMLET and OPHELIA, and
the de facto marriage of ANTONY and CLEOPATRA, all precipitate annihilation. The two contending political
‘Houses’ therein represented —the Houses of Tudor and Dudley—cannot live in lasting harmony. Yet each
spouse is inseparable from the other, and when one dies, the mate will follow.
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Nothing in literature is more starkly pathetic than OTHELLO’s realization he has murdered his wife
and attendant spirit — what we recognize as the figurative characterization of his ‘other half’:

OTHELLO Othello V.2 96-8
96 What’s best to do?

If [Emilia] come in, she’ll sure speak to my wife. (she) Emilia, < (L) aemulus: ‘a rival’
98 My wife! my wife! what wife? I have no wife.

The writer speaks of the loss of the Daemon—the (L) Mollis Aer (wp ‘soft heir’, the less heritable heir), or
(L) mulier (woman)—within himself, but it plays equally true in a dramatic reading. Therein lies
Shakespeare’s artistic strength: he is truly sick at heart. Grief at the loss of the beautiful spirit that guides
his life pours into his words.

The question of a marriage between Princess Elizabeth and Lord Admiral Thomas Seymour is
repeatedly raised in the Canon; and this is the likely source of the association in the artist’s mind between
marriage and death. We’ve noted an important quote concerning this in the short sketch on Elizabeth (see
p. 44). Here are a few more from Hamlet:

Hamlet 111.1 142-49 1 say we will have no more marriage. (see p.44).
Hamlet 111.2 321 — “O wonderful son, that can so ’stonish a mother!” ‘stonish, contr. (L) marmor: Seamor
Hamlet V.1 183 — “Pinch wanton on your cheek, call you his mouse,” mouse, (L) muris

Wit
“Nor Fire, nor cank’ring Age, as Naso said,

Of his, thy wit-fraught Booke shall once invade.
(L. Digges. TO THE MEMORIE... First Folio preface, 1623)

How is it that ‘Shakespeare’—a body of literary compositions almost entirely
devoted to verbal Wit—can have attracted so little study as to the nature of that Wit?

This essay posits Shakespeare is always witty. When writing of the most tragic and gloomy
events, his characters may appear earnestly grave, but clever Wit can be found in the words. It must be
that way; he presents two tales together, and that structure cannot be achieved without a mercurial
dexterity of language. You may believe this because those who prefaced the early Folio printings with
dedicatory epistles, poems, and eulogies, tell us it is so.

Our writer finds it impossible to remain mirthless at the absurdities of his life. In a sense, the
words of Shakespeare have a witty kind of super integrity. At foundation, they are only too ‘hard’—too dur,
to dare, too deer, too door, too dure ... Tudor if you will—and may be understood so with confidence; but
on the surface the words are ‘soft’, tender, (L) mollis, tener, submissus; (Fr) tendre, soumis — easily bent
to the will of others. His twisted form of speech artistically recapitulates the writer himself.

wit: 8a ‘That quality of speech or writing which consists in the apt association of thought and
expression, calculated to surprise and delight by its unexpectedness; ... with reference to the
utterance of brilliant or sparkling things in an amusing way. (OED)

Wit should be surprising to the listener. An example is STEPHANO’s delight at the wit of TRINCULO
in The Tempest (see p.175); it causes him to repeat a punch-line. When we hear something amusing we
want to hear it again, and this is a facet of Shakespeare. He repeats for entertainment, but even more, he
repeats for emphasis. The essence of his witty /nvention is found in forms of repetition — a scheme of
metonymy and kennings that appears extensively throughout. He re-phrases, names again, divides the
subject in two, explores antithesis, and more; these are all favorite devices. When you read Shakespeare
—see double, think double. To—too—two—Tu.

Wit is the quality mentioned more frequently than any other in the dedicatory poems to
Shakespeare’s First Folio and in commentaries about him from that period. Wit is a broad term
infrequently used today. We shouldn’t think that it necessarily means that Shakespeare was a great
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humorist—though, of course, he could be very funny. ‘Shakespeare’ was extraordinarily good at divergent
thinking. His word associations run the gamut of polysemy, and he can apply them faultlessly.

The more you study words, the more you sense how inventive has been our collective creativity
in the course of time. The most unexpected links are often found when regarding the full list of variations
lumped under a single dictionary heading. But to find a writer exercising his imagination through that full
list staggers the mind and makes for endless entertainment.

humor: (OED) 9a ‘The ability of a person to appreciate or express what is funny or comical; a sense of
what is amusing or ludicrous.’
The great body of Shakespeare is clever, quick, and sharp; but above all, he writes with political

purpose. Wit is central to that purpose. So excellent was Shakespeare’s Wit, and so fundamental is Wit to
the reading of it, that Ben Jonson asserts there is no great playwright of antiquity to compare with him:

[Nature] “will vouchsafe no other Wit.
The merry Greek, tart Aristophanes, merry, wp mer, (Fr) mer: ‘sea’ + -y, suffix: ‘having qualities of’

Neat Terence, witty Plautus, now not please;
To the memory of my beloved, The AUTHOR, Mr William Shakespeare

» Note how Ben Jonson has punned on the surnames of our writer in the adjectives describing his
classical forebears:
merry = Sea-ish, Mer-ry (Fr) mer, (E) mere;
tart, tarte: anagram Te-tar = Tudor, (L) amarus: ‘sour’;
Neat = ‘an ox or bullock’.

Put them together. We find Oxford-Tudor-More. Jonson is following Shakespeare’s Method. He has
modified the names of great Greek and Latin writers with Oxford’s qualities, not the reverse.

The Moor’s Trap — Sea-More?

Wit can be difficult to find, but once found, becomes indelible on the mind. We discover
Shakespeare’s tireless effort in virtually every line. “Every word” of ‘Shakespeare’ (0/S) does almost tell
us something of his several names. First among the names is St. More — Seymour — and our Moor uses
wit to ‘catch’ his Moorish mother by her conscience:

Sonnet 55

CLAUDIUS Hamlet 1il.2 232-3
What do you call the Play?
HAMLET
The Mouse-trap: Marry how? Tropically ...
~ The Mouse [(L) muris: ‘mouse, rat’, wp More’s]-trap [(L) laqueus: wp (E) aqueous, (I’ )aqueus:
‘abounding in water, moist’, watery, (L) aqua: ‘the sea’]: Marry [wp (L) mare: ‘the sea’] how [(L) quomodo: ‘in
what manner’, (L) moris: ‘regular practice’, ‘ways, conduct, mores’]? Tropically [rhetoric (L) tropus, (Gr) toomog:
‘“figure of speech’, ‘turn, way, manner’, hence (L) tropos varies slightly upon manners, (L) moris, mores.]... ~
~ The Moor’s Sea: Mare-more? Mannerly ... ~
~ The Moor’s Sea: Sea-more? Moorishly ... ~

It often seems a conceit that Shakespeare is funny. On the surface, i.e. from a superficial reading
of text, he’s not very good at making people laugh. Watch audiences closely and you’ll see they laugh at
action not words. ‘Shakespeare’ defies quick understanding. It is directors and actors who know how to
get laughs. You might say: people react to the ‘dumb show’—they react to a polished stage production
that is almost fully a later accretion—rather than to the original script. Things may have been different in
the quick-witted 16th century, but we doubt it was different enough. A decline in the popularity of Oxford’s
works in the century following his death is likely lost topical currency. His rediscovery in the mid-18th
century was more due to the refined staging of his plays than to an understanding of his words. Much of
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the wit passes unremarked because it is subtle indeed — and pervasive such that little stands proud of
the rest. Yes, there are hidden gems of wit that will curl your toes. Even still, the writer often uses double-
entendre to imply a sexual jest such that you will miss an important political and existential connection:
Sonnet 135

Who ever hath her wish, thou hast thy Will,
2 And Will to boot, and Will in over-plus.

More than enough am I that vex thee still,
4 To thy sweet will making addition thus.

Wilt thou, whose will is large and spacious,
6 Not once vouchsafe to hide my will in thine?

Shall will in others seem right gracious,
8 And in my will no fair acceptance shine?

The sea, all water, yet receives rain still
10 And in abundance addeth to his store;

So thou, being rich in Will, add to thy Will
12 One will of mine to make thy large Will more.

Let no unkind , no fair beseechers kill;

14 Think all but one, and me in that one Will.

We’ve marked significant words in this Sonnet, including several so important to the Shakespeare
Canon we have included them in the Glossary (see p.352). This selection is a ‘Proof’ or Counsel to the
reader, where critical information on the writer’s identity is spelled out in rhetorical devices that, once
explained, command our attention. Yet, because commenters have misunderstood it completely, it has
been the source of much speculation about the writer’s sexuality and raises questions of censorship.
Review a passage of introductory material from Shakespeare’s sonnets.com by Oxquarry Books, Ltd.,
Oxford, UK:

“This and the following sonnets ring the changes on the potential bawdy connotations of one word, ‘will’.
Commentators have identified six or seven relevant meanings (not all of them bawdy). Any reader of the
two sonnets (this and the following one) soon realizes that the hidden meanings are of greater importance
than the surface meaning. In fact the obvious signification of will as ‘volition, desire, intent’ is often
suppressed entirely, and a straightforward reading of the poem, bypassing or ignoring all the bawdy puns,
tends to produce nonsense. One therefore has to be aware of these other meanings to make sense out of
apparent nonsense.”

The entire poem turns on the meaning of Will / will; but let’s not overlook the obvious signification of will
as ‘volition, desire, intent’. What happens when we transpose (E) will, to (Latin) mos, moris, mores, more?

(Latin) mos, moris [etymology dubious; perhaps root ma-, measure], hence ‘manner, custom,
way, etc’, ‘self-will, humour’ (Lewis & Short. A Latin Dictionary, 1879), including various
forms: (L) more, mores.

We find Will / will rotates on the metonyms More / more, representing the writer as the St. Maur heir to
Tudor. This is surely an example true to the writer’s counsel:

“That every word doth almost tell my name.” (Sonnet 76.7)

Sonnet 135 is a study in More, with all instances of Will resolving into definitions, colloquial phrases, and
historical information, once we make that playful substitution. The polysemic potential of will is unleashed
into authentic readings rather than bawdy metaphor.


http://sonnets.com
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Sonnet 135
1 Who ever hath her wish, thou hast thy Will,

~ Who [(L) uter: 5 ‘which of two’, II. ‘whichsoever of two’; with possible anagram ~ tuter ~] ever
[metonym ever / E.Ver] hath her wish [(L) velle, wp vel: ‘or’, (L) aureum, the golden element of Tudor and St.
Maur.], thou [(L) tu] hast [(L) porto: ‘carry, bear’, have] thy [(L) tuus, timesis An element of Tudor.] Will [(L)
moris, more; wp surname More.]. ~

~ Which E .Vere hath her Or, Tu-d’Ors thy More, ~

2 And Will to boot, and Will in over-plus.
~ And Will [(L) moris, more; wp surname More.] to boot [(L) ultro: ‘to the further, beyond’, more.], and
Will [(L) moris, more; wp surname More.] in over-plus [(L) plus: Aa ‘An additional or extra quantity’]. ~
~ And More beyond, and More in addition. ~

3 More than enough am I that vex thee still,
~ More [(L) moris, more; wp surname More.] than enough [(L) sat, satis: ‘sufficient, satisfactory’; (L)
haereo: ‘to sit’, wp heir] am I [(L) sum] that vex [(L) mordere: ‘vex, mortify’] thee still [(L) immotus: ‘motionless’,
‘steadfast, firm’, wp (L) durus, (E) dure], ~
~ More than heir am I that mortify thy Dure, ~

4 To thy sweet will making addition thus.
~ To thy sweet [(L) sequentia, suita: ‘that which follows, the sequence’] will [(L) testamentum: ‘A last will
or testament’; alt. (L) mos, moris, more: ‘self-will, ‘according to the will or humor of another’] making [(L) facere,
faciendi] addition [(L) adjectio: ‘an adding to, addition’, more; alr. (E) addition, 5 ‘heraldry A device added to a coat
of arms as a mark of honor; opposed to abatement, or diminution’ ] thus [(L) sic, (E) so]. ~
~ To thy succeeding testament making more-so. ~

5 Wilt thou, whose will is large and spacious,
~ Wilt [(E) will: ‘to be willing’, (L) velle, wp vel: ‘or’] thou [(L) tu], whose will [(L) mos, moris, more:
‘self-will, ‘according to the will or humor of another’] is large [(L) amplus: ‘large, spacious’, (L) amplius: ‘more,
further’] and spacious [(L) amplus: ‘large, spacious’, (L) amplius: ‘more, further’], ~
~ Wilt thou (Tudor), whose ‘self-more’ is more and more, ~

6 Not once vouchsafe to hide my will in thine?
~ Not once [(L) semel: ‘but once, no more than once’] vouchsafe [(L) concedere: 3 ‘to grant, concede,
allow’] to hide [(L) abdere: transf. ‘to hide, conceal’] my will [(L) testamentum: ‘A last will or testament’] in thine
[(L) tuus]? ~
~ Not once allow to conceal my more in thine? ~

7 Shall will in others seem right gracious,
~ Shall will [(L) moris, more: ‘self-will’] in others [(L) diversus, alius] seem [(L) videri: ‘To see with the
minds eye’, ‘to perceive, mark, discern, understand’] right [(L) vere: wp metonym Vere] gracious [(L) propitius:
‘favorable, well-disposed, kind’, (E) propitious: ‘gracious’, ‘merciful’], ~
~ Shall more in deVeres seem verily mer-sey-ful, ~

8 And in my will no fair acceptance shine?
~ And in my will [(L) moris: ‘self-will’] no fair [metonym (It) fare, (L) facere: ‘to do’, wp Tu-d’o[h]]
acceptance [(L) acceptio] shine [(L) aura: ‘the air, a breath of air’, ‘a bright light, gleam, glittering’, wp heir.]? ~
~ And in my More, no Tudor acceptance heir? ~

9 The sea, all water, yet receives rain still
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~ The sea [(L) mare; (Welsh) mor], all [(L) totus, wp to do[h], Tudor.] water [(L) aqua: Il ‘water’, A ‘The
sea’, D ‘rain’], yet [(L) tamen: ‘nevertheless’] receives [(L) capere: ‘to take possession of, enter into’] rain [(L)
pluvia, wp regnum: ‘kingly government’, (E) reign] still [(L) mors, opposite of (E) quick: ‘alive’] ~
~ The More, Toda[h] More, nevertheless accepts mors reign ~

10 And in abundance addeth to his store;
~ And in abundance [(E) abundant, (L) amplus, amplius: ‘more’] addeth [(E) more, v.2 1 “To augment’, 2
“To grow, increase’; (E) Ia ‘To put in as an additional element’] to his store [(E) 6a ‘a treasure’, 7¢ ‘accumulated
resources’]; ~
~ And in riches adds more to his treasure; ~
~ And in riches mores his treasure; ~

11 So thou, being rich in Will, add to thy Will
~So [(E) adv., conj. I ‘In the way or manner described’, in the same manner.] thou [(L) tu, rimesis Tu-dor],
being [(L) sum] rich [(L) ferax, wp ferreus: ‘made of iron’, (Welsh) Ty-dur: ‘house of iron’, hard house.] in Will [(L)
moris, more; wp surname More.], add [] to thy [(L) tuus: ‘your’] Will [(L) moris, more; wp surname More.] ~
~ More Tu, being Dure within More, mores thy More ~

12 One will of mine to make thy large Will more.
~ One [(L) unus] will [(L) moris, more: ‘self-will’] of mine [(L) meus] to make [(E) fare: 65 ‘a proceeding,
action; ‘doings’; (It) fare, (L) facere: ‘to make, do’, wp Tudo(h)] thy large [(L) amplus, amplius: ‘more’] Will [(L)
moris, more; wp surname More.] more [(E) more: adj., adv., n.3 1b ‘Greater in number, duration’]. ~
~ One more of mine to fare thy more More more. ~

13 Let no unkind, no fair beseechers kill;
~ Let no unkind [(E) 2 ‘Not of one’s own people; foreign, alien, unfamiliar’; (L) abhorrens:
‘incompatible, averse’, wp a-boar-ent (de Vere).], no fair [wp (E) fare: ‘to-do’(r), Tudor.] beseechers [(L) supplex: ‘a
humble petitioner’] kill [(L) mortificare: ‘to kill’, ‘to mortify’]; ~
~ Let no a-Boar-ent, no Tudor suppliant mortify; ~

14 Think all but one, and me in that one Will.
~ Think [(L) credere: 2 ‘to believe a thing.. as true’] all [(L) totus, wp two-d’ors] but [(L) modo: ‘only’]
one [(L) unus, hence One-d’Or], and me in that one [(L) unus] Will [(L) moris, more; wp surname More.]. ~
~ Believe Two-d’Ors only One-d’Or, and me in that One More. ~

Once More: Sonnet 135
~ Which E .Vere hath her Or, Tu-d’Ors thy More,

2 And More beyond, and More in addition.

More than heir am I that mortify TyDure,
4 To thy succeeding testament making more-so.

Wilt thou (Tudor), whose ‘self-more’ is more and more,
6 Not once allow to conceal my more in thine?

Shall more in deVeres seem verily mer-sey-ful,
8 And in my More, no Tudor heir accept?

The More, Toda[h] More, nevertheless accepts more reign
10 And in riches adds more to his treasure;

More Tu, being Dure within More, mores thy More
12 One more of mine to fare thy more More more.

Let no a-Boar-ent, no Tudor suppliant mortify;
14 Believe Two-d’Ors only One-d’Or, and me in that One More. ~
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Wit and Repetition — Resolving Identity

In truth, you will not be able to understand Shakespeare’s words without discovering his hidden
identity — the hidden Mare and the hidden More. Even passages that appear non sequitur will be found
relevant. Repetition marks the true subject, and clever Wit plays with meaning. In the following passage,
we find ROMEO representing an inverted ‘MORE-O’, a “frank”/(L) verus, conversion of More. He is Oxford
(de Vere), and JULIET is St. More; the two must be ‘married’ for the writer to become ‘whole’. He uses
emphasis to tie the definitions of Sea and More together—sea, bounty, boundless, deep, more—and to
exclude Vere as a thing apart — twisted, or turned back upon itself (L. versus):

ROMEO Romeo and Juliet 1.2 131-35
Wouldst thou withdraw it? For what purpose, love? love, (L) amor
JULIET
But to be frank and give it thee again. frank: ‘sincere’, (L) verus, wp Vere
And yet I wish but for the thing I have. JULIET is the thing — a’More. thing, (L) res: ‘matter’
My bounty is as boundless as the sea, bounty, (L) largus boundless, (L) immensus sea, (L) mare
My love as deep; the more I give thee, love, (L) amor deep: n.3 “The deep sea’
The more I have, for both are infinite. infinite, (L) immensus, mare (‘the sea’, Cicero)

The thing possessed by JULIET is More. Bounty, as (L) largus or amplus (comparative: amplius), is
More; boundless, as (L) immensus or mare, is More; the sea, as (L) mare is More; the deep, as (L) mare
is More; infinite, as (L) immensus, is More; even More is More. In this manner ‘Shakespeare’ constructs
his memorial, stone by stone, pier by pier, mole by mole, of (L) marmor: ‘marble’. ROMEO, a converted or
corrupted More-O, is mentioned, but is not given the same treatment as the writer’s true name.

In the following lines, HAMLET seems lost in thought and doesn’t respond to news from
POLONIUS, or so you might think. Again, repetition tells us both the character’s and the writer’s identity:

POLONIUS Hamlet I11.2 374-382
374 My Lord; the Queen would speak with you, and presently.
~ My Lord [wp (L) dominus; timesis surname Do + minus: (L) parvus, minor: ‘inferior’, lesser.]; the Queen
[(L) regina; i.e. historical Elizabeth I, masked as Gertrude.] would [wp wood] speak [(L) for: ‘to speak, say’] with
you [(L) Tu], and presently [(L) mox: ‘thereupon’: 3 ‘On that subject or matter; wp (L) mos, moris: ‘the manner’,
‘more’; wp (L) brevis: ‘shortly’, likely referring to simesis Sey and Tu in this line.]. ~
~ My Do-Minus; the Queen would Sey with Tu, and More-ly. ~

HAMLET
375 Do you see yonder cloud? that’s almost in shape like a Camell.

~ Do [timesis (It) fare: ‘to do’] you [timesis (L) Tu] see [wp timesis Sey] yonder [adj. B.la ‘more distant’; adv.
A.la ‘over there’] cloud [~ anagram dudley; n.9a transf. ‘ Anything that obscures or conceals’]? that’s almost [(L)
fere: ‘nearly’; wp fairly.] in shape [(L) forma: ‘shape’; transf. ‘manner’, more.] like [(L) similas: ‘similar’] a Camel
[wp (L) camela: ‘A female camel’, and (L) camilla: ‘A maid of unblemished birth and character’; the spelling of
Camell is intermediate between (L) camela and camilla.]. ~

~ Tu-Do[r] See that Cloud over ¢’ heir? that’s fair-ly in More like a Virgin. ~

POLONIUS
376 By the Misse, and it’s like a Camell indeed.

~ By the Misse [wp (eccl. L) missa: ‘mass’, and misse, mistress, (L) magistrissa: ‘A woman who has
charge of a..young person’; hence, what appears an emphatic assertion or a mild oath: “By the Mass”, is actually
referring back to Queen Gertrude, Hamlet’s mother; the discussion between Polonius and Hamlet follows the
‘cloudy’ subject of the Queen, in life, a Miss, an unmarried woman.], and it’s like [adj.3 ‘Similar or identical to
something of the same kind previously mentioned’] a Camell [wp (L) camela: ‘A female camel’, and (L) camilla: ‘A
maid of unblemished birth and character’; the spelling of Camel is intermediate between (L) camela and camilla.]
indeed [‘in action’, in the act of doing.]. ~
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~ By the Mistress, and it’s like a Maiden in the act. ~
» ‘The Virgin Queen’ is the Mistress of our fortunate/unfortunate writer.

HAMLET
377 Methinks it is like a Weasel.
~ Methinks [v.a ‘It seems to me’] it is like [adj.3 ‘Similar or identical to something of the same kind
previously mentioned’] a Weasel [(L) mus, muris: ‘mouse’, ‘The ancients included under this name the rat, marten,
sable, ermine’, wp More, Moor; with double-meaning weasel: n.7 ‘An equivocal statement or claim; ambiguous,
quibbling’; Of persons: using evasive words.]. ~
~ It seems to me it is like a Muris. ~

POLONIUS
378 It is back’d like a Weasel.

~ It is back’d [wp (L) dorsum, as verb (E) v. dorse, back: 3 ‘To form the back of, lie at the back of” (E) III.
10a “To mount on the back of’, attested to Venus and Adonis, 1594, allowing for double-entendre with 111. 11 “To
cover (used of animals in copulation’ 7658); likely council on the arrangement of dorsum muris ~ ‘sum-dor si-mur’]
like [adj.3 ‘Similar or identical to something of the same kind previously mentioned’] a Weasel [(L) mus, muris:
‘mouse’, ‘The ancients included under this name the rat, marten, sable, ermine’, wp More, Moor; here again, we find
an implied Mur-ishness in the Queen that raises the question of a secret marriage between Th. Seymour and
Elizabeth Tudor.]. ~

~ It is sum d’Or like a Si-Mur. ~

HAMLET
379 Or like a whale?

~ Or [timesis Or, the second syllable of Tudor and Seymour; the element of ‘gold’ in the royal family, as in
Edward V1] like [adj.3 ‘Similar or identical to something of the same kind previously mentioned’] a whale [(L)
cetus: If pronounced with a soft C, rimesis, wp Sea-Tus; ‘Any large sea-animal, a sea-monster’ (Lewis and Short),
‘particularly a species of whale’, wp A person from Wales?]? ~

~ Or, the Same as a Sea-creature? ~
» HAMLET tests POLONIUS with similarities and exact likenesses. Hamlet identifies the Or (gold)
in the Mus who might “mount” a spotless Virgin, or at least rearrange her name.

POLONIUS
380 Verie like a whale.
~ Verie [wp Vere-y] like [(L) similas: precisely ‘like’] a whale [(L) cetus: ‘Sea-monster’; transitive (MFr)
monstrer: ‘pretender, claimant’; (L) porcus marinus: ‘the sea-hog, porpoise’, or (L) verres marinus.]. ~
~ Vere-y, like a Sea-pretender. ~
~ Vere-y, like a Tu-Sea. ~
» POLONIUS now corrects HAMLET s mistake in the previous line: no, not ‘Or’ like a whale, but
Vere-y like a whale — two different bloodlines from the Same-Ore.

HAMLET
381 Then will I come to my Mother, by and by:

~ Then [adv. I.1a ‘At that time’] will I come [(L) accedere: ‘to enter upon work’, ‘to begin public life’; ‘to
approach’; (E) accession: n.9 ‘The attainment..of an office of rank or power, esp. that of monarch’] to my Mother
[i.e. Queen Elizabeth], by and by [A.1) ‘In order of succession’; wp by this or by that, ‘by hook or by crook: ‘by all
or any means, fair or foul’]: ~

~ At that time will I accede to my Mother, by one means or another: ~
» HAMLET is not fooled ... nor is Oxford. Only by submitting himself to the rule of Wm. Cecil, and
by agreeing to the entailed role of de Vere, will he accede to the throne.
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One of the most difficult tasks in writing an essay on Wit is to refrain from using the same sort of
wit by way of explanation. Humor can be a technical subject, and certainly self-deprecation requires the
reader to know the object well, or else the humor will be lost. Sly Oxford explains it much better in the
mouth of FALSTAFF, that most corpulent collection of Wits ever crammed into a “compounded Clay-man”
— verily, a dauber: ‘one who makes a false show’ and a many-voiced production within a single author.
(see Pseudonyms — Allonyms, p.256).

FALSTAFF The Second Part of King Henry the Fourth 1.2 6-10

6 Men of all sorts take a pride to gird at me: gird, (Fr) railler: “To jest or gibe; wp (E) real: ‘Of the king’
the brain of this foolish compounded Clay-man is not able clay, (Fr) argile: wp R-guile, R-wile

8 to invent anything that tends to laughter, more than I (1.9) invent, wp (Fr) inventer: ‘into heir’
invent, or is invented on me. I am not only witty in myself, witty: (Fr) amusant

10 but the cause that wit is in other men. other: (Fr) autre, wp re: ‘twice’ + (L) aut: ‘or” men, (L) vir

As FALSTAFF is the source of Wit in others, let ‘Shakespeare’ help us learn to think wittily about
things. He couches a more pleasant world in mirth and merriment. Far from being frivolous, this kind of wit
helps adjust our attitude. Though it be Moria (as Erasmus calls it), it is a pleasant foolishness.

| know what readers may say: “This is not what Shakespeare meant—this is purely ‘Ox-Seymour-
an’ imagination run amok.” And for that we thank them. That they might even think it possible flatters us
no end. But alas, our great writer has supplied the template. We are only as creative as the artist working
with paint-by-numbers — he gave the pattern and we ‘color’ the page as advised. We the readers put
back what was removed by the writer to avoid state censorship. To discover his Monument requires some
Wit, but any reader can do as much whether one is a poet or a farmer. All you really need is the desire to
understand your language a little better.

Repetition in the Dedication to The Rape of Lucrece

The dedications to the early Folio Editions of ‘Shakespeare’ are of singular importance to the
reader, as are the AUTHOR’S own dedications to Venus and Adonis and The Rape of Lucrece. They tell
us the identity of the writer, why his works are “tongue-tied”, and that he wills his (Welsh) Tudur-Seint
Mawr name to Henry Wriothesley, 3rd Earl of Southampton. Evidently, Southampton was Oxford’s son.
From this we understand the true significance of his Art — within is his testament and all he bequeaths:

TO THE RIGHT HONORABLE HENRY WRIOTHESLY

“VVhat I have done is yours, what I have to doe is yours,
being part in all I have, devoted yours. VVere my worth greater,
my duety would shew greater, meane time, as it is, it is bound
to your Lordship; To whom I wish long life still lengthned with
all happinesse.”

Your Lordship in all duety,

William Shakespeare.

Simple repetition of the writer’s names establishes a pattern of emphasis common to all ‘Shakespeare’.
Done and to do stand for the (Welsh) surname Tudor, Tudo(r), often played upon as (Fr) faire: ‘to do’.
Yours, repeated three times, gives us the ‘golden-Or’ particle; twice, or two-d’our for Tud’or, and one-
d’our for Seym-our; the y-, prefix likely represents Ia ‘Designations of persons related by birth, family, etc.’
The word greater is repeated twice and represents the (Welsh) mawr: ‘great, greater’; “Shew”, show,
qualifies the (Welsh) sieu, and approximates the sound of (Welsh) seint — as in St. Maur. Duety, duty,
repeated twice is an anagrammatic treatment of Ty-du(r), Tudur, ‘House of Dure’, or ‘Hard House’, as
found in King Lear (lll.2 61-4). All allows wordplay on (Latin) fotus: ‘all’, and Totus on Tudo(h)s/Tudor with
a non-rhotic r’. Your Lordship, represents Southampton — your likely binds him to Tudor and Seymour
within the writer’s rhetorical scheme. Were and worth play on the Vere name and Vere-th, with V being



Shakespeare — Oxford—Tudor-Seymour—0O/S 72

pronounced as W in Latin (the reference language in Lucrece). Vere is worth less than more/mawr:
‘greater’. Hence, all repeated words indicate proper nouns and, coincidentally, proper names belonging to
Oxford or Southampton, or both.

In 1577, Henry Wriothesley, 2nd Earl of Southampton (1545-81), revealed the name of his wife’s
suspected lover as ‘one DoneSame’. This appears a pseudonym; its construction cleverly particulates the
Tudor-Seymour name of the young man, our AUTHOR, who likely impregnated the 2nd Earls wife, Mary
Browne-Wriothesley, while he, the second Earl, was in the Tower of London from 1571-73. The use of the
past participle done and the infinitive to do may acknowledge Oxford’s part in the conception of 3rd Earl,
and his purpose to name Southampton heir to the Crown Tudors (see hankwhittemore.com/2014/03/12/

"A Timeline of Events in the Life of Henry Wriothesley, second Earl of Southampton (1545-81): Was he the Real
Father of the “Goodly Boy” Born on Oct. 6 15737”).

What is said of the character BASSANIO in The Merchant of Venice, may be said of Oxford: ‘all his
wealth runs in his veins’ (/l.2). He appears to have had little regard for the estates granted him in tenure
under the Earldom of Oxford, probably because he refused to claim what was not rightfully his. Yet, if our
writer is who he claims to be, he might be accommodated as a successor to Elizabeth and come into
nominal possession of Crown Lands according to feudal allodium, whereby the Monarch owns all land not
held in freehold title. Therefore, he might be forgiven for devoting himself to understanding principles of
commonwealth governance rather than the acquisition and husbandry of individual properties; and this is
the direction of Oxford’s (0/S) More specific Will in the dedication to The Rape of Lucrece:

~ The a’Mor I destine to y’our Lordship is without Mors: whereof
this Memorial without primordium is but an Ox-surpassing More-ity.
The Author-ity I have of y’our mer-itable nature, not the Vere-th

of my un-Tudor’d Vere-ses makes it certain of approval.
superfluous, (L) supervacuus, wp supervaccas: ~ beyond oxen ~

What I have Done is Y’ ours, what I have Tu-Du(r) is Y ours,

being part in Totus I have, dedicated Y’ ours. Were my Vere-th Mawr,
my Ty-du(e) would Sieu Mawr, meantime, as it is, it is cohered

to Y’ our Lordship,; To whom I wish more life still lengthened with
Totu(s) beati-tu-de. ~

Prefaces to the Folios
Not marble nor the gilded monuments

Of Princes, shall outlive this powerful rhyme ...
Sonnet 55

When the curtain opens, our true writer steps forward to reveal himself. The audience sits too
quietly in their seats. In the guise of a hundred vivid characters, MR. WILLIAM SHAKESPEARE “struts
and frets his hours upon the stage, then is heard no more.” Long after, his friends explain his meaning
with great care — but to what end? Evidently, only a few have bothered to read their instruction.

The prefatory material in the early Folio editions of Shakespeare give essential counsel to the
reader. Modern editions of Shakespeare’s Complete Works often by-pass or, at best, only briefly mention
the dedications. You must know what these fellows—his friends and greatest fans—have said of him. It's
often asked: why should we doubt the man from Stratford upon Avon is the true writer of ‘Shakespeare’?
Much of the answer lies in the cryptic messages given to us in the dedications. It must be considered
whether ‘Shakespeare’ himself coordinated efforts by Ben Jonson, Heminge and Condell, and the others,
to help set the stage for his Invention.


http://hankwhittemore.com/2014/03/12/
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Heminge and Condell “Shakespeare’s wit can no More lie hid ...”
The reader of Shakespeare delves the writer to his root. Listen carefully to his friends John
Heminge and Henry Condell ... they have something to tell us before we begin:
To the great Variety of Readers
“... we hope, to your divers capacities, you will find enough, both to draw, and hold
you for his wit can no More lie hid, then it could be lost. Read him, therefore; and
again, and again: And if then you do not like him, surely you are in some manifest
danger, not to understand him. (Preface to First Folio, John Heminge, Henry Condell)

Let this be the deepest admonition to you: The above under-lined clauses are not comparative, they are
together a most important premise in a deductive argument. If Shakespeare’s Wit without more lies
hidden, then it will be lost. Something there is in our writer’s Wit that must never More be named.
Without understanding Shakespeare’s More, you cannot hope to truly understand his words.

Heminge and Condell do not refer to the readers “divers capacities” but to an objective ‘de Vere’s
capacities’. They play with words in the manner of ‘Shakespeare’ (0/S). Perhaps Oxford wrote it himself:

your: adj. B.I1b ‘Modifying a noun denoting someone or something with which..people have a less
immediate or definite relation, as..a field of study.” (OED)

It is the capacities of divers:
di-, comb. form ‘in the general sense ‘twice, double’ (OED) + Vers; wordplay de Vere’s, i.e. Two Veres, as
we find in the title The Two Gentlemen of Verona.

It is particularly significant the name of Shakespeare is tied to Wit. A number of contemporary
writers make this association. There is a subtle wordplay on the word wit: (L) musa: ‘Muse’, punning on
(L) mus, muris: ‘a mouse or rat’, and (L) mur: ‘wall’, and playing on More and Moor. Even the writer’s
father is called “old mole”—‘old Sea-wall’—senior Sea-Mure (Hamlet 1.5 165). Wit also involves a contrast
between (L) ingenium, ingenii: ‘mental power, cleverness, genius’, ‘natural disposition’, and (L) ingigno:
‘implanted’, ‘not native’. The wordplay relies on the preposition in serving for both ‘into, towards’, but also
‘without’. In these opposite meanings, implied playfully in the word wit, is the dilemma facing our great
writer: he is ‘by natural disposition ingenious’; but if an unnatural, implanted identity—No More—is
allowed to supplant the true, he and his wit will be lost.

Shakespeare’s More was a danger to usurpers of the State. Certainly he was a terrifying threat to
the status of a small group of influential nobles and ministers who enriched themselves at the expense of
the monarchy and the populace of England, yet who derived their power from a Moor’s existence:

Hugh Holland “The life yet of his lines shall never out.”

Hugh Holland wrote a sonnet in the Preface to the First Folio: Upon the Lines and Life of ...
Shakespeare:
1 Those hands, which you so clapt, go now, and wring
~ Those hands [/3b ‘An artist..writer, etc., as the..originator of a work’; wp (E) workmen: (L) opera; alr.
(L) manus], which you so [meronym so] clapt [(L) plaudere], go [(L) meare, wp mere: ‘sea’] now [wp (L) modo,
modus: ‘more, manner’], and wring [twist, (L) verso, versare, wp Vere-so] ~
~ Those artists, which you approve so, Sea-more, and Vere, ~

2 You Britaines brave; for done are Shakespeares dayes:
~ You Britaines [(L) Britannus: ‘an inhabitant of Britain’, likely from (OIld Welsh) Priten, Prydain, and
(Welsh) pryd: ‘beauty’] brave [(L) fortis: ‘fort, strong’]; for done [(E) fare: ‘to go’, ‘to turn out] are [wp R(egius)]
Shakespeares dayes [wp (L) dies: ‘day’, (L) sol: ‘day personified’] ~
~ You, Beau-fort; for Done R Shakespeare’s days: ~
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3 His dayes are done, that made the dainty Plays,
~ His dayes [wp (L) dies, dius: ‘day’, (L) sol: ‘day personified’] are [wp R(egius)] done [past (E) do, the
root of ‘to do(r)'], that made [(L) facere, (It) fare] the dainty [(E) ‘delightful, pleasing’; (L) dignus: ‘worthy,
beautiful’] Plays [(L) fabula: ‘narrative, account’], ~
~ His sons-R Done, that made the worthy narratives, ~

4 Which made the Globe of heav’n and earth to ring.
~ Which [(L) uter] made [(L) facere, (It) fare] the Globe [(L) orbis, wp Two-d’Or] of heav’n [wp (L)
caelum: ‘the upper air’ (heir).] and earth [wp (L) solum: ‘base, soil, sole’] to ring [(L) resonare, personare. ~
~ Which turned the sole heir of Tudor to re-Son-ate. ~

5 Dry’de is that vein, dry’d is the Thespian Spring,
~Dry’de [(L) aridus: ‘withered’, 3 ‘barren’, wp R’dies.] is that vein [(L) arteria, vena: ‘a vein of metals’,
here, a seam of or ‘gold’ (Fr.d’or, L.aurum],dry’d [(L) aridus, wp R’dies] is the Thespian [< Thespis: ‘The
traditional father of Greek tragedy’] Spring [(L) Ver, wp Vere], ~
~ Barren is that Seam’Or, barren is the Tragic Vere, ~

6 Turn’d all to tears, and Phebus clouds his rayes:
~ Tarn’d [(L) convertere: ‘to turn’] all [(L) totus, metonym Tudors] to tears [(L) fletus: ‘lamenting,
mourning’], and Pheebus [mysh Apollo, the Sun / Son.] clouds [(L) obscurare: ‘to darken, obscure’] his rayes [(L)
Jjubar: ‘radiance, splendor’]: ~
~ Converting Tudors to mourning, and the Son obscures his splendor: ~

7 That corp’s, that coffin now besticke those bayes.
~ That corp’s [(L) corpus, codex: metonym ‘a book’], that coffin [(L) arca: ‘Ark’, ‘a safe, coffer’ ‘a
cistern, reservoir’,] now besticke [(E) ‘to cover, bedeck, adorn’; (L) manere: ‘to adhere to’, ‘to abide by’] those
bayes [(L) laurea: ‘laurels’, ‘a laurel crown or garland’], ~
~ The Book, that Ark, now adorns those laurels, ~

8 Which crown’d him Poet first, then Poets king.
~ Which crown’d [(L) coronare] him Poet [(L) poeta: ‘a maker, producer’, doer, wp timesis (Tu-d’or),
‘author’] first [(L) princeps, primus], then Poets [doer, wp timesis (Tu-d’or)] king [(L) rex]. ~
~ Which crown’d him d’Or prince, the d’Or king. ~

9 If Tragedies might any Prologue have,
~ If Tragedies (L) tragoedia] might any Prologue [(L) prologus: ‘a preface or introduction to a play’,
preface: 4a ‘A preliminary or introductory event, action, etc.)] have, ~
~ If Tragedies might any Precedent have, ~

10 All those he made, would scarse make one to this:
~ All [(L) totus, wp Tudo(h)s] those he made [(L) facere, (It) fare: ‘to do, make’], would scarse [wp (L)
rarus: two-d’R] make [(L) facere, (It) fare: ‘to do, make’] one [(L) unus] to this: ~
~ All those he has done, would hardly do one to this: ~

11 Where Fame, now that he gone is to the grave
~ Where [homonym Vere, Latin V pronounced as W.] Fame [(L) fama: ‘report, ramor’, report, wp re: ‘twice’
+ port: ‘door’], now [(L) iam; alt. modo] that he gone [(L) meo, meare: ‘to go, to pass’] is to the grave [] ~
~ Vere-Two-d’Or—1I am that he, gone to the grave ~

12 (Deaths public tyring-house) the Nuncius is,
~ (Deaths [(L) mors, wp (St.) Maur] public [(L) publicus, communis] tyring-house [‘a dressing room’; wp
(Welsh) Ty: ‘house’ + ring, (L) orbis: wp two-d’or]) the Nuncius [‘message’] is, ~
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~ (Mores common Ty-dur House) the Message is, ~

13 For though his line of life went soon about,

~ For [(L) propter, ob] though [(L) quamvis: ‘however much’] his line [(L) stirps: ‘lineage, stock,
family’] of life [(L) vita, anima; (L) aetas: ‘lifetime’, wp aestas: ‘summer’] went [(L) meo, meare: ‘to go, to pass’]
soon about [(L) brevi: ‘shortly’ + fere: ‘almost’, wp ‘fair’, (Fr) faire: ‘to do’; alt. ‘turned about’: (L) circum: ‘round
about’, hence: veered, (L) verso: ‘to turn about’.], ~

~ For though his lineage quickly veered, ~

14 The life yet of his lines shall never out.
~ The life [(L) vita: ‘state or period’] yet [Al.la ‘In addition, in continuing or repeating sequence’,
1b ‘one more’] of his lines [(L) versus] shall never [wp not ever, not E.Ver] out [2a ‘To reveal, disclose’]. ~
~ The More state of his verses shall not E.Ver reveal. ~

Mr. Holland has deliberately obscured his message, but dictionaries have offered a way through:

~ Those artists, which you approve so, Sea-more, and Vere,

2 You, Beau-fort; for Done R Shakespeare’s days:
His sons-R ne Do, that made the worthy narratives,

4 Which turned the sole heir of Tudor to re-Son-ate.
Barren is that Seam’Or, barren is the Tragic Vere,

6 Converting Tudors to mourning, and the Son obscures his splendor:
The Book, that Ark, now adorns those laurels,

8 Which crown’d him d’Or prince, then d’Or king.
If Tragedies might any Precedent have,

10 All those he has done, would hardly do one to this:
Vere-Two-d’Or —1I am that he, gone to the grave

12 (Mores common Ty-dur House) the Message is,

For though his lineage quickly veered,
14 The More state of his verses shall not E.Ver re-veal. ~

Where Tudor... the Message is. What is the thrust of Mr. Holland’s counsel? The true St. More ‘tragedy’
is the precedent for Shakespeare’s tragedies. The works do not properly relate to a life of the de Vere
bloodline — ~ his verses shall not E. Vere reveal. ~ This poem is a riddle. The All + Most of the writer is
More + Ever. Any reader may refer to the Latin and French meanings of words to solve wordplay and
riddles; however, it will save time for the student to memorize the few important metonyms and kennings
used by Shakespeare, and by his editors and admirers, to obliquely identify the writer’s subject and Self
(see: Glossary). Renown—(Latin) Fama and (Middle French) renom, (v. renommer)—plays on the literal
meaning of Fame: ‘to name again’. Further, it puns on (Fr) report: ‘carrying forward’, following, and the
construction re + port = Two-door.

This is the Prologue to Shake-speare’s Tragedies. His shamed identity was hidden at birth, and
he re-created under another name. He was [St] Maur or Seymour, described as the All of of his being, but
he lost Some to become E. Vere: Most. This chance event—a punishment meted to his parents—causes
him endless grief. For ‘Shakespeare' it is the tragic loss of his Heart or True Soul.

Ben Jonson

“Thou art a Moniment, without a tombe’ 7o the Memory of ... Shakespeare Ben Jonson
(OED) monumentum, monimentum: (classical Latin) ‘commemorative statue or building,
tomb, reminder, written record, literary work’

Ben Jonson tells us more about Shakespeare than anyone else — not all complimentary.
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When the subject of Shakespeare’s name is mentioned in the Canon and in prefatory materials to
the First Folio, you are sure to find twisted language and complex riddles. Fortunately, a variety of fairly
simple ‘linguistic proofs’ are built into ‘The Method’ that allow us to be certain of intent. Look how Ben
Jonson reveals the writer’s true name in the opening couplet of his Dedicatory Poem To the memory of ...
Mr. William Shakespeare; and he supplies a proof in the title to the work. Notice the enlarged print for
AUTHOR, and the relatively small print for the writer’s nom de plume, MR. WILLIAM SHAKESPEARE :

memory, wp Saym-mor beloved, wp a’More’d

To the memory of my beloved,

The AUTH@ AUTHOR: wp (L) aut: ‘or’ + or = Two-d’or
MR. WILLIAM SHAKESPEARE
AND
what he hath left us.

To draw no envy (Shakespeare) on thy name,
Am I thus ample to thy Booke, and Fame;

The enlarged AUTHOR, effectively Two-d’Or — (L) aut: ‘or’ + or — overshadows the much smaller proper
name. Similar rhetorical devices made evident by the typesetters are found throughout the First Folio.

Each word in Shakespeare may be compared to an exquisitely crafted stone of a marble
monument—a marmor monimentum, a ‘Sea-mor' Memorial. Perhaps it’s impossible to construct such a
monument solely from Mar and Mor, yet it will surprise you how far Wit carried our writer towards that
goal. By the clever selection of morphemes (word roots: ‘small Latin & small French), and by using the
variety of names and titles associated with his several identities and his antecedents—Seamore, Twodor,
Richmond, Oxford, Vere, Beaufort, Beauchamp, etc.—he’s left us more enduring reminders than might be
made with earthly stuff.

Jonson highlights the central place of metonymy in Shakespeare. To the uninitiated, these
metonyms strain belief, but with familiarity you’ll recognize them everywhere; they are the key to
Shakespeare’s distinctive syntax. They reveal hidden subject ‘matter’ that is very Deer to the authors
Hart. You already know ‘Ver class’ metonyms: ever, very, true, veritable, etc; but how about well, spring,
worm, ring ... and many character names from the plays and poems: The Boar, LAERTES, IAGO,
CORIOLANUS, MERCUTIO, and so on. These are ‘nicknames’ for the Mer (Sea / Mercury) + cutis (‘skin’)
that appears Edward de Vere. But there are ‘More class’ metonyms that relate to the fair and still essence
in the Same volatile Man — heart, light, amor — embodied in Adonis, the Ghost of Hamlet’s Father,
Othello, Hamlet. T’here (Heir), beneath the hide, beats the heart of a-More.

A complete survey of Jonson’s ‘Memory‘ — and indeed, in all Shakespeare — would record the
quantity and placement of proper name syllables: Tu, to, too, two, + or, our, ore; and So, some, same,
seem + our, or, ore; and See + More, Sea + Moor. These, of course, denote the correct surname of the
true author of the ‘Shakespeare’ canon: Tudor-Seymour (call him ‘de Vere’ if you like). Jonson’s poem is
constructed of simple word games that give eyewitness testimony of a ‘stolen’ royal child (or two) whose
existence until now has been rumored and surmised ... and “Howsoe’er ‘tis Strange, Or that the
negligence may well be laughed at, “Yet is it true” (Cymbeline 1.1 67-8). But that’s not Jonson’s most
surprising secret | He’s taken pains to tell us, “if we have wits to read” (1.24) :

1 To draw no envy (Shakespeare) on thy name, ~
~To draw [(L) scribere: ‘to write’; (L) extrahere: ‘to draw out’] no envy [(L) invidere: word play in: ‘not’ +
videre: ‘to see’; wp en-vy, NV (Ned Vere?: possible reinforcement of the statement extended through line 16 that
Vere is not the authors name. The author’s names appear in line 2.] (Shakespeare) on thy name, ~
~ To draft ‘See’ (Shakespeare) on thy name, ~



Shakespeare — Oxford—Tudor-Seymour—0O/S 77

2 Am I thus ample to thy Booke, and Fame;
~Am I [(L) sum] thus [(L) sic: ‘so’] ample [(L) amplius: ‘more’] to thy Booke [(L) liber, wp Li’Ver. I’ Vere;
(L) tabulae: ‘account-books’], and Fame [(L) fama: ‘report’, wp re: ‘again, twice’ + porta: ‘gate, door’; (OFr)
renomer: ‘renown’; lit. ‘again name’]; ~
~Am I So-More to thy L’Vere, and Two-door; ~
~Am I so ‘More’ toward thy account, and renown; ~

The first two lines reveal Jonson’s expectation that the reader will take some effort towards the
understanding of Shakespeare’s name. By making word associations with Latin cognates or analogues,
just as Shakespeare might do—of envy: (L) invidia, ample: (L) amplius, and fame: (L) fama—we may
uncover other names to amplify his true name. The Latin analogue for envy or invidiousness, is invidere:
‘to envy, grudge, to be envious of’ (Cassell’s Latin Dictionary). Jonson, a playful Latinist, employs invidere
as the composite of in: ‘without’ + videre: verb infinitive to see’. The in (‘without, lacking’) is canceled by
“no” before “envy” in the same manner that a negative sign before another negative produces a positive
number; in Latin “non with a negative following forms a weak affirmative” (Cassell’s). This is not unlike (!)
the same phrase in English: ‘not invisible’. Therefore, we have (simply): “To write See (Shakespeare) on
thy name”. Likewise in the second line: “ample” is an odd choice of words isn’t it? ‘Ample’ is a cognate of
(Latin) amplius: ‘more’; and so we find See-more ‘drafted’ on Shakespeare’s name; this, says Jonson, is
“to” (‘toward’) Shakespeare’s “Booke” (‘account’, his story), and Fame (L) fama: ‘report’. You may protest:
this is a coincidence or an anomaly, but we trust, when you review the entire work for internal coherency,
you’ll change your mind. This is precisely the sort of game ‘Shakespeare’ plays in the composition of his
plays and poems. Jonson’s encomium is so complete that there is hardly an aspect of Shakespeare’s
‘method’ or ‘process’ that is not touched upon. Why not take a look and See?

3 While I confesse thy writings to be such,
~ While I confesse [(L) fateri: ‘allow’, transf. ‘to reveal, make known’] thy writings to be [(L) sum, i.e.
Seymour] such [(L) talis: ‘of this kind, ‘the same kind’; wp somewhat, sum + wat: ‘hare’, heir.], ~
~ While I allow thy writings Sum such, ~

4 As neither Man, nor Muse, can praise too much.
~ As neither Man [(L) vir, as metonym for Vere.], nor Muse [(L) mus, muris: ‘rat, mouse, weasel’, as
metonym for Seymour.], can praise [(L) laudare; (L) effere: ‘to raise up’, ‘to praise’, ‘to endure’; (L) amplio: ‘to
praise, increase, make more’; (L) laus: ‘glory, fame, renown, esteem’, rename; alt. wp (E) pray, (L) oro, orare] too
[wp (L) tu: you] much [(L) multus, plus; (L) nimius: ‘too much, too greatly’; (L) satis: ‘sufficiently’; alz. (L)
magnopere: ‘greatly’]. ~
~ As neither Vere, nor Mur, can Tu-[d]Or More. ~
» Ouch! Ok, we suppose Oxford deserved that. ’Tis True! We’d rather say:
~ As neither Vere, nor More, can Or-Tu much. ~
Notice the words neot italicized in Jonson’s poem are proper names and places. Hence, Man and Muse in
1.4 should represent proper names as well as substantives. Here we find a good example of the ‘surprise’
that may be found in grammatical ambiguity. Behind the apparent compliment is an unexpected slight.

5 "Tis true, and all men’s suffrage. But these ways
~Tis true [(L) verus], and all [(L) totus] men’s [(L) mortales, wp mor + talis: ‘the same’] suffrage [(L)
suffragium: ‘vote, agreement’, ‘judgement’]. But these ways [(L) via, wp Vere; alt. (L) mos, moris; umor] ~
~ ’Tis Vere, and Totus-SameMor’s judgement. But these Vias ~

6 Were not the paths I meant unto thy praise:
~ Were [wp Vere] not the paths [wp (L) via: Vere] I meant [wp? (L) intendere: (E) intender: ‘claimant,
pretender’] unto thy praise [(L) laudare; (L) effere: ‘to raise up’, ‘to praise’, ‘to endure’; (L) amplio: ‘to praise,
increase, make more’; (L) laus: ‘glory, fame, renown, esteem’, rename; alt. wp (E) pray, (L) oro, orare]: ~
~ Vere not the Vias I meant unto thy More: ~
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7 For Seeliest Ignorance on these may light,
~ For Seeliest [(L) stultus, morus: ‘silly, foolish’] Ignorance [wp (L) imperitus: ‘ignorance, inexperience’
plays on (L) imperito: ‘to command’, hence equating the Imperium of the monarchy and her ministers with
inexperience or foolishness; alt. (L) inscientia: ‘want of knowledge’; (L) ignorantia: ‘ignorance’, etym. ‘mistake,
misunderstand, disregard’] on these may light [(L) offendere: ‘to strike’; (L) exponere: ‘relate, explain, expound’],
~ For sea-liest Imperium on these may light, ~

8 Which, when it sounds at best, but eccho’s right;
~ Which [wp? Witch: (L) venefica, descendant of Ann Boleyn], when it sounds [(L) sonare] at best [(L)
optimus: ‘best’, ops: ‘resources, might, power’; wp optio: ‘an assistant’ + mus: ‘mouse, rat’; hence, a More’s
helper.], but eccho’s [(L) resonare; (L) referre: ‘to bear, carry, back’] right [(L) vere]; ~
~ Witch, when it sons at Sum-mus, only re-sons Vere; ~

9 Or blind Affection, which doth ne’re advance
~ Or [wp (L) vel: ‘or’, second syllable of Tudor and Seymour, and metonym for (L) aurum: ‘gold’] blind
[(L) caecus; n.2 6a ‘dark’, 6b ‘lightless’; likely pun on Cecil’s = Caecus] Affection [(L) amor], which doth ne’re [wp
(E) ne: ‘negative particle: no’ + er: heirmeronym? Never: ne + Ver, or perhaps = Elizabeth R] advance [(L)
provehere: ‘to promote’; (L) procedere, succedere: ‘to succeed, follow’] ~
~ Or Caecu’s Amor, ‘Witch’ doth ne’heir advance ~

10 The truth, but gropes, and urgeth all by chance;
~ The truth [(L) veritas], but gropes [(L) praetempto: ‘to search beforehand’], and urgeth [(L) impellere]
all [(L) totus] by chance [(L) fors];
~ Veritas, but casts about, and impels Tota[h]s by Accident; ~

11 Or crafty Malice, might pretend this praise,
~ Or [second syllable of Tudor and Seymour, and metonym for (L) aurum: ‘gold’] crafty [(L) versutus:
‘shrewd, clever’] Malice [(L) invidia: ‘envy, grudge, jealousy’], might [(L) forsitan: ‘perhaps’] pretend [(L)
‘simulare, fingere’; wp (E) pretend: ‘make a claim’] this praise [wp (L) effere: ‘to raise up’, ‘to praise’, ‘to endure’,
e-, prefix: ‘without’ + ferre: wp fair; (L) amplio: ‘increase, more’; alt. (L) laus, wp? (E) louse], ~
~ Or shrewd In-Vidia, perhaps claim this E-F air, ~
» “Care’ll kill a cat ...” Ben Jonson, Every Man in his Humor, Liv.

12 And think to ruine where it seem’d to raise.
~ And think [(L) invenire: ‘devise, contrive’] to [wp Tu] ruine [(L) ruina: trop. ‘a downfall, overthrow’],
where [wp Vere, V pron. W.] it seem’d [wp timesis Seym, first syllable Seymour] fo raise [wp (L) levare: ‘le Vere’].
~ And devise to ruin, where it seym’d to leVer. ~

13 These are, as some infamous Baud, or Whore,

~ These are [Regius], as some [(L) aliquid, wp liquor: ‘the water of the spring’, ‘Of the sea’] infamous [wp
(L) infamis: ‘ill spoken of, disreputable’, ‘ill report’, (L) in: ‘against, toward’ + fama: report: re: ‘twice’ + port:
‘door’.] Baud [wp bawd: n.I ‘One employed in pandering to sexual debauchery; a procurer or procuress’; n.2 ‘A
hare’, hence heir.], or [timesis Second syllable of Tudor and Seymour.] Whore [(L) meretrix (mereo): harlot: etym.
Possibly alluding to Arlette, or Herleva, mother of William the Bastard (Conqueror).], ~

~ These ‘R’, as Some’ Two-d’or Pander, Or-Harlot, ~

» ‘Are’ seems to be used consistently in ‘Shakespeare’ to indicate Regius, Rex, Regina,

as it appears in the signature of the queen: Elizabeth R; e.g. (Venus and Adonis 1.309)

“Being proud, as females are (R), to see him woo her (Seymour),” ... “females R” !
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14 Should praise a Matron. What could hurt her more?

~ Should praise (L) effere: ‘to raise up’, ‘to praise’, ‘to endure’; (L) amplio: ‘to praise, increase, make
much of, make more’; (L) laus: ‘glory, fame, renown, esteem’, rename.] @ Matron [L. matrona: ‘a married woman,
wife’; (L) mater familias]. What could hurt [(L) offendere] her more [surname The writer.]? ~

~ Should make much of a Mother. What could offend her More? ~
» Jonson’s wide-ranging thoughts are difficult to explain except by the strange case of
Edward Tudor-Seymour.

This line may make sly criticism of Elizabeth R as Shakespeare’s whorish mother. Her loose
intrigues with Thomas Seymour did not go as planned; Wm. Cecil and Robert Dudley contrived to use her
shame to assume power. The ‘More’ appears to be partly derived from Henry V’s motto Une sans plus:
‘One without More’. Edward Seymour (Oxford) would claim to be ‘The More’.

15 But thou art proof against them, and indeed
~ But thou [(L) tu] art [anagram Second syllable of Tudor—tar] proof [(L) demonstratio, testimonium]
against [(L) adversus, wp ad-, prefix: ‘motion to or against’ + versus: ‘that direction’] them, and indeed [(L) vere; 5c
‘in truth’] ~
~ But Tu-tar testimony against them, and Vere, ~
» Thou may here be pronounced with a silent h as in (Latin) Tu.

16 Above th’ill fortune of them, or the need.
~ Above [(L) super, supra] th’ill [ill, (L) male] fortune [ill-fortune: (L) infelix: ‘unfortunate’] of them, or
[wordplay ‘Ore’ needed to complete “thou”, tu, 1.15] the need [(L) necessitas; wp (E) knead: (L) subigere: ‘to
subject, constrain, subdue’, ‘to compel’]. ~
~ Above the adverse-fortune of them, ‘or’ the constraint. ~
» The ‘prologue’ by Jonson occupies 16 lines, and may relate to the 16 Earls of Oxford who precede (?)

17 I, therefore will begin. Soul of the Age!

~ 1, therefore (L) ergo; wp —for th’heir—] will begin [(L) ordior]. Soule [(L) anima: 1.C ‘the vital
principle, the breath of life’; I. “air’, wp heir, reinforcement “therefore”] of the Age [(L) aetas, wp (L) aestas:
‘summer’]/ ~

~ I, for-t’ heir will Ord’Or. Ayre of the Summer! ~

18 The applause! delight! the wonder of our Stage!
~ The applause [(L) plausus, plausibilis: ‘convincing, reasonable’, ‘apparent, seeming’]/! delight [(L)
delectare, divertere: 6a ‘To draw away from..serious occupations’, 66 ‘To entertain, amuse’]! the wonder [(L)
(ad)miratio) of our [The common syllable of Tudor and Seymour.] Stage [(L) scaena: trop. ‘The public stage, the
public’]! ~
~ Th-e¢’ apparent! The diverting! The One-d’ore of our Public! ~

19 My Shakespeare, rise; I will not lodge thee by

~ My Shakespeare, rise [(L) se levare: ‘raise oneself’, de Verel; I will not lodge [(L) deversari] thee by ~
~ My Shakespeare, le’Ver thyself; I will not de’Vere thee by ~

» Immediately, we sense Jonson’s ‘Shakespeare’ is not Everyman Shakespeare; he seems to want to
tell us something different. I wonder what made Jonson think to write “My Shakespeare” rather than “Our
Shakespeare”, as he did with Lyly /.29 . Thomas Lodge (1558-1625), if he is noted here, might easily be
lumped with Lyly and Kyd as additional noms de plume of ‘de Vere’, especially with his Euphuist ‘novels’
of the 1590’s. He is here distinguished as not being among this group with Chaucer and Beaumont (outside
the dates of ‘de Vere’), and Spenser, who was a client of the Dudley political faction.
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20 Chaucer or Spenser, or bid Beaumont lye

~ Chaucer [(c. 1343-1400)], or [or: The common morpheme in Tudor and Seymour; repeated after Spencer
is two-d’Or.] Spencer [c. 1552-1599], or bid [(L) iubere, imperare] Beaumont [1584-1616] lye (L) versari: ‘to
stay, remain, abide’; (E) verse: v.3 “To impose upon; to cozen, defraud’] ~

~ Chaucer, or Spenser, or order Beaumont lie ~

» Beaumont: friend and protege of Jonson.We should keep an eye on the anaphora of or and our,

especially when fo, thou, two, and too are proximate. The d as a phoneme, or d’ as nobiliary particle seems

to be carelessly disregarded; should we read Two-Or ?

21 A little further, to make thee a room:
~ A little further [(L) amplius: ‘more’], to make [(L) facere] thee a [peculiar use of indefinite article: ‘a’
room] roome [(E) n.1 6b ‘an [estate] holding of moorland or bog’]: ~
~ A little more, to make thee a moor: ~

22 Thou art a Moniment, without a tombe,
~ Thou art [be, second singular: art; wp Tu-tar] a Moniment [(E) erym. 14th c. ‘anything that preserves
memory of something’; ‘a lasting work of literature, science or art’.], without [(L) extra: ‘outside’; (L) sine: ‘to have
not’] @ tombe [(L) tumba, la ‘a place of burial’; wp (L) tum: ‘of temporal succession: next, in the next place’] ~
~ Tu-tar, a Memorial without successor, ~
~ Tu Art, a Memorial free of tomb, ~

23 And art alive still, while thy Booke doth live,
~ And art [wp be, second singular: art; anagram rat: (L) mus, muris — Mour, More; alt. (L) ars] alive [(L)
vivus] still [(L) etiam: ‘as yet, still’], while thy Booke [(L) liber, tabula: ‘account book’] doth live [(L) vivere], ~
~ And Art alive forever, while thy li’Ver doth live, ~
~ And art alive yet, while thy book doth live, ~

24 And we have wits to read, and praise to give.
~ And we have wits [(L) musa: ‘wit’; alt. (L) sal: ‘salt, the salt sea’, ‘wit’] to read [(L) legere: ‘to bring
together’, ‘pick out, extract’, ‘read’], and praise [(L) laus, laudatio; alt. (L) clamor: ‘Enthusiastic and public praise’]
to give [(L) dare, hence ‘to dare’, Tudor.]. ~
~ And we have the muse to draw out, and a’claim tu-dar. ~

25 That I not mixe thee so, by braine excuses;
~ That I not mixe [(L) commiscere: ‘to mix together’] thee so [adv 1 so, ‘in such a manner’; metonym, the
Same Manner, Same-More], my braine excuses [(L) excusare: ‘discharge, absolve’]; ~
~ That I not mix thee together in such manner, my mind absolves; ~
» It is reasonable to interpret 11.25-30 as a definitive statement of the tomb-mates (their Art at least)
that truly belong with ‘Shakespeare’.

26 I mean with great, but disproportion’d Muses:
~ I mean [(L) significare, valere] with great [(L) amplus: transf. ‘great’, compar. amplius: ‘more’], but
disproportion’d [(L) inaequalis, impar] Muses [note: not italicized; hence, a proper name. Muse, (L) Musa, wp mus,
muris: ‘mouse, rat, weasel’, meronym Moor, More]: ~
~ I intend (to say), with great, but dissimilar Muris: ~

27 For, if I thought my judgement were of yeeres,
~ For, if I thought [(L) versare: ‘to think over’, ‘meditations’, musings.] my judgement [(L) iudicium
sententia: ‘a considered opinion’] were [wp v pron. w Vere] of yeeres [(L) aetate provectus: ‘advancing age’, wp th’
heirs],
~ For, if I thought my judgement Vere of t’heirs, ~
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» Jonson doubts his own judgement; he Is dazzled, like RICHARD, Duke of York, in 3, Henry VI ll.1
9-40; multiple Suns / Sons must be resolved before Ben may ‘joy’.

28 I should commit thee surely with thy peeres,
~ I should commit [(L) committere: ‘to bring, join, combine into one whole; to join or put together’; /2 ‘To
connect, join; unite’; 7 “To put a person or thing) into a place..state..with lasting effect’ (“to commit to earth”] thee
surely [(L) nimirum: undoubtedly, confidently’, ‘certainly, truly’] with thy peeres [(L) par: ‘an equal’], ~
~ I would unite thee certainly with thy equals, ~
» Not equal inspirations, but from the same hand.

29 And tell, how farre thou didst our Lily out-shine,
~ And tell [(L) referre: 11.3 ‘to report, announce, relate, recount’], how farre [(L) longe: (‘in degree’)
‘great’, adj 2d ‘Of a difference in kind or value’, greatly, more.] thou [wp (L) Tu] didst [past part. do] our [wp
Common morpheme of Tudor and Seymour.] Lily [John Lyly (1554?-1606), employed by Oxford as ‘owner’ of
Blackfriars Theater and stage-manager of the ‘Children of Pauls’; he was an “outbrother” of Oxford.] out-shine [], ~
~ And recount, how fair Tu-do’Our Lyly did out-shine, ~
~ And recount, how more Tu do’our Lyly out-shine, ~

30 Or sporting Kid, or Marlowes mightly line.
~ Or sporting [(L) venatio: ‘that which is or has been hunted’; alt. 8a ‘Of nature (personified): producing
the , ‘variety of things in existence, esp. abnormal or striking living forms’, 8b ‘Of a living organism, esp. a plant: to
deviate or vary abnormally from the parent type’, sporting, ‘shooting, sprouting’, ‘springing’] Kid [Thomas Kyd
(1558-94], or Marlowes [Christopher Marlow (1564-93)] mighty [(L) potens, validus: ‘strong, mighty, powerful’;
possible allusion to the line of Beaufort family.] line [versus]. ~
~ Or springing Kyd, or Marlowes strong verses. ~

31 And though thou hadst small Latine, and lesse Greeke,
~ And though thou [(L) tu | hadst small [ ‘the small part of something’] Latine, and lesse [] Greeke, ~
~ And though Tu employed root Latin, and but little Greek, ~
» “small Latin” likely refers, not to Shakespeare’s limited command of Latin language, but to the use
of Latin root and syllabic wordplay — see Hamlet lil.1 55-90: ‘to be’: sumere; ‘to take arms’: sumere;‘to
die’: morire; ‘to sleep’: dormire; ‘to dream’: somniare; ‘to say’ (speak): oratio. These underlined Latin
roots can combine to form such names as sum-mor and to-dor. More convincing: there are two exceptions:

‘to grunt’ and ‘[to] sweat’, which are appropriate to boars and swine. We understand this to give additional
proofs the writer resents the imposition of the ‘boarish’ de Vere name and title because it is not his true
identity. “Less Greek” may refer to Donatus’ Ars Minor: the Latin textbook used from ~350-1500 CE to
teach the parts of speech to students. Donatus’ larger work, the Ars Major taught rhetorical devices.
Because Cecil knew Greek quite well, Oxford may have avoided it for his father-in-law’s expertise.

32 From thence to honour thee, I would not seeke
~ From thence to honour [(L) honor: ‘repute, esteem’, ‘good name, renown’, esp. with sense: ‘to name
again’] thee, I would not seeke [(L) tendere: ‘to strive’, to endeavor, wp en-de Vere.] ~
~ From [those roots] to honor thee, I would not en-de Vere ~
» Rhetoric: Occultatio: ‘emphasizing something by pointedly seeming to pass over it.” R.A. Lanham.
In stating that he would not seek for the writer’s name[‘s] in “small Latine, and lesse Greeke”,
by the rhetorical device of occultatio, advises we should. He already knows this to be true.

33 For names; but call forth thund’ring Aschilus,

~ For names [(L) cognomen: ‘the family name’]; but call forth [(L) foras: ‘out of doors’, wp Aut-doors,
hence: Two-doors; wp regarding the loss of Oxford’s ‘good name’.] thund’ring [(L) tonare: ‘to roar, make a
thundering noise’; (L) clamor: ‘a loud shouting, cry’] Aschilus [¢.525-455 BC, Greek tragedian.], ~
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~ For names; but call out-doors roaring Aschilus, ~

34 Euripides, and Sophocles 7o us,
~ Euripides [480-406 BC, Greek tragedian], and Sophocles [¢.497-406 BC, Greek tragedian] to us, ~
~ Euripides, and Sophocles fo us, ~

35 Paccuvius, Accius, him of Cordova dead,
~ Paccuvius [220-130 BC, Roman tragic poet], Accius [/70-86 BC, Roman tragic poet], him of Cordova
[Seneca, 4 BC-65 AD, Roman tragedian (on Greek subjects)] dead [(L) mors] , ~
~ Paccuvius, Accius, Seneca of Cordova, mort, ~

36 To life again, to heare thy Buskin tread,
~ To life [(L) vita, vivere] again [anagram (L) rursum, 2a ‘once more’], to heare [wp heir] thy Buskin [(L)
cothurnus: 2 meton. ‘Tragedy’; 2b ‘“The style or spirit of..tragedy’ ] tread [(L) gressus: ‘step, course, way’], ~
~ We Vere once More, to hear thy tragic story, ~

37 And shake a Stage: Or, when thy Sockes were on,
~ And shake [(L) concutere: ‘shake, agitate’, ‘excite’] a Stage [(L) scaena: trop.I ‘The public stage, the
public’]: Or [], when thy Sockes [(L) tibiale? signifying Comedy.] were [wp v pron. as w, Vere.] on, ~
~ And excite a public Stage: Or, when thy Comedies Vere played, ~

38 Leave thee alone, for the comparison
~ Leave thee alone, for the comparison ~
~ Leave thee all-one, for the comparison ~

39 Of all, that insolent Greece, or haughtiec Rome
~Of all [(L) totus], that insolent [wp (L) insolentia, sunless, sonless] Greece [(L) grex: ‘herd, flock’], or
[Common syllable of Tudor and Seymour.] haughtie [proud: (L) superbus: ‘arrogant’] Rome [anagram More] ~
~ Of Totus, that sonless heir’d, or proud More ~

40 sent forth, or since did from their ashes come.

~ sent forth [(L) foras: ‘out of doors’, wp without Two-dors.], or [Common syllable of Tudor and
Seymour.] since did from their ashes [(L) cinis: II.A ‘The ashes of a corpse that is burned’; /1.B ‘The ruins of a city
laid waste and reduced to ashes’] come [(L) accedere, (E) accede: ‘approach’, 4 ‘To come to an office or dignity,
esp. a throne’]. ~

~ sent forth, or since did from their ruins accede. ~
» This passage likely refers to Brutus, legendary descendent of Aeneas (of Troy) who was said to have
founded Britain (Nennius and Geoffrey of Monmouth).

41 Triumph, my Britain, thou hast one to showe,
~ Triumph [(L) exsultatio: ‘rejoice’; wp ex-stultitia, ~ out of folly ~; alt. I “To celebrate a Roman triumph’,
2a ‘To be victorious; to prevail’], my Britaine [(L) Britannia, the largest island of the British Isles; also called Great
Britain or More Britain.], thou [you, thou / “Tu’: surname frag.] hast one [(L) unus: 2 ‘only one, one alone’; 3 ‘one,
one and the same’] to showe [(L) monstrare: ‘to point out, to indicate’; wp monstrum: ‘of the sea’, ‘wonders,
prodigies, marvels’], ~
~ Rejoice, my Britaine, Tu hast One to marvel, ~

42 To whom all Scenes of Europe homage owe.
~ To whom all (L) totus] Scenes [(L) scaena: ‘on the stage, i.e. in tragedies’] of Europe [from Europa
(Greek Mythology): ‘A princess of Tyre who was raped or abducted by Zeus in the form of a bull.’] homage [(L)
verecundia: ‘respect, reverence’; 3a ‘reverence’] owe [wp (L) debere: de Vere]. ~
~ To whom Totus Tragedies of Europe revere de-Vere. ~
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43 He was not of an age, but for all time!
~ He was not of an age [(L) aetas: ‘the age, for the men living in it’; wp aestas: ‘the summer season, as one
half of the year, March 22 to September 22’; Summer, Sommer: meton. Seymour], but for all [(L) totus, wp Tuda(h)s]
time [(L) tempus, tempestas (archaic): ‘time’; alt. (L) hora: ‘the time of day’, hence or, ore, our.]! ~
~ He was not of a Summer, but for Totus tempest! ~

44 And all the Muses still were in their prime,
~ And all the Muses [(L) musa, wp (L) mus, muris: ‘mouse, rat, weasel’] still [meton. ever] were in their
prime [(L) integra aetas: ‘the best period of life’; alt. (L) primus: ‘first’; (L) princeps: ‘the first person’, ‘sovereign,
ruler’; alr. (L) florere: ‘to bloom’, transfer. ‘morning’], ~
~ And Totus, the Mores, E.Ver Vere in their soveignty, ~
“All the Muses” add voices to a single Man (or god) “first” named Seymour;
Apollo and Mercury are personified as antithetical elements in ‘Shakespeare’ (see Antithesis pg./26)

45 When like Apollo he came forth to warme

~ When like [(L) similis] Apollo [Helios: Sun-god; Lycegenus: ‘born of the Wolf’] ke came forth [(L)
foras: ‘out of doors’] to warme [wp worm, (L) vermis, (Fr) ver; alt. (L) calefacere: ‘to heat, to rouse up, to excite’,
wp to make worm.] ~

~ When as Apollo he came out’doors to worm ~

» Apollo, god of light and the sun; god of truth and prophecy, poetry and music (etc); Born of Zeus

and Leto (patron goddess of Lycia); Apollo is ‘lycegenes’: ‘born of the wolf’. Jonson identifies

‘Shakespeare’ with a ‘wolfish’ or ‘Seymourish’ deity ... delightful! (see Antithesis, pg.126, Apollo and

Mercury, pg.245)

46 Our eares, or like a Mercury to charme!

~ Our [wp Or, (L) aurum: ‘gold’] eares [wp heirs], or [Common syllable of Tudor and Seymour.] like a
Mercury [Roman deity of ‘financial gain’, poetry, etc.; slayer of “the hundred-eyed giant, Argos Panoptes, who had
been commanded by Hera to guard Zeus’ paramour Io” (wp E.O. = Edward Oxenford.] to charme [(L) fascinare: ‘to
enchant, bewitch, charm, fascinate’]/ ~

~ Our heirs, or as a Mercury, to bewitch! ~
» Mercury: messenger of the gods; god of commerce and eloquence. Possible association:
The Mercator (Merchant) of Venus.
» “Tu charme’ probably refers to the bewitchments of Anne Boleyn.

Nature personified appears four times between lines 47-57 — repetition is important in Jonson as
well as ‘Shakespeare’. Each use is capitalized and italicized (as if they do not refer to proper nouns);
nonetheless, we believe Nature is an indirect metonym for Tudor. For reasons not quite clear, Jonson
finds Nature in conflict with Art such that they can’t be unified. The twinned elements, the Two of Tudor,
dwell in Classical Myth as Protogeneia, the primordial god/goddess of Creation. Perhaps Jonson alludes
wryly to the self-generation proposed for Oxford, with both father and mother left nameless by the
attainder of Seymour and the enforced censure of Tudor.

As Dame Nature, or Mother Nature, Elizabeth Tudor is Earth = (Latin) Orbis, bis: ‘two’ + or, hence,
Two-d’or. In lines 47-50, we discover that Mother Tudor was proud of her child’s “designs”, and enjoyed
dressing her speech with lines he had penned — is it possible we are misreading?

47 Nature her self was proud of his designs,

~ Nature [(L) natura: personified, etym. ‘The active force that establishes and maintains the order of the
Universe’ —in myth: Protogeneia, god/goddess of Nature; /0a ‘The creative and regulative power which is
conceived of as operating in the material world’; from (L) natus, nascor: ‘to be born’, possibly relating to natural or
illegitimate birth, and possibly denoting Dame Nature, Mother Nature, or Earth (Orbis).] her self was proud [wp
Having pride: belonging to the same pride of Tudor Lions; (L) gloriari] of his designs [< (L) designatio: ‘devises’;
‘effects, doings, accomplishments’], ~
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~ Orbis her self was pride-ful of his devises ~

48 And joy’d to weare the dressing of his lines
~ And ioy’d [(L) exsultare, wp ex-stultus?] to weare [wp (L) gerere: ‘to carry about’; alt. ‘to bear, give
birth’] the dressing [(L) ornatus: A. ‘a preparation’, B. ‘an adornment’; (L) fomentum: ‘alleviation’, 1b ‘The remedial
means (of warming), wp hence ‘worming’] of his lines [(L) versus: ‘a line of writing’; (L) origo: ‘birth, lineage’]! ~
~ And joyed to bear the ornament of his verses! ~
~ And joyed to Vere the worming of his birth! ~

49 Which were so richly spun, and woven so fit,
~ Which [wp Witch] were so [wp (L) verso: ‘turn about’] richly [(L) amplius: ‘more’] spun [(L) verso, wp
“were s0”], and woven [(L) texere: ‘to join, fit together’, ‘to plait, braid, interweave’; likely relates to the ‘double-
speak’ of Oxford’s method.] so [(L) sic, ita: ‘so’, timesis First syllable of Sommer, Summer, and (Welsh) mor: ‘sea,
so’] fit [(L) aptus: ‘apt’], ~
~ Which Were-So More-ly Verso, and So apt, ~ witch: Elizabeth, the union of Richmond and Boleyn

50 As, since, she will vouchsafe no other Wit.
~As [(L) idem ac], since [(L) siquidem), she will vouchsafe [(L) concedere: ‘grant, yield, confirm’; ‘reveal,
disclose; or grant] no other [(L) diversus: ‘unlike, dissimilar’] Wit [(L) Musa: ‘genius, wit’]. ~
~ The Same, since, she will yield no other Wit. ~
» At least Some of the stirring words attributed to Elizabeth R may have been penned
by her son; without his, she would be witless?

The adjectives describing selected Greek writers compare them with facets or associated
properties of Oxford / Seymour, but there’s nothing alluding to Mr. Shakespeare. Aristophanes is “tart” =
(L) amarus: ‘bitter’, or “merry” = wp mere: ‘sea’ + -y, suffix 1: ‘having the qualities of’ (the Sea); Terence is
“neat” = (L) bos: ‘an ox’; Plautus is “witty” = (L) callidus: ‘clever’— (L) calidus: ‘warm’— wp worm (see 1.45).

‘Shakespeare’ (0/S) straddles the forms of Old and New Greek Comedy. Superficially, our man is
a ‘New (Classical Greek) Comedy’ generalist, and any reference to historical individuals is suspected, but
difficult to ascertain; but by fathoming his method, we understand his works have an ‘Old Comedy’ flip
side that is topical and positively dangerous.

51 The merry Greeke, tart Aristophanes,
~ The merry [wp - Mer-ry = Sea-ish, ‘Sey’-ish] Greeke, tart [(L) amarus: ‘bitter’, ‘irritable, biting,
acrimonious’] Aristophanes [446-386 BC; ], ~
~ The ‘Sea-ish’ Greek, tearing Aristophanes, ~
» ‘Shakespeare’ is compared directly to Aristophanes. I doubt Jonson means “merry” as simply ‘full of
mirth, gay’; the “merry Greeke” wrote political satire aimed directly at contemporary Athenian society.
Socrates’ death was blamed partly on Aristophanes’ repeated criticism of the great philosopher;
the playwright’s characters were based on real individuals disguised only by metonymy. The Shakespeare
Method is largely derived from that of the mer-ry, ‘Sea-ish’, Greek. Like Oxford/Seymour, Aristophanes
was prolific with puns and wordplay; and in both writers we’ve probably only begun to identify them.

52 Neat Terence, witty Plautus, now not please;

~ Neat [(L) Bos: ‘Ox’] Terence [c.195-159 BC; A Berber (Moor) slave educated in Rome; playwright of
Comedies.], witty [(L) callidus: ‘clever’, wp calidus: ‘warm’, wp worm.] Plautus [254-184 BC;], now not please [(L)
velle: ‘to be disposed’]; ~

~ Oxy Terence, a’Musing Plautus, now not place; ~

» Neat: ‘nice, delicate’ is not likely what Jonson had in mind; rather, he refers to the perception that

Terence was a ‘front’ for a Roman Patrician, perhaps Scipio Aemilianus. ‘Shakespeare’, in a similar

manner, masked for ‘Oxford’ who was the ‘non-essential’ identity for Seymour.
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» Many elements of Plautine Comedy reappear in ‘Shakespeare’; perhaps we’re advised to watch for
wordplay and word synthesis. The great Greek playwrights are described by the standard of ‘Shakespeare’,
not vice versa.

53 But antiquated, and deserted lye
~ But antiquated [(L) obsoletus, ‘fallen into disregard’], and deserted [(L) deserere: ‘abandon, forsake’;
wp (L) de-, prefix + sertum, sero: ‘to join, link together’, hence, disjoin?] lye [(L) iacere] ~
~ But obsolete, and abandoned lie ~

54 As they were not of Nature’s family.
~As [(L) sic: ‘so’, ‘the same’] they were [wp Vere, v pron. W] not of Nature’s [(L) Natura: personification
of Dame Nature—Earth: (L) Orbis, wp Two-dor; alt. (L) natura: ‘natural disposition of men’] family [(L) familia: ‘a
household’, House; (L) gens: ‘clan’]. ~
~ The Same, they Vere not of Tudor disposition. ~

55 Yet must I not give Nature all: Thy Art,
~ Yet [(L) nihilominus] must I not give [(L) do, dare: ‘to give’; “the name of action”: ‘to-do’(r)] Nature
[Earth, (L) Orbis: wp Tudor] all [(L) totus: ‘the whole’, probably also (E) allod: Feudal Law ‘Land held by allodial
tenure; ultimately, the ownership of most land by the monarchy’]: Thy Art [(L) artificium: ‘workmanship’, ‘acquired
skill’; anagram Art—Tar, wp (L) dare, do], ~
~ Ne’Ver-the-less must I not grant Two-dor All: Thy Do, ~

56 My gentle Shakespeare, must enjoy a part.
~ My gentle [(L) mollis, wp (E) moles: ‘sea-wall’, hence Sea-mur; (E) moll: ‘soft’, ‘mild’] Shakespeare,
must enjoy [(L) possidere, 3a ‘To possess, use, or experience with delight’] a part [(L) pars; dos: ‘a dowry, marriage
portion’, again implying a possession by right of marriage between Seymour and Tudor.]. ~
~ My mole Shakespeare, must own a portion. ~

57 For though the Poets matter, Nature be
~ For though the Poets [(L) auctor, wp Or-d’Or = Tudor; (L) poeta: ‘In general, a maker, a producer’,
hence (L) facere, (It) fare, (Fr) faire: ‘to make’] matter [(L) res: ‘subject, matter’; wp (L) Mater: ‘mother’], Nature
[(L) natura: ‘The nature, i.e. the natural constitution, property, quality of a thing’; Earth, (L) Orbis: wp Tudor] be
[(L) naturalis: ‘natural being’; ‘natural by birth’], ~
~ For though the Author’s mother, Two-dor be, ~
~ For although the Maker’s properties, Tudor be, ~

58 His Art doth give the fashion. And, that he
~ His Art [(L) ars: ‘skill in joining..working something’, ‘skill in producing any material form’; ait. (Gr)
Nomos, (L) nominare: to name; Nomos: ‘Law or Art that Man uses to order Nature’.] doth give the fashion [(L)
mos, moris). And, that he ~
~ His skill doth give the Mores. And, that he ~
» Lines 51-64 are a short discussion of the nature and nurture in Our Poet’s life. Apparently following
Aristotle from his Physics, Metaphysics, Jonson gives the essence of Shakespeare to be in his ‘natural’
Tudor-Seymour identity. The ‘molded’ shape of de Vere is by writ; it is as unnatural as if a fern had grown
from an acorn.

59 Who casts to write a living line, must sweat
~ Who casts [(L) iacere: ‘shape’; alt: ‘to direct, to turn’; cast: 42 ‘To resolve in the mind, devise, contrive,
purpose’; 44 ‘To design, shape’; 45 ‘To dispose, arrange, order’; 54b Nautical ‘To veer, turn’] to write [(L) scribere:
‘to compose, communicate’] a living [(L) vivus] line [(L) linea: ‘lineage’; (L) versus, wp Vere-Swine (sus)], must
sweat [(L) sudor: ‘sweat’ like a pig, boar], ~
~ Who orders Tu compose a vivid Ver-Se, must suite, ~
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» Refers to the enforced identity of ‘de Vere’. I suggest that an important theme is revealed in
Hamlet 111,1 56-88; the name of Tudor-Seymour is natural, de Vere is artifice; Sweat”, from (Latin) sudor, is
the suffering from the ‘borne cross’ of de Vere identity.

60 (such as thine are) and strike the second heat

~ (such [(L) talis] as thine are [wp R(egina): ‘queen’] ) and strike [(L) ferire: ‘to strike’, ‘to kill by
striking, to slay’, (E) ferule: ‘to strike with a ferule’?; wp (L) fer: root of ferrum: ‘iron’, (It) fare: ‘to do’] the second
heat [(E) tempering heat: likely refers to the process of slightly softening hardened metal alloys to make them less
brittle.] ~

~ (The Seym as thine R[egina]) and strike the (Two) Dur; ~

» Lines 58-61 play on To-dur (Tudor). The “living line” is not a line of verse, but the House of Tudor;

the lineage of “to” is recast; the ‘tempering’ or “second heat” may be said to Moll (make softer) the Dur.

This type of antithetical construction is a cornerstone of Shakespeare’s rhetoric. As with Day and Night,

and Sun and Moon, the pairing of Soft (mollis) and Hard (durus) orders Jonson’s argument.

61 Upon the Muses anvile: turn the same,
~ Upon the Muses [wp (L) musa: Muse, and (L) mus, muris: ‘mouse, rat’] anvile [(L) incus: Tropically
‘a grind’, ‘to labor always at the same thing’; wp ink]: turn [(L) convertere, versare] the same [The Seym(ore)], ~
~ Upon the Muris ink: Ver-so ‘The Seym’ ~
» The anvil is ‘an iron block for the use of smiths’ Schmidt (and Sir Thomas Smith who probably
helped to forge the poet’s identity). The tropic meaning suggests repetitiousness of the writer’s theme.

62 (and himself with it) that he thinks to frame;
~ (and himself with it) that he thinkes [wp (L) intendere: ‘in tender’, (E) in: ‘into, towards’ + tender: moll,

soft, gentle—mollis/moles, hence towards Sea-mur] o frame [(L) fingere: ‘to form, shape, fashion’, ‘compose’]; ~
~ (and himself with it) that he intends to form; ~

63 Or for the lawrell, he may gaine a scorne,

~ Or [] for the lawrell (L) laurus: ‘wreath, crown, ring’ of laurels, sacred to Apollo, with which the poet is
crowned’], he may gaine [(L) consequi: ‘to obtain, to come up to by following’] a scorne [(L) contemptus; alt.
(OFr) escorner: ‘deprive of horns’], ~

~ Or for the poet’s crown, he may obtain contempt, ~

» Most oxen appear to have been de-horned in Medieval times. “A scorne” may play on Old French

escorner,or ‘as corne’, i.e. ‘as horn’ —perhaps suggesting in attempts to establish his Tudor-Seymour

identity, he may lose his claim to the Earldom of Oxford.

64 For a good Poet’s made, as well as borne.
~ For a good [(L) bonus, probus: ‘proper, serviceable’; wp goods, (L) merx, mers] Poet’s [(L) auctor:
‘author’, wp (L) aut: ‘or’ + (E) or, hence Two-d’or.] made [(L) creare: ‘to make, create], as [‘the same’] well
[wordplay (L) vel: ‘or’; alt. ‘Spring’, Ver] as borne [wp (L) ferre: ‘to carry’, ‘to bring forth’; pun facere/ferre]. ~
~ For a Mer-Ce’s Poet’s fair, the same as ferre. ~

65 And such wert thou. Look how the fathers face
~ And such [(L) talis: ‘of this kind’] wert [wp Vert, w pron. v] thou [(L) Tu]. Look [(L) videre: ‘to see’,
‘understand, perceive’ | how the fathers [(L) parens: ‘a parent, father, mother’] face [(L) vultus: ‘countenance,
expression, look’; father: Sir Thomas Seymour, 1508-49; mother: Elizabeth Tudor, 1533-1603.] ~
~ And of this kind Vert-Tu. Look how the father’s face ~

66 Lives in his issue, even so, the race

~ Lives [(L) vivere: ‘to live’] in his issue [(L) liberi: ‘offspring’, wp (L) successus: ‘happy outcome’, wp
liber: ‘book’], even [(L) vel: ‘or’, ‘even’, ‘precisely’, equally; ‘yet, more’] so [‘the same’], the race [(L) genus:
‘family, stock’, ‘lineage’; (L) cursus: ‘contest of speed’] ~
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~ Lives in his successor, Or the Seym, the lineage ~

67 Of Shakespeares minde, and manners brightly shines
~ Of Shakespeares minde (L) animus: ‘soul’; (L) sum: ‘to be’, being, soul], and manners [(L) mores)
brightly [(L) clarus: ‘to the understanding: clear, evident, plain’] shines [(L) lucere: ‘to shine forth’] ~
~ Of Shakespeare’s Sum, and More is clearly evident ~

68 In his well torned, and true-filed Lines:
~ In his well [wp (L) vel: ‘or’; Spring: (L) Ver] torned [(L) versus, verto], and true-filed [wp (L) limare:]
Lines [(L) versus): ~
~ In his Ore-versed, and Ver-ily_Mar’d Verses: ~
~ In his Vere-Versed, and Ver-polished Verses: ~

69 Each of which, he seems to shake a Lance,
~ Each [(L) omnis: ‘each of three or more’, ‘all, every’] of [poet. wp (L) de] which [wp? (E) witch], he
seemes [(L) videre: ‘to appear, seem’] to shake [(L) vibrare] a Lance [(L) lancea: ‘a light spear’], ~
~ Tot’de Witch, he Seyms, to Shake a speare, ~
~ All of ‘Witch’, he Seyms to Shake a speare, ~

70 As brandish’t at the eyes of Ignorance.
~ As brandish’t [(L) iactare] at the eyes (wp (L) par: ‘equal’, ‘peer’, (L) rimari: ‘to peer’, ‘to probe, pry
into, search, examine’; wordplay, metonym peers, spies) of Ignorance [(L) inscientia: ‘want of knowledge,
experience’; (E) night: figurative 2 ‘spiritual or moral darkness’; (E) benighted: 2a ‘involved in intellectual or moral
darkness’, 2b ‘involved in obscurity’, likely referring to the agents of Regency —Dudley/Cecil —or even the Queen
herself, as agnostic as opposed to gnostic.]. ~
~ As threatened towards the Peers of Night. ~

71 Sweet Swan of Avon! what a sight it were

~ Sweet [(L) sequi, (Fr) suite: ‘to follow’] Swan [(L) cygnus: ‘metonym for a poet’, ‘the swan, celebrated
for its dying song; consecrated to Apollo’] of Avon [Celtic: ‘river’; (L) flumen: trope ‘of expression, flow, fluency,
flood’]! what a sight [(L) spectaculum: ‘a spectacle’] it [wp (L) ita: ‘so very’] were [(L) vir, (E) were: ‘A male
person, a man’] ~

~ Suite Poet of Avon! what a spectacle so Vere ~

» Possibly the constellation Cygnus (Swan) reflected in the Thames. A part of the prominent star group

called the Summer Triangle (though this name is not attested of the 16th century). According to mythology,

this ‘swan’ recalls Zeus’ form when he pursues Leda, Queen of Sparta, ultimately producing Helen of Troy.

The Swan is said, in myth, to be sacred to Venus (mefonym Elizabeth R), and they are servants to Apollo.

72 To see thee in our waters yet appeare,
~ To see thee in our [timesis Common syllable of Tudor and Seymour.] waters [(L) aqua: ‘the sea’, ‘mere’]
yet [anagram? (L) rursum, denuo: ‘once more’, anag. sum-urr] appeare [(L) videri: ‘to seem’], ~
~ To See thee in our-seas once More seem, ~

73 And make those flights upon the bankes of Thames,
~ And make [(L) facere, (It) fare] those flights [(L) scalae: ‘flight of stairs’, referring to Jacob’s Ladder
(Bible), ‘fleeing from an enemy’, hence, of Jacob fleeing from his brother Esau] upon the bankes (L) margo, (E)
margin, margent] of Thames [(L) Tamesis: etym.? ‘dark, muddy’], ~
~ And do Jacob’s Heir-y climb upon the margin of Thames, ~
» This suggests de Vere / Seymour fled London or England (in 1604). As there is very little metaphor
in this poem, I wonder if this is literally a flight from England.

74 That so did take Eliza, and our James!
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~ That so [(L) sic: ‘in the same manner’, more ‘in the Same degree’] did take [(L) sumere: ‘to take’] Eliza

[Elizabeth Tudor], and our [(L) inaurare: ‘to gild, make golden’] James [James Stuart, James VI of Scotland]! ~
~ That more did Sommer Eliza, and gild James! ~

» Throughout Jonson’s encomium are two-edged compliments that transpose as criticisms. Here he

appears to blame Oxford for ‘Sommer-ing’ Elizabeth—insisting on his More identity —rather than

accepting a workable solution as Edward ‘Oxenford’ through his father-in-law, William Cecil, or his

brother-in-law Robert. It’s true: both Elizabeth and James are known to have loved Shakespeare’s plays,

but this, we think, makes another and more significant point: Did Oxford virtually assure the accession of

James of Scotland by his actions?

75 But stay, I see thee in the Hemisphere
~ But stay [(L) (de)morari: ‘stop, arrest’, ‘delay’], I see [timesis Sea, Sey + mor] thee in the Hemisphere
[(L) hemisphaerium: ‘half-globe’, ‘dome’ of Heaven; wp the vault of the stars, and the theater.] ~
~ But Moor, I See thee in the Hemisphere ~

76 Advanc’d, and made a Constellation there!
~ Advanc’d [(L) progredi: ‘to go forth, proceed’], and made a Constellation [(L) Constellatio: ‘a group of
stars’] there [wp t’heir]! ~
~ Raised, and made a Star-cluster there! ~
» Alexander Waugh has noted the possible reference here to Keppler’s Super Nova 1604, as a physical
memorial to Oxford (O/S) that appeared in the constellation Serpentii the year of 1604.

Jonson, who has chosen his words so carefully, can hardly have failed us here. A “Constellation”
is a group of stars, and | suggest he is telling us we can expect to find the work of Oxford / Seymour
under several, perhaps many, noms de plume. Line 76 supports the analysis noted above (/. 19-30).
Thomas Lodge(?) and Edmund Spenser are not among his assumed names; John Lyly, Thomas Kyd, and
Christopher Marlowe are ... Et tu, Marlowe?

77 Shine forth, thou Starre of Poets, and with rage
~ Shine [(L) roor mar: ‘gleam’, Mars: ‘the bright god’; (L) fulgor: ‘a flash of lightning’; transf. ‘glitter,

gleam’; tropically. ‘splendor, glory, renown’] forth [(L) foras: ‘out of doors’], thou [First syllable of Tudor—Tu]
Starre [(L) instar: ‘image, likeness, kind’, ‘the equivalent of, corresponding to’; alt. (L) instauratio: ‘repetition,
renewal’] of Poets [(L) auctor: ‘author’, wp (L) aut: ‘or’ + (E) or, hence Two-d’or.], and with rage [(L) furor, wp
Reglius]: ‘royal, regal, princely’ + or], ~

~ Flash out-d’ors, Tu kind of Two-dors, and with Regal Fury, ~

~ Shine out-d’ors, Tu restoration of Two-dors, and with Reg—, ~

The wordplay becomes more imaginative here; lines 77-80 require something just short of ‘a leap
of faith’. “Rage” is the English word that is closest to Latin Reg, the root of regia: ‘palace’; regie: (good)
‘royally’, (bad) ‘tyrannically’; regificus: ‘royal, splendid’; regimen: ‘the government of a state’, regina: ‘a
queen’; regius: ‘of a king, regal’; regnator: ‘a ruler, king’; regnatrix: ‘ruling’; regno: ‘to exercise royal
authority, reign’, to be ruled by a king’; regnum: ‘royal power, monarchy’, ‘kingdom’; regere: ‘to direct,
rule, govern’. It is also closely related to rex: ‘king, prince’, and probably to res: ‘a thing, object, matter,
affair’ Cassell’s . “Rage” combines with “Or” to suggest regor, the passive indicative of regere, hence the
phrase suggests ‘(passive) royal influence’; recall 1.47-50 which state the queen adopted as her own,
material written by her son (Shakespeare).

This reading, though it violates rules of punctuation, has a strong precedent in many examples
from ‘Shakespeare’. Prince Hamlet:

“QO that this too, too sullied flesh would melt,

Thaw, and resolve itself into a dew (do),

Or that the Everlasting ... 7 Hamlet 1.2 129-31

The writer — and as a “Twodoor’ (Tudor) — appears to regret he is a philosopher and not a ‘do-or’ (doer).
He is HAMLET, inadvertently destroying from within like a Tu-More (tumor) rather than from without as
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(Henry VII) Tudur had done and, as such, prepares us for a theme that caps his most inventive passage
at lll.1 56-88:

“Thus conscience does make cowards of us all,
... and (we) lose the name of action (do, Tu-do-r).” /.83 &88.

These include ‘surname fragments’ — syllables of the writers various names. By this, ‘Shakespeare’ links
the plot of his plays to his own extraordinary life.

78 Or influence, chide, or cheere the drooping stage;
~ Or [timesis Common syllable of Tudor and Seymour] influence [(L) vis: ‘force’; (L) influentia, in: ‘into’
+ fluere: ‘to flow’], chide [(L) obiurgatio: ‘reproach’, ‘scold’], or [timesis Common syllable of Tudor and Seymour]
cheere [(L) clamor: ‘face’, expression] the drooping [(L) demissus: ‘falling’, declining.] Stage [(L) scaena: ‘world’,
hence (L) orbis]; ~
~ Or-Influence, reproach, Or encourage the declining Orbis— ~
» “Influence” may be derived from Latin vires: ‘intellectual or moral strength, influence’ Cassell’s.

79 Which since thy flight from hence, hath mourn’d like night,
~ Which [wp ‘witch’], since thy flight [(L) effugium] from hence [(L) hinc ‘this side’], hath mourn’d [(L)
maerere: ‘lament’] like [(L) similis] night [(L) Nox, mother of Z£ther: ‘the upper, bright, air; ether’ ,wp heir.], ~
~ Which since thy flight from here, hath Mourn’d as Night, ~

80 And despaires day, but for thy Volumes light.

~ And despaires [de: ‘down from’ + parere: ‘to appear’; (or) de: ‘away from’ + sperare: ‘to hope’] day [wp
day: (L) de: origin], but for thy Volumes [(L) volumen: ‘roll, book’, trop. ‘revolution, alteration, change’] light [(L)
sol: ‘sunlight’]. ~

~ And dis-pairs forebears, except for thy Revolution’s light. ~
~ And removes hope, except for thy Book’s truth. ~

» “Despaires day” may refer to the dis-pairing of ‘de’ (L. de: origin, ‘down from’,

‘following after’: hence succession).

We suggest the italicized print is an important device. The proper names—not italicized—are to
be carefully noted; for example, the substantives Man and Muse (in line four), are to be read as proper
names, Vir (Vere) and Mur (wp Mur, Mus, Muris), respectively. Likewise for non-italicized nouns
throughout. Similarly, AUTHOR, in the poem’s title, is fully capitalized as is Mr. WILLIAM SHAKESPEARE.
However, only the first letter of MR. WILLIAM SHAKESPEARE is in larger font size. The message is:

AUTHOR [(L) aut: ‘or’ + or = two’d’Or] is the writer’s true name. Otherwise, Jonson uses similar rhetorical
devices to those used by ‘Shakespeare’:

To the memory of my beloved,

The AUTHOR AUTHOR: wp (L) aut: ‘or’ + or = Two-d’or
MR. WILLIAM SHAKESPEARE :

AND
what he hath left us.

~ To draft ‘See’ (Shakespeare) on thy name,

2 Am I So-More to thy Li-Vere, and Two-door; Book, (L) liber, wp Le’ Ver
While I allow thy writings Sum such,

4 As neither Vere, nor Mur, can more too much.
’Tis Vere, and Totus Same-Mor’s judgement. But these Vias

6 Vere not the Vias I meant unto thy rename:

For sea-liest More on these may light,
8 Witch, when it sons at Sum-mus, only re-sons Vere;
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Or dark Amor, ‘Witch’ doth ne-Ver advance
Veritas, but casts about, and impels Tota[h]s by Accident;
Or shrewd In-Vidia, perhaps pretend this more,
And devise to ruin, where it seym’d to le-Ver.
These ‘R’, as Some’ ill Two-d’or Pander, Or-Harlot,
Should More a Mother. What could offend her More?
But Tu-tar testimony against them, and Vere,
Above the adverse-fortune of them, ‘or’ the necessity.

1L, for-t’heir will Ord’Or. Ayre of the Summer!
Th-e’ apparent! The diverting! The One-d’ore of our Public!
My Shakespeare, le’Ver thyself; I will not de’Vere thee by
Chaucer, or Spenser, or order Beaumont lie
A little more, to make thee a moor:
Tu-tar, a Memorial without successor,
And Art alive forever, while thy le-Ver doth live,
And we have the muse to draw out, and a claim tu-dar.
That I not mix thee together in such manner, my mind absolves;
I intend (to say), with great, but dissimilar Muris:
For,if I thought my judgement Vere of ¢ heirs,
I would unite thee certainly with thy peers,
And recount, how fair Tu-do’Our Lyly did out-shine,
Or springing Kyd, or Marlowes strong verses.
And though Tu employed root Latin, and Leicer Greek,
From [those roots] to honor thee, I would not en-de-Vere
For names; but call out-d’ors roaring Aschilus,
Euripides, and Sophocles fo us,
Paccuvius, Accius, Seneca of Cordova, mort,
We Vere once More, to hear thy tragic story,
And shake a public Stage: Or, when thy Comedies Vere played,
Leave thee all-one, for the comparison
Of Totus, that sonless heir’d, or proud More
Sent forth, or since did from their ruins accede.
Rejoice, my Britaine, Tu-hast One to marvel,
To whom Totus Tragedies of Europe revere de-Vere.
He was not of a Summer, but for Totus tempest!
And Totus the Mores, E.Ver Vere in their soveignty,
When as Apollo he came out-doors to worm
Our heirs, or as a Mercury, to bewitch!
Orbis her self was pride-ful of his devises
And joyed to bear the ornament of his verses!
Which Were-So More-ly Verso, and So apt,
The Same, since, she will yield no further Muse.
The ‘Sea-ish’ Greek, tearing Aristophanes,
Oxy Terence, wormy Plautus, now not place;
But obsolete, and abandoned lie
The Same, they Vere not of Tudor disposition.
Ne’Ver-the-less must I not grant Two-dor All: Thy Do,
My mole Shakespeare, must own a portion.
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For though the Author’s mother, Two-dor be,

58 His skill doth give the Mores. And, that he
Who orders Tu compose a vivid Ver-Se, must suite,
60 (The Seym as thine R[egina]) and strike the (Two) Dur;
Upon the Mur’s ink: Ver-so ‘The Seym’
62 (and himself with it) that he intends to form;
Or for the poet’s crown, he may obtain contempt,
64 For a Mer-Ce’s Poet’s fair, the same Or as ferre.
And of this kind Vert-Tu. Look how the father’s face
66 Lives in his successor, Or the Seym, the lineage
Of Shakespeare’s Sum, and More is clearly evident
68 In his Ore-versed, and Vere-ly_Mar’d Verses:
Tot’de Witch, he Seyms to Shake a speare,
70 As threatened towards the Peers of Night.

Suite Poet of Avon! what a spectacle so Vere

72 To See thee in our-seas once More seem,
And do Jacob’s Heir-y climb upon the margin of Thames,
74 That more did Sommer Eliza, and gild James!
But Moor, I See thee in the Hemisphere (L) hemi-, prefix : ‘half, one-half’
76 Raised, and made a Star-cluster there!
Flash out-d’ors, Tu kind of Tudors, and with Regal Fury,
78 Or-Influence, reproach, Or encourage the declining Orbis—
Which since thy flight from here, hath Mourn’d as Nox,
80 And dis-pairs forebears, except for thy Revolution’s light. ~

We believe the closing lines comment on the opening. There is a great loss of significance in the
works of Oxford / Seymour (Shakespeare) if we cannot ‘draw’ his name correctly. The decision of Edward
Seymour (Duke of Somerset) to rename and hide away the son of his brother Thomas becomes final if we
can’t discover the writer’s ‘Damned Memory’ (Damnatio Memoriae). There was strong motivation for Cecil
and Dudley to exploit the lad’s altered identity, and thus advance the Reformation, to aid and protect their
late King’s daughter, and to enrich and empower themselves in the bargain. But the time is right to restore
to light what was obscured during the writer’s life. Those who sought to benefit from his identity, have
benefitted — Let be... (see Bible, Matthew 27:49). Our primary concern now should be to restore his works
to the true artist, and help make intelligible to his readers all that was rendered incomprehensible.

John Milton
“Deare Sonne of Memory, great Heire of Fame ...”

The discovery of Shakespeare’s true identity is hardly new. It’s clear: the facts of the
matter were known by at least a small number of principals — people directly involved and
franchised to gain from the Queen’s Secret ... The Queen’s Great Matter ... The Queen ‘Mater’.

As noted earlier, these were profiteers, and included the William Cecil family, whose particular
interest in Tudor-Seymour probably ended with Robert Cecil in 1612. The other great extortionists were of
the John Dudley family. This group lost-out earlier than the Cecils; John Dudley, Duke of Northumberland,
was executed in 1553, Philip Sidney died of injuries from battle in 1586, Robert Dudley, Earl of Leicester,
died of disease in 1588, and Robert Devereux, Earl of Essex, was executed in 1601. These knew of
Shakespeare’s Nature but, with the exception of Essex, did not live to see his Art.
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A second group, probably a modest number of poets and scholars of the late Elizabethan period,
understood Shakespeare’s words. The sort of education that elevated our ‘Ox-Sea’ writer to stardom was
also enjoyed by a number of Humanist scholars of the period. This allowed them to fathom his drift ...
probably with no great difficulty. We can include in this category the writers who contributed prefatory
materials to the First and Second Folios, or others who wrote circumspect comedies during the reign of
James |. Their is a strong hint that Thomas Looney, who wrote Shakespeare Identified (1922), also
understood the connection between Oxford and the Phantom Heir—Tudor-Seymour. On the title page to
Looney’s work are two epigraphs that speak of Shakespeare’s “wounded” or obscured name. Of
particular interest are four lines of John Milton’s 16 line epitaph. While these four lines are the critical
ones, understanding the entire poem is necessary to fully appreciate his meaning:

An Epitaph on the admirable Dramaticke

Poet, VV. SHAKESPEARE.
What neede my Shakespeare for his honour’d bones,
2 The labour of an Age, in piled stones
Or that his hallow’d Reliques should be hid

4 Under a Starre-ypointing Pyramid?
Deare Sonne of Memory, great Heire of Fame,

6 What needst thou such dull witnesse of thy name?
Thou in our wonder and astonishment

8 Hast built thy selfe a livelong Monument:

For whil’st to th’ shame of slow-endeavoring Art
10 Thy easie numbers flow, and that each part,
Hath from the leaves of thy unvalued Booke,
12 Those Delphicke Lines with deep Impression tooke
Then thou our fancy of her selfe bereaving,
14 Dost make us Marble with too much conceiving,
And so Sepulcher’d in such pompe dost lie
16 That Kings for such a Tombe would wish to die.

We think you’ll find Wit was a competitive sport in earlier centuries, particularly in the Elizabethan
and Jacobean periods. There’s a memorable example from later Georgian times that precisely illustrates
the course you must follow. Jane Austen’s Emma (ch. 9) depicts Emma Woodhouse and Harriet Smith
reading a ciphered letter from Mr. Elton — you know the passage I’'m speaking of. Well, you’ll want to
appear to all the world as if you have Emma’s wit, not Harriet’s.

Let’s take a closer look at Milton’s effort. It is painstakingly constructed: “slow-endeavoring Art” he
calls it (slow en—de Vere—ing), and clearly imitating the process that for Shakespeare must have been
easy. | say ‘must have been’ because Milton has but sixteen lines in this style, and Shakespeare tens of
thousands. Interestingly, this is the first work by Milton to be published (anonymously 1632, written 1630).

‘An Epitaph on the admirable Dramaticke Poet, VV. SHAKESPEARE.’

1 What neede my Shakespeare for his honour’d bones,

~ What neede my Shakespeare for his honour'd [1.1 ‘Great respect; esteem..or reverence; glory, renown,
fame, reputation’; note that honor and fame (1.5) are linked by polysemy] bones [(L) os, wp O’s: the repeated letter O
signifying Oxford, a metonym for the writer’s title.],

» Italics were used for all words except Shakespeare in line 1, and Fame in line 4. I believe

this is to link the name Shakespeare to Fame: (L) fama: ‘renown’, meaning to ‘name again’, ‘name

repeatedly’ —to rename. This is simply to indicate Shakespeare is a ‘renaming’ of the true name,

i.e. Shakespeare is a pen name.

~ What needs my Shakespeare for his re-Vere’d bones, ~
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2 The labour of an Age, in piled stones,
~ The labour (L) molior, opus, opera, labor: 5a ‘Effort made..in accomplishing..a task, endeavor’] of an
Age [(L) aetas: ‘a lifetime’], in piled [(L) pilus: n.5 ‘hair, esp. fine soft hair’; wp on soft heir.] stones [2¢ ‘A kind of
rock or hard mineral matter’; stone as a general material becomes more specific through the course of the poem.], ~
~ The mole of a lifetime, in Heir-y Stones ~

3 Or that his hallow’d Reliques should be hid
~ Or [metonym The common syllable (morpheme) of Seymour and Tudor; also recognizing the writer’s
mother as R(egina), hence O + R.] that his hallow’d [ The parts of the hare (wp heir) given to hounds as a
reward..after a successful chase; alt. (L) sacer: ‘sacred’; wp halo, (L) corona] Reliques [relics, (L) reliquiae: 3a ‘The
remains of a..deceased person’] hid ~
~ Or that his Hare’d remains should be hid ~
~ Or that his Crown’d remains should be hid ~

4 Under a Starre-ypointing Pyramid?
~ Under a Star [(L) lumen: ‘light’; relating to Apollo, the Sun, wp Son. See: star theory of Giordano Bruno
(1548-1600))-ypointing [(L) monstrare, indicare: ‘to point out’] Pyramid [1 ‘Monument..’; (L) Pyramis: wp
Pyramus—Representing the type of a young man who dies for forbidden Love (Amour) in Ovid’s tale of ‘Pyramus
and Thisbe’; Pyramus died under a Mulberry (morus) tree.]
~ Under a Son-directing Pyramid? ~

5 Deare Sonne of Memory, great Heire of Fame,

~ Dear [(OE) déore: 2a ‘held in deep and tender esteem; beloved, loved’] Son [1a ‘A male
child or person in relation to either or to both of his parents’; 7a One who is characterized by the
presence, possession..of some quality or thing’] of Memory [wordplay (Fr) méme: ‘same’ + mori:
(L) mori: ‘death’, (Fr) mort: ‘death’, hence Seymour; (L) memoria; (L) recordatio: ‘a recollection,
remembrance’] great [(L) amplus, wp amplius: ‘more’] Heir [(L) heres] of Fame [(L) fama: ‘report’, ‘renown’,
‘rumour’; ‘report’ is a standard pun, hinting at two-door, hence Tudor.], ~

~ De’Ore Son of Same-More, great Heir of Re-Port, ~

6 What needst thou such dull witnesse of thy name?
~ What needst thou [metonym/timesis The first syllable of T[h]ou-dor, h being silent.] such dull
[(L) obscurus: ‘covered, dark’] witness [(L) testimonium: ‘written attestation’, ‘proof, evidence’] of thy name [(L)
nomen, nomen dare, cognomen: ‘surname, family name’, in this instance [Tu]D’or (door, see 1.5).]? ~
>» Milton here uses a rhetorical device called occultatio, in which a subject is
insinuated or called into question that might not otherwise occur to the reader.
Occultatio functions as counsel and shouts: “Pay special attention to what you
are told does not need attention.” The subject of this epitaph is the desire for some
tangible evidence of the writer’s existence. Milton proceeds to tell us through the
rest of the poem that Shakespeare has impressed his name in each part of his book
by obscure references—by “Delphic lines”, by riddles—and there you’ll find a
remembrance of him. He asks “What needst Os, Rs, Mores, and Tus?
~ What needst Tu such obscure proof of thy D’or? ~
~ What needst such obscure proof of thy Tu-dor? ~
» The second interpretation removes the redundancy of a pronoun attached to the 2nd person
form of the verb need.

7 Thou in our wonder and astonishment

~ Thou [metonym/timesis wp Tu, the first syllable of Tudor.] in our [metonym/timesis The
common syllable of Seymour and Tudor.] wonder [(L) miratio; wp on Tu-d’Or, wonder = One-d’Or.] astonishment
[astonish: “To deprive of sensation.., to stun, deaden, stupefy’ + -ment (suffix): ‘Forming abstract nouns from
verbs..and adjectives ; aphetized (aphesis: ‘The loss of an unaccented vowel at the beginning of a word) in the 16th
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cent. to stonish: ‘Resembling, or having the character of, stone, stony’. The use of astonishment in line 7 extends the
logic of “piled stones” (1.2) and leads to “marble” (1.14).
~ Tu in Our One-d’Or and a Stonish-ment ~

8 Hast built thy selfe a livelong Monument:
~ Hast built thy selfe a livelong [enduring, (L) sustinentia; (L) totus: ‘the whole, complete, entire’, ‘all’; wp
Tuta(h)s] Monument: [(L) monumentum: ‘A memorial’, ‘written memorials, annals, memoirs’]
» We are to understand the works of Shakespeare are not pure fiction but “a kind of history”
(The Taming of the Shrew; Induction 2 138, PAGE); and to record history, the writer must find
a way to reveal the names of the occurrents.
~ Has built thy self an en-during Monument: ~

9 For whil’st to th’ shame of slow-endeavoring Art
~ For whil’st [whiles: ‘since, if’, perhaps although, ‘Coincidence of time implying causality’ (Schmidt)]
to the shame [(L) pudor: ‘modesty, propriety’, ‘good manners’; (L) ignominia: ‘disgrace’] of slow [(L) tardus: wp
Tudar] -endeavoring [(L) molior: (moles) I1.B. ‘to endeavor’, I1.A ‘labor’; (Fr) en devoir (de faire): duty (to do)] Art
[Art; alt. ‘contrivance, artifice’]
~ For, if to the propriety of slow in-de Vere-ing Art ~
~ For, if to the modesty of Tudar-Mure Sum ~
~ For if to Verecund, slow-I’Boar-ing Art ~

10 Thy easie numbers flow, and that each part,
~ Thy easy [(L) facilis: ‘easy’; Il A ‘compliant, yielding’; (L) expeditus: ‘unshackled, unimpeded’] numbers
[ME nombre: ‘name’; alt. IV 17a ‘lines, verses’; IIl.13a ‘an account; a reckoning’] flow [(L) manare: ‘0oze’, wp (E)
manner, wp (L) mores; alt. (L) fluere: ‘proceed, issue’; ‘pour’], and that each [(L) alius alium: ‘each other’] part [(L)
pars; (L) partes: ‘role in a play’], ~
~ Thy compliant Sums More, and that alien part, ~
~ Thy compliant verses proceed, and that each role ~

11 Hath from the leaves of thy unvalued Booke,
~ Hath from the leaves [leaf, (L) folium: leaf, I1.5 ‘a sheet of paper, parchment’] unvalued [2 ‘not regarded
as of value’; alt. unappreciated: ‘Not duly appreciated, valued’, ‘Not properly estimated’, misunderstood.] booke, ~
~ Hath from the leaves of thy unappreciated Book, ~

12 Those Delphicke Lines with deep Impression tooke
~ Those Delphic [‘Oracular; of the obscure and ambiguous nature of the responses of the Delphic oracle’]
Lines [(L) versus: in writing, ‘a line’] with deep [‘the Sea’] Impression [(L) impressio: ‘a copy’; (L) imago: ‘an
image, copy, likeness’; deep Impression appears as wordplay on silliness: Sea-liness (see Lucrece 1.1812) tooke ~
~ Those Obscure Vere-ses with Sea-ly-ness mis-took ~

13 Then thou our fancy of her selfe bereaving,
~ Then thou [metonym/timesis wp Tu, the first syllable of Tudor] our [metonym/timesis The common syllable
of Seymour and Tudor.] fancy [(L) somnium: ‘a dream’, ‘a fancy, foolishness, nonsense’ = Moria] of herself
bereaving [(L) orbare: ‘to deprive of parents or children’], ~
>» Don’t miss the special significance of bereaving, indicating the loss of a parent
or child. In renaming the Tudor-Seymour infant, there was a loss to the Tudor family
and to the nation, as if he had been killed. From a legal standpoint he was not entitled
to succeed or inherit the Crown.
~ Then Tu/[d]our More of her self bereaving, ~
~ Then Tudor-More of her child bereaving, ~

14 Dost make us Marble with too much conceiving,
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~ Dost [Thou dost, wp Tu do] make [(It) fare: ‘to do’, (E) fare: n.1 6b ‘A proceeding, action, doings’] us
Marble [(L) Marmor: Mare + Mor, wp Mare: ‘Sea’ + moria: ‘moria’, fools.] with too [metonym/timesis Tu] much
[(L) multus: ‘many, much’, (L) amplius: ‘more’] conceiving [(L) concipere: ‘to become pregnant’], ~
» Perhaps Milton means the single conception—the single child she bears —engenders hundreds
of characters in the works of Shakespeare, most of whom are based upon himself. From one child, many.
But the perfect wordplay on “too much”, (L) Tu-multus, and tumultus, is too good to ignore.
~ Dost fare us Seymour with Tu More conceiving, ~
~ Dost make us Sea-Mour (with Tu: ‘Much-conceiving’), ~
» “Dost make us Marble...”; hence the reader becomes an active element in the writer’s tomb.
Like HORATIO in Hamlet, we live to tell the story of our great protagonist. In holding the idea of
his true identity, we carry forward his Memory.

15 And so Sepulcher’d in such pompe dost lie
~ And so [metonym/timesis (Welsh) mor: ‘sea’, ‘so’, hence sea = mor and so = mor]| Sepulcher’d [(L)

se + pulcher: se: (reflexive) ‘himself, herself, itself, themselves’ + pulcher: ‘beautiful, fair, lovely’; hence, making
himself Fair, (Fr) faire: To-do(r).] in such [‘of this kind’; in kind: ‘in essential quality’] pomp [(L) tumor:
‘turgidity’, ‘inflation of language’; perhaps a touch of vainglory or ostentation is implied here.] dost lie [(L)
quiescere ‘to lie still’; alt. sleep: (L) dormire]

~ And So made self-Fair’d in kind: Tu-Mor Does Tu-dor ~

~ And So making himself Fair, in such Tu-Mor Do[es] lie ~

16 That Kings for such a Tombe would wish to die.
~ That Kings for such Tombe [(L) tumulus: ‘tomb’, ‘a mound’, a burial mound; possible wordplay on (L)
mundus, orbis: ‘the universe, the world’, wp Two-dor, and the second syllable of title of Tudors, (Earls of)
Richmond.] would wish [(L) voluntas: ‘will’, Transf. A last will, testament’] to die [wp (L) morior: ‘to die’; wp mor-
i-or = More and Ore, though the conjunction and is often not expressed in Latin.]. ~
~ That Kings for such a Or-bis would Will Tu-Mor and Or. ~
~ That Kings for such a Monde would Will Tu-Mor. ~

Once More:

What needs my Shakespeare for his re-Vere’d bones,
The task of a lifetime, in heir-y Stones,

Or that his heir’d remains should be hid

Under a Son-directing Pyramid?

De’Ore Son of Same-More, great Heir of Re-Port,
What needst Tu such obscure proof of thy D’or?

Tu in Our One-d’Or and a’Stonish-ment

Has built thy self a Tuta(h) Monument:

For, if to the propriety of slow in-de Vere-ing Art

© 0O N O AN N

10 Thy compliant Sum is More, and that each part

11 Hath from the leaves of thy unappreciated Book,

12 Those Obscure Vere-ses with Sea-ly-ness mis-took

13 Then Tul[d]our More of her self bereaving,

14 Dost make us Seymour with Tu: ‘much-conceiving’,

15 And So made Fair in kind: Tu-Mor Does dor

16 That Kings for such an Or-bis would wish Tu-Mor and Or.

Milton perfectly demonstrates the process of Shakespeare’s Art. He is, perhaps, the last person
to fully reveal our writer—but of course, such information was given discretely. This poem has a surface
meaning, and a super-meaning. Lines perceived as most abstruse—“Dear Son of Memory” 1.5, “Dost
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make us Marble” I.74—are the keys to subject: Same-More and Sea-More. As in Shakespeare, stop at
Milton’s difficult or incomprehensible meaning and see if it can be understood in a different language (see
HORATIO’s wry hint to HAMLET, Hamlet V.2 111).

We don’t usually cram our conversation with subject markers—they occur naturally as we speak.
Nothing should disrupt the smooth flow of context unless there is a question of meaning. Shakespeare,
and in this poem, Milton, make us pause frequently. This indicates an unexpected change of context and
allows the veiled meaning to assert itself. When we feel the need to clarify—usually to read and reread a
passage—it is a sign of wordplay that needs to be fathomed.

»

John Davies “Thou hadst bin a companion for a King ...
To our English Terence, Mr. Will.
Shake-speare.
Epig. 159  Sir John Davies (1569-1626)

Some say (good Will ) which I, in sport do sing, sport: ‘variety’; ‘play’  will, (L) more
Had’st thou not plaid some Kingly parts in sport,

Thou hadst bin a companion for a King;

And beene a King among the meaner sort.

Some others raile: raile as they thinke fit, raile, wp (E) real: ‘of Monarchy’
Thou hast no rayling, but, a raigning Wit, a raigning: ‘arraigning’, ‘called to account’
And honesty thou sow’st, which they do reape; sow’st: ‘boar’st’

So, to increase their Stocke which they do keepe.
» which: 4 adj. pron. ‘which is which’, ‘which is the one and which is the other’
witch: /a ‘A woman supposed to have dealings with..evil spirits’ (OED)

This short poem has been so extensively covered that it hardly bears another look; however, |
think we might spend just a moment on interpretation consistent with the thesis of this essay. There’s no
doubt the subjects here ‘do port-end di-vision’, as old LEAR would say (King Lear 1.2 136; wordplay on
two-door Seem-or ).

John Davies constructed this nearly symmetrical poem neatly around identity. Several words are
repeated three times: King (Kingly), Some, Thou, Do, which (Witch?) and raile (rayling). Raile/rail almost
certainly plays on the Latin regula: ‘rule’ (see (OF) reille and (MFr) real: ‘royal’, (E) real — and so the
phrase “a raigning Wit” (‘arraigning wit’) points to matter that is royal, regal, real; and it is the quality of
Real that would call Shakespeare’s Wit to account (for itself) if stated more directly. We suggest the
matter of Davies’ poem is politically dangerous. If this epigram is divided into two halves, the three uses of
rail/real in the second half complement the three uses of ‘King’ in the first. The halves are parallel and
rhetorically balanced.

Some of the repeated words happen to be stock Shakespeare metonymy: Some say + (good
Will) = Some-merx / say-more, substituting for Sommer, St. Maur, Seymour; Thou for Tu, Do (often fair)
for non-rhotic d’Or: do[h]. With wordplay on King and Reille/ Real, Mr. Davies has fulfilled Shakespeare’s
more cautious use of Heir (Air, Ayre, etc.). | believe all the substitutions below are within the range of
semantic variation expected in the period of the early 17th century. Thus:

To our English Terence, Mr. Will.

Shake-speare.

Epig. 159

Some-Say (material More) which I (playfully) Do praise, will, (L) mos, moris: ‘will, inclination’
Had’st Tu not played Some Kingly parts in play,
Tu hadst been a match for a King;
And been a King of the bastard sort.
Some Others rule: rule as they think fit,
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Tu have not Rule, but, a reigning Wit.
And Verity Tu Boar’st, which they Do crop;
So, to More their Wealth, Witch they Do Hold.

Symmetry can be used to give epigrams structural beauty. This one is a perfect example.

But it’s also striking for its effect on meaning. Our first task is always to discover the sometimes subtle
changes of meaning wrought by hardly noticeable alterations of presentation.

If we assume Davies’ poem is straightforward, we’ll miss much of his effort. It will be best to note
details of rhetorical figures, form, and construction; the purposed symmetry of the piece is unmistakable.
Let me suggest John Davies is using Oxford’s (O/S) method to make short work of that ‘which’ our writer
labored so long—namely, to identify himself.

Martin Droeshout Engraving “This Figure, that thou here seest put,”

Let’s see if factoring Ben Jonson’s To the Reader with the Ox-Sea Method yields meaning
regarding the stylized portrait of ‘Shakespeare’. Here we assume (for better or worse —more or less)
Jonson uses the same metonymy and technique used by Oxford to conceal a supra-text. Inmediately we
discover the word ‘brass’ is repeated; we investigate ‘brass’ to see what’s so special. Brass and Bronze
were a diverse group of alloys to the Ancients. Some looked remarkably like gold. Corinthian Brass was
an alloy of copper with gold and silver in small percentages: Aurichalcum, Aurum and Argentum. Brass is
an emblem for what is enduring (L. durare); but | think Ben Jonson hints at a special Tudor/Tudur
relationship with the repetition of brass— (Latin) aereus: ‘of brass’, and aerius: air/heir.

To the Reader
1 This Figure, that thou here seest put,

~ This Figure [(L) facies: ‘face, countenance’; I1.9b ‘An imaginary form, a phantasm’ (1325); 11b ‘One
acting a part’; 1./ ‘External form’; 5a ‘A person considered with regard to visible form’], that thou [wp, fimesis Tu]
here [(L) hic; wp heir; wp (L) tueor, tutus, tuto: ‘watched over’, ‘safely’] seest [ME seest: ‘see’; wp Cec’d?] put [(L)
imponere: ‘to place one thing into another’; (L) superponere: ‘to place over or upon’; (L) do, ‘put’; alt. ponere: ‘to
appoint’, ‘represent’, ‘to place, set’; ‘to invest’; alt. (Fr) poser: ‘To play a part’; pose: ‘To put forward (a claim )], ~

~ This Face, that Tu Heir seest put, ~

2 It vvas for gentle Shakespeare cut;

~ It was [VV: A common representation of the letter ‘W’ until the late 17th century; the doubling of the
V may suggest double: n.I.1 ‘a double quantity’, (L) duplus: ‘a duplicate’.] for gentle [(L) mollis: ‘gentle, soft’, wp
(L) moles: ‘a massive structure, a dam, pier, mole’, (E) mole: ‘a breakwater, sea-wall’, hence Sea-Mure, Seymour.]
Shakespeare cut [(L) absumere: ‘to obtain from, assume from’, ‘to reduce, consume’; ‘to cut off’; ‘to waste,
destroy’]; ~

~ It was for Mollis Shakespeare cut; ~

3 VVherein the Graver had a strife
~ Wherein [‘in which (matter, action, etc.] the Graver [(L) scalptor: ‘a cutter, engraver’; alr. ‘one who
digs’; grave: I1.3a ‘to bury (a corpse) in the ground’, 35 ‘to hide underground’; alr. perhaps wp (L) severus: ‘strict,
hard (dur)’, hence Severer and wp on se Vere; alt. (Fr) tailleur: wp ‘cutter’, ‘tailor’, one who entails (an estate) —
a usurper] had a strife [(L) contentio: ‘contention’, ‘exertion, effort’; ‘competition for’] ~
~ Wherein the Engraver had a strife ~

4 vvith Nature, to out-doo the life:
~ with Nature [/11.7b ‘The innate..disposition of a particular person’], to [rimesis Tu] out-do [wp Tou-
doo, (L) aut: ‘or’ + do = door, hence Tudor; alt. 1 “To put or force out; to disallow’] the life [/.7a ‘The condition,
quality, or fact of being a living person’; being: (L) natura; (L) anima: ‘soul’, ‘breath of life’]: ~
~ with Nature, Tu D’oor the life: ~
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5 O, could he but have dravvne his vvit

~ O [possibly an ‘interjection expressing disappointment, longing’; ‘O’ is always ambiguous in
Shakespeare, and indicates the subject of Edward Oxenford within the supra-text.], could he but [conj. ‘only,
merely,] have drawne [(L) trahere: Transf. ‘to draw out’, ‘to squander’; ‘to take in, assume, derive’: plays on
graving, burying, engraving, drawing, cutting; alt. (L) describere: ‘describe’, 60c ‘to represent in words’; 62
‘devise, contrive’; 63b “To writer or treat of’; 19 ‘To render into another language or style of writing, to translate’]
his wit [/.7a ‘seat of consciousness’; /1.5a ‘Great mental capacity; genius, cleverness, quickness’] ~

~ O, if only the Engraver could have buried his Wit ~

6 As vvell in brasse, as he hath hit

~ As [‘Of quality or manner: in the same way’; wp The same more: ‘In accordance with the customs of
traditions’, manners’] well [(L) wp vel: ‘or’] in brass [(L) aes, aeris, aereus: ‘made of or fitted with copper or
bronze’ (see Baret’s Alvearie); wp (L) aer, aerius: belonging to the air, airy, wp heir-y; Ic ‘Taken as a type (emblem)
of hardness, imperishableness, enduring’, evoking the Dur in Tudur. (L) Orichalcum, Aurichalcum:
named from the ore of Chalcis, Euboea, where Corinthian Brass was mined in antiquity; it was reported to be
an alloy of copper, gold, and silver.], as he hath hit [(L) tundere: ‘to strike repeatedly’; (Fr) coup: ‘a blow, stroke,
hit’], ~

» Brass, (L) aeris, and particularly aereus: ‘of bronze’, plays on the word aerius: ‘belonging to the air’,
hence heir. The idea put forward in this poem is that one does not record their life in tombs or other
memorials, but in one’s heirs (progeny). The phrase ~ Same-Or in aeris ~ plays on the Wit ‘St. More
inherits’.
» Bronze, (L) aes, aeris; the same as Brass, is (Fr) bronzé, and basané; I'1l bet dollars to donuts
BASSIANUS (Titus Andronicus) and BASSANIO (Merchant of Venice) are named for the (Latin) aereus:
brass, or bronze.

~ Same-Or in aeris, as he has struck out ~

~ The Same-Or heir, as he has struck ~

7 His face; the Print vvould then surpasse
~ His face [/I. ‘The part of a thing presented to view’; 8a ‘The outer surface of a thing’; 70 ‘One of the
surfaces of something having..two sides’; 111.14 ‘Outward show, artificial appearance’] the Print [2a ‘an image of
likeness of something’; /3 ‘A printed reproduction of an image’, copy, duplicate.] would [] then [] surpass [(L)
vincere: ‘to conquer, defeat, vanquish’, ‘to master’, to go beyond.]
~ His face; the Image and Words would then overstep ~

8 All, that was ever writ in brasse.
~ All [wp (L) totus = Tudo[h]s; alt. metonym The Monarchy; Allodium: feudal ownership of the State;
the Crown is the only absolute owner of land under feudalism.] that was ever [mefonym E. Vere] writ [‘something
written or recorded in writing’; alt. 3b Law ‘A formal order issued by a court in the name of the sovereign’] in brass
[(L) aes, aeris, aereus: ‘made of or fitted with copper or bronze’ (see Baret’s Alvearie); wp (L) aer, aerius: belonging
to the air, airy, wp heir-y.]
~ Totu[h]s, that was E.Ver recorded in heirs. ~

9 But, since he cannot, Reader, looke
10 Not on his Picture, but his Booke. B.I.[onson]

Perhaps most people hope their lives have some meaning. The vanity of fame is for a name to be
widely recognized. A more refined idea is of one’s name passing on to future generations with a
remembrance or long-lasting effect. This poem admonishes that your greatest bequest cannot be a
portrait of the Life, nor a memorial in words, but in the continuing flesh of heirs. This natural course is
denied the ‘Shakespeare’ writer. Authority —his Mother and her Ministers—have declined to acknowledge
him. He is an illegitimate child. If he may be found at all, it’s not in a name, but in the Book of
Shakespeare:
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This Figure, that T[ho Ju heir seest put, tu: thou, you  seest: ceased
2 It was for Mollis Shakespeare cut; Mollis, Moles: Sea-wall, Sea-mure
Wherein the Engraver had a strife Scalptor: ‘engraver’
4 with Nature, Tu D’oor the life: outdo:, ‘disallow, remove’; wp Tout-do
O, if only the Engraver could have buried his Wit in aeris: ‘in brass’
6 Same-Or in Aeris— Heirs—as he has struck out struck out: coup: ‘to strike’, ‘to remove’
His face; the Image and Words would then overstep overstep: ‘to act beyond what is proper’
8 Totu[h]s, that was E.Ver recorded in heirs. (L) Totus: * All’; Allodium, the Monarch
But, since he cannot, Reader, look
10 Not on his Picture, but his Book.

The wordplay of Jonson’s poem is strikingly elegant. The meaning is simply that the Engraver—
the Burier—has not captured the artist’s likeness; what you see is not the true artist. O, if only the
Engraver could have similarly buried the artist’s truthful Wit, then we would miss his ‘Tudor’. But look!
such a plan—the Damnation of Memory—must fail; the writer has devised a way to memorialize his life
without censors knowing of it. Shakespeare’s identity may be hidden, but it will be found again and again
in his book.

Alexander Pope “Are melted into Ayre, into thin Ayre ...”
The Westminster Monument
The monument to Shakespeare in Westminster Cathedral was installed in 1740. The designer,
William Kent (1685-1748), was commissioned by the great poet Alexander Pope (1688-1744), and Richard
Boyle, Lord Burlington (1694-1753). | think you’ll soon agree, they knew exactly who ‘Shakespeare’ really
was. This is the quote engraved there in stone, to which our gentle Shakespeare points—significantly, |
think:

The Cloud capt TOW’I’S, cloud: ‘concealing’  capt Tow’rs: wp (L) captor, captivatori: ‘enslaver’
The Gorgeous Palaces, gorgeous, (L) speciosus: ‘false’  palaces, (L) domus regiae: ‘royal houses’
The Solemn Temples, solemn, (L) wp solum: ‘sole’, wp soul  temples, (L) aedes: ‘room’/moor
The Great Globe itself, great, (L) ‘magnus, grandis, amplus’  globe, (L) orbis: wp Two-d’Or
Yea all which it inherit, yea: ‘even’  all, wp allod: ‘the Monarchy’
Shall Dissolve dissolve, (L) dissolvere: ‘to be unbound’
And like the baseless Fabric of a Vision fabric, (L) aedificium: ‘edifice, building’

vision, (L) imago: ‘copy, image’; (L) simulacrum: ‘likeness’
» cloud: 3¢ ‘As a type of the fleeting and unsubstantial’; 9a transf. ‘ Anything that obscures or conceals’

Let’s examine the passage from The Tempest from which this fragment was taken:

PROSPERO The Tempest V.1 148-58
148 Our Revels now are ended: These our actors,
(As I foretold you) were all spirits, and
150  Are melted into Ayre, into thin Ayre,
And like the baseless fabric of this vision
152 The Cloud-capt Towres, the gorgeous Palaces,
The solemn Temples, the great Globe itself,
154 Yea, all which it inherit, shall dissolve,
And like this insubstantial Pageant faded
156 Leave not a rack behind: we are such stuff
As dreams are made on; and our little life
Is rounded with a sleep ...
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Since The Tempest is set on an island between North Africa and Italy, | suggest looking for polysemy
based in Latin, which is the ‘Reference Language’ of other Shakespeare’s plays set in Italy.
148 Our Revels now are ended: These our actors,

~ Our [wp, timesis, (Fr) d’Or: The common syllable in Tudor and Seymour] Revels [(L) orgia: ‘secret
festivals, mysteries’; revel: wp re-: prefix ‘again’ + vel: (L) vel: ‘or’, he “Our re-vels” = Two-d’Or] now, meronym,
timesis (Fr) or: ‘now, well’] are, [title R(egius)] ended: These our [wp our, or, ore: The common syllable of Tudor
and Seymour, with pun on (Fr) or: heraldry ‘gold’] actors [(L) qui facit: Lit. ‘he does’, ‘one who acts’; (OED) 1 Law
‘A person who instigates or is involved in a legal action, spec. (a) a plaintiff or complainant’], ~

~ Tu-d’Or mysteries ‘R’ ended: These, Our plaintiffs ~

149 (As I foretold you) were all spirits, and
~ (As I foretold you) were [wp past tense are, (L) R[egius]: ‘royal’] all, [(L) totus, wp Tudors; (L) allod:
‘free title to land, assumed by Crown’] spirits [(L) animus: ‘character, disposition’, ‘nature’] and ~
~ (As I foretold you) were royal natures, and ~

150 Are melted into Ayre, into thin Ayre,
~ Are [title R(egius)] melted [(L) dissolvere: wp dis: ‘apart, in different directions’ + sol: wp ‘sun’, ‘son’+
vere: timesis Vere; alt. (L) ad misericordiam: ‘moved to tenderness, pity, mercy’] into Ayre [wp heir, (L) heres] into
thin [(L) exilis: ‘thin, slender’, punning (E) exile; alr. (L) tenuis: ‘fine, slight, slender’, ‘subtle, rare’, ‘weak’,
‘tenuous’] Ayre [wp heir, (L) heres], ~
~ ‘R’ tendered into Heir ... into tenuous Heir, ~
~ ‘R’ dis-sol-Vere’d into Heir, into exiled Heir, ~

151 And like the baseless fabric of this vision
~ And like [(L) similis, par: ‘matching, equal to’] the baseless [(L) inanis: ‘empty’; ‘of horses: riderless’]
fabric [(L) aedificium: ‘edifice, building’] of this vision [(L) simulacrum: ‘likeness’, ‘phantom’]
~ And like the empty edifice of this phantom ~

152 The Cloud-capt Towres, the gorgeous Palaces,
~ The Cloud, [wp anagram clude = dudle, Dudley, 6a fig. ‘Darkened by misfortune, grief’; (L) occlusus:
2a ‘To cover or hide’; 2b fig. ‘To exclude or render obscure’]-capt Towres [wp (L) captors/(L) captor: ‘enslaver’],
the gorgeous [(L) speciosus: ‘false’] Palaces [(L) domus regiae: ‘royal houses’], ~
» cloud: anagram-like treatment of dudley = cludey, from 15th century spelling of cloud : clud. Cloudy is
used variously for the son-less condition in which the writer finds himself; elsewhere we find “region
cloud” (see ‘regen-c', Sonner 33), and CLAUDIUS in Hamlet, for Dudley, the obscuring ‘Regent’.
~ The Cloud Captors, the specious Royal Houses, ~

153 The solemn Temples, the great Globe itself,
~ The solemn, [(L) wp solum: ‘sole’, ‘base’; alt. wp (L) solium: ‘throne’, transf. ‘dominion’] Temples [(L)
templum: ‘A place dedicated to a particular deity, a shrine, sanctuary’; alr. (L) aedes: ‘room’/moor; room: surname
Moor, 11.6b ‘A holding of moorland or bog’], the great [(L) ‘magnus, grandis, amplus’; amplus: ‘more’] Globe,
[(L) orbis: wp Or + bis: ‘two’; alt. (L) gleba: ‘land, soil’] itself, ~
~ The base Room, the Mawr-Tudor itself, ~
~ The sole sanctuary, the Mawr-Tudor itself, ~

154 Yea, all which it inherit, shall dissolve,
~ Yea [(E) ‘even’], all [(L) totus: wp Tudors; alt. wp allod: ‘the Monarchy, allodium’] which it inherit
[(L) heredito, succedo: ‘succeed, to come after’], shall dissolve [(L) dissolvere: wp dis: prefix ‘in different directions,

apart’+ sol: wp ‘sun, wp son’ + vere: proper name Vere; alt. ‘to be unbound’], ~
~ Even the Crown which it inherit, shall be Vere dis-Sol’d, ~

155 And like this insubstantial Pageant faded,
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~ And like [(L) similis] this insubstantial [(L) inanis: ‘blind’, ‘soulless, dead’, ‘without substance’; alt. (L)

in-verus: wp un-Vere, not real.] Pageant [(L) species: ‘a seeing’, ‘shape, form, outward appearance’; 4 ‘An unreal or
imaginary object; a phantom or illusion’; alr. (L) spectaculum: ‘sight, spectacle’] faded [(L) pallidus: transf. ‘causing
paleness: mors’]

156

~ And like this soulless Illusion seen mortally pale, ~

Leave not a rack behind: we are such stuff

~ Leave not rack [wrack [(L) naufragium: ‘the remains of a wrecked ship’] behind [(L) pone, post]: we

are [wp Regius]: ‘royal’] such [adj. and pron. 3 ‘Of the same kind or class as something mentioned’] stuff, (L)
materia: ‘matter’, wp Mater: ‘mother’] ~

157

~ Leave not a [ship- Jwreck behind: we R, the same Mater ~

As dreams are made on; and our little life

~ As [(L) ut: wp, anagram Tu] dreams [(L) somnium] are [wp R[egius], ‘royal’] made [(L) facere] on;

and our [wp Or, Tud’Or] little life [lifeless, (L) exanimas, mors]

158

~ As Somn ‘R’ made on; and Our Mort ~

Is rounded with a sleep ...

~Is rounded [(L) teres, wp terra: ‘earth’, (L) orbis, wp two-d’or; (L) circumplecti: ‘encircled’, ‘ringed’;

alt. (L) circumscribire: ‘circumscribed’, rounded, ad;. 9 ‘Brought to a complete, finished, or perfect state’; air. (L)
definire: ‘defined’] with a sleep, [(L) dormire]

~ Is ringed with d’Or & Mere ... ~

Once More:

148 Tu-d’Or mysteries ‘R’ ended: These, Our plaintiffs
(As I foretold you) were royal natures, and

150 ‘R’ tendered into Heir ... into tenuous Heir,
And like the empty edifice of this phantom

152 The Dudley Captors, the Specious Royal Houses,
The sole Sanctuary, the Mawr-Tudor itself,

154 Even the Crown which it inherit, shall be Vere dis-Sol’d,
And like this soulless Illusion seen mortally pale,

156 Leaves not a [ship- Jwreck behind: we R, the Same Mater
As Somn R made on; and Our Mort ~

158 Is ringed with d’Or & Mere ...

Please remember: these interpretations can never be certified. They are approximations. Each
reader will find a similar range of possible substitutions, but they’ll all trend towards unmasking
the true identity of ‘Shakespeare’. Note the final lines which, as in other such ‘set-pieces’,
separate syllables of the writer’s surnames by timesis, and describe the order of placement.

Leonard Digges “ev’ry Line, each Verse ...”

Leonard Digges and his fellow, I.M. (James Mabbe?) also wrote commendatory poems to the

First Folio that remark on the immortal Monument created by Shakes-speare. They repeat the central
idea that his “wit-fraught book” will outlive any physical tomb. Digges supports the present essay:

This bOOk, brass, (L) aereus, wp aerius: ‘belonging to the air’ (heir)
When Brass and Marble fade, shall make thee look marble, (L) marmor, wp Sea-Mor
Fresh to all Ages: when Posterity fresh, (L) recens: ‘fresh, green’, hence (L) viridis, (Fr) vert

Shall loath what’s new, think all is pI‘Odigy loathe, (L) abhorrere: wp ‘a Boar’ new, (L) novus homo
That is not Shake-speares; ev’ry Line, each Verse  verse,wp (L) versus: ‘a turning of the plough’
Here shall revive, redeem thee from thy Herse. hearse, 5 ‘a coffin’; wp heirs; herse: ‘harrow’
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~ ... ev’ry Row, each Furrow
Here shall revive, redeem thee from thy Harrow. ~

Wordplay! ~ Each turn of the plough (verse) shall deliver [the Ox] from its harrowing.’ ~

The Writer will be delivered from the sentence of Attainder against his father, and the Damnatio Memoriae
upon himself (noted in the Sonnets), and the Earth will yield his seed (once covered).

Robert Browning ‘With this same key Shakespeare unlocked his heart’, once more!

There are indications the Victorian poet Robert Browning suspected the presence of an alien soul
at work in ‘Shakespeare’—something he discovered in the Sonnets. Browning is not candid enough to
reveal the depth of his discovery. Take a look at his poem titled ‘House’ from 1876, particularly the final
stanza, to see if he wasn'’t ‘on’ to the “occurrents, More and Less”, of the great Elizabethan.

1.1 Shall I sonnet sing about myself?
1.4 “Unlock my heart with a sonnet key?”
X.2 ‘With this same key

X.3 Shakespeare unlocked his heart.” once more!
X4 Did Shakespeare? If so, the less Shakespeare he!

We suggest Browning carefully chose the metaphor of an earthquake shaken wall, (L) mur, (It)
muro, to reveal the secret life and contents within a Shakespeare “once More!”

Setting

The setting of plays and poems establish important associations with a particular location, and
suggest the reference language by which the whole may be better understood. In coming to know the
major themes of a work, the significance of location will often become apparent. The Comedy of Errors is
set in Ephesus, Asia Minor, where the early Christian Church held landmark discourses concerning the
monophysite or dyophysite nature of Christ. This idea is central to the confusion arising from two
Antipholus’ and two Dromio’s. As such, settings become a site archetype.

Since most of Shake-speare’s plays are derived from existing material, the setting is already
established. There are several excellent references for understanding the writer’s sources; the one | have
used since my student days is David Bevington’s Appendix 2, Sources, in his Complete Works of
Shakespeare.

You'll note that the History Plays are set in Britain and its Possessions. This is because the
concerns of the writer are always political and dynastic as well as personal, and because Britain is his
home. Though the Comedies and Tragedies are usually set elsewhere, there are solid clues that the
writer is speaking of himself, and the foreign location is allegorical for a British location. Without
exception, all Shakespeare’s works are set in surrogates of the England the writer knew. Settings outside
Britain extend the linguistic and artistic possibilities for him. Nonetheless, Oxford (0/S) knew those foreign
locations well and writes familiarly of them. (see: Roe, Richard P. Shakespeare’s Guide to Italy. 2011)

Figurative Meaning Philosophical Allegory

If you imagine an analogy or correspondence between two unrelated ideas, you’ve imagined
metaphor. In the centuries since Shakespeare, we have become devoted to metaphoric composition and
interpretation. He was less inclined so. The meaning of metaphor can be lost through time and
separation. Shakespeare did not want this to happen. “He was not of an age”, noted his contemporary
Ben Jonson, “but for all Time!”; and this quality is not merely an assessment, but fully the writer’s intent.
He kept an eye to permanence; he was building a Rock (Fr. pierre) ... nay, a Mole. The creation of such
an enduring memorial was at odds with the Authority of his age. That power, as it turns out, was held by
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his immediate family—his Monarch and her ministers. Shakespeare is the story of a man who defies
unjust, criminal Authority, and lives long enough to produce for himself a Monument.
metaphor: ‘A figure of speech in which a name or descriptive word or phrase is transferred to an
object or action different from, but analogous to, that to which it is literally applicable.” (OED)
figurative: of speech ‘Based on, or involving the use of figures (emblems) or metaphors; not literal.” (OED)
transference, transferred meaning: ‘[meaning] in an altered or metaphorical sense.’

» The line separating these tropes (‘figures of speech) is somewhat indefinite. If a great writer from
the past used metaphor, and if that use has come down to the present, you have an example of standard
‘transferred meaning’. Shakespeare often uses standard transferred meaning, but he doesn’t imagine
metaphors unique to himself.

Metaphor

Metaphor can be twisted to confer meaning in almost any situation. Proof of this is interpretation
of ‘Shakespeare’. It’s an open field. For every brilliant analysis there are others anachronistic, simply
piggy-backing on the great writer’s fame —attaching ideas of someone unknown to someone nearly
universally known. ‘Shakespeare’ is designed to be better grounded than that. He has used several
rhetorical devices to limit the range of meaning to the established variation within polysemy. A fuller
understanding of this range may be taken from dictionaries ... it will only require at first some adjustment
of the readers attitude.

Metaphor, as an artistic disposition, is not a strong element of Shakespeare’s Invention. Again,
we suggest this is because metaphor was not the durable material he needed to build his Monument. He
required the stable Latin Language and Classical Rhetoric to withstand the forces of Time. It has been
argued allegory is an extended metaphor and, no doubt, our man uses kinds of allegory almost
exclusively; however, within the framework of allegory, words are not often used in an entirely figurative
sense. This is why dictionaries are critical to your study —the solution to meaning will be found in the witty,
literal, or defined figurative, use of words. If his method is properly understood, a single plausible
interpretation results—much as an algebraic formula yields a single result for discrete variables. The
writer has forced himself to dilate literal possibilities by exploring the etymology and polysemy of words.
Though our first inclination may be to ‘interpret’ obscure words and phrases as metaphor, it's a wasted
effort. It will be convenient to regard each sentence as a linguistic puzzle. We need only sort out the
indeterminacy and wit that seem ever present. Use your crossword puzzle skills; the conventions of clue
giving now found in crosswords are widely represented in Elizabethan literature, and are essential to
Shakespeare. Use the best dictionary you can get your hands on; the solution is there.

By purposely reducing metaphor to a minimum, the writer increases the likelihood readers will
understand the precise meaning intended. Let me explain: If you had the kind of super-education our
Shakespeare had, you would associate apparent metaphors with a range of literal definitions derived from
previous use, or wordplay based on those definitions. Such standard transferred meaning can be found in
the better Latin-English dictionaries; there you’ll find non-literal polysemy (transferred use) for each word,
and the name of the Latin writer who is known for its use. When word meaning cannot possibly be literal,
it will be understood as standard transferred or figurative meaning; that is, the apparent metaphor is not of
Shakespeare’s invention, but precedes him and appears generally in classical literature. Let’s look how
useful dictionaries are:

HAMLET Hamlet 1.5 165

165 Well said old Mole! Canst work i’ th’ earth so fast? A worthy pioner: worthy, (L) mereo
» mole n.2 ‘causeway, sea wall’; (note capital M in Mole).
mole .3 ‘Any of various small burrowing insectivorous mammals of the family Talpidae.’ (OED)

The correct interpretations of mole are: ‘causeway, sea wall’, and ‘the animal Talpa’ (Talpidae); there are
others but they don't fit the writer’s contexts. The GHOST of Hamlet’s father—who represents the writer’s
father—is not a Shaksper, or even de Vere, but Sea-wall or Sea-Mure = Seymour. His ghostly father has
‘worked’ from the grave to produce a posthumous terrae filius: ‘a child of the Earth’—an illegitimate child.
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An extended pun is found within Earth: (L) orbis: Or-twice = two d’or. A Seymour’s ‘work’ i’ th’ Tudor
shouldn’t need too much explanation if one is familiar with Princess Elizabeth’s ‘Seymour Affair’ (1547-9).
Further meaning likely includes the undermining of Castle Rinquecen, while Thomas Seymour was
commanding English forces during the Seige of Boulogne, France, July-Sept. 1544.

Murre

At Venus and Adonis 85-7, Adonis is likened to a sea-‘duck’, and more specifically, as a
“divedapper”. Modern criticism names the Little Grebe as Shakespeare’s subject, but the diving ‘ducks’ of
England’s coast can be any of several unrelated species. In Shakespeare’s Beehive (Koppleman &
Wechsler, 2015, pp 128-30) we see the annotator of Baret’s Alvearie adds Dowker (‘Ducker’) and Dobchick ,
behind the entry for ‘Diver, or Didapper bird, (L) Mergus or (L) Urinula’. None of these common or regional
names is sufficient to isolate the seabird in question—it may be the Grebe (Order Podicipediformes),
breeding in freshwater and moving to larger bodies of water and coastal bays outside the breeding
season; or it may be (L) Mergus, the Merganser (Order Anseriformes), a fresh or saltwater group; or it may
be the Murre (Order Charadriiformes), living only in the sea, and nesting on rocky cliffs at the shore. He
might also have intended a Cormorant or Loon.

The (Latin) Mergus—‘Diver’ in Baret’s dictionary—was used more generally for diving birds at
least since Pliny the Elder (AD 23-79); it does not secure Shakespeare’s ‘Diver’ as of the genus Mergus,
which was claimed in Carl Linnaeus’ Systema Naturae, 1758, only for proper Mergansers.

Shakespeare was an avid natural historian. He is as apt to ground his allegory in the language of
nature as he is in the language of law or that of war; but again, he does not add superfluous metaphor.
His rich descriptions have a direct relationship to his story, and he is foremost a linguist with a mission.

The reason he chooses the Divedapper’s behavior as a figure for his own can be found, as
Koppelman & Wechsler have noted, in the link between several annotations concerning divers and diving,
and the proverb underlined in the Alvearie headed (L) Dives promissis: ‘Rich in promises’:

“A Proverb aptly to be applied to those that will not stick to promise much, and perform
nothing: He is as true of his promise as a poor man of his eye.”

As an Elizabethan reader might turn to the dictionary to discover the meaning of ‘Divedapper’, one may
perchance read this saying and, as with so much of Shakespeare, it may catch her conscience. Here is
the passage from Venus and Adonis:

Venus and Adonis 11.85-7

85 Upon this promise did he raise his chin,
Like a divedapper peering through a wave,
87 Who being looked on, ducks as quickly in;

Let’s look for wordplay:
85 Upon this promise did he raise his chin,
~ Upon this promise [(L) fides: ‘to place confidence in’, ‘to become obligated’] did he raise [(L) recreare:
‘to create again’] his chin [Probable wordplay (OE) cin, the ‘c’ pronounced as either hard ‘k’ or sibilant ‘ch’,
allowing a pun on kin and chin.], ~
~ Upon this obligation did he recreate his kin, ~
» The ‘promise’ Venus seeks is that Adonis should pay a “countless debt” with “one sweet kiss”; and
this ‘kiss’, (L) basiare, is the lowering, (L) bassiare, of his position from royalty to peerage, such that he
may conceivably succeed the Queen, yet not be thought her immediate heir. The “tears”, (L) lacrima, Venus
sheds, is [L] crimen: ‘the crime’ (treason) she committed in becoming pregnant by Thomas Seymour.
Instead of admitting her crime, her guilt is passed to her child, to be borne for life as a false identity.

86 Like a divedapper peering through a wave,
~ Like [(L) similis] a divedapper [(E) murre, (Welsh) mora; (OED) murre: ‘any of various guillemots and
other auks’, one called ‘Foolish Guillemot’ (‘foolish William’, Welsh gwilym, Fr. guillaume).] peering [(L) remari;
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wp remarry?; (E) peer: v.3 ‘“To look narrowly or closely..in order to make out something indistinct or obscure’]
through a wave [(L) fluctus: ‘a wave of the sea’], ~
~ Like a Murre looking closely through the Sea, ~
~ Like a Murre remarrying through the flux, ~
» Another association likely made in Shakespeare is between the divedapper is between the dove
(as the do or dowe of Tudor) and (OE) diife-doppa, diife: ‘to dive, duck’ + (OE) doppa: ‘to dip’.

87 Who, being looked on, ducks as quickly in;
~ Who , being [(L) sum] looked on [(L) intueor: wp in-Tudor; (L) videre: ‘to see’], ducks [wp (L) mergere,
mersi, mersum: ‘to dip, plunge’, ‘dive’, anagram Seamer, Sum-mer, Seymour; example of reinforcement; the
general meaning of ‘divedapper’, Merganser, Murre (‘Foolish-William’), is reinforced by the use of “ducks”] as
quickly [(L) celer: ‘quick’, ‘rash’; wp celare: ‘to conceal, keep secret’; alr. (L) maturare: ‘to hasten’, ‘to anticipate,
do to soon’; alt. (L) acute: ‘keenly’; hence (L) mercurialis: ‘quick-witted’] inj ~
~ Who, as Some Tudors, See Moors as concealed within; ~
» “Ducks” reinforces Divedapper, or Murre, and plays as (L) anatis: ‘duck’, and (L) agnatus: ‘male
blood relation on the father’s side’. The annotator of Baret’s Alvearie (see Shakespeare’s Beehive, Koppelman
& Wechsler, pp.128-30) inserted as wordplay on duke and duck:
“to Duke, or dive, plonger, urinari”
Hence, Oxford (O/S) is not simply ‘painting’ in metaphor, but making word associations and transitive
puns to identify Adonis and himself as a diving seabird—either Murre, (Welsh) Mora, or (L) Mergus,
(Family Anatidae): Mergansers, i.e. ‘Sea-goose’ — Sea-Fool, Sea-Moria; alt. (L) Urinari, (Family Alcidae,
Genus Uria).

So, the odds-on favorite for the shy Divedapper is the shy Murre and our ‘Shy-More’. Dr. Samuel
Johnson commented that Shakespeare would drop his purpose to pursue wordplay (see Puns, p.113), and
here we find how dogged is the pursuit of play, even if he never forgets his purpose. Though the
metaphor is apt, the pun is more apt, and our writer isn’t content until he has crafted some witty double-
entendre.

If the student doesn’t have a familiarity with classical and biblical myth, one should not pass a
footnote or gloss in volumes of Collected Shakespeare without a little further investigation. Our writer
doesn’t name mythological characters without profound intent. For example in Titus Andronicus, LAVINIA,
daughter of TITUS, is raped, and her hands and tongue cut from her body by the sons of wicked TAMORA,
queen of the Goths. Though unable to speak or write, she reveals the cause of her disfigurement by
pointing to lines in Ovid’s Metamorphoses describing the rape of Philomela by the Thracian king Tereus.
Lavinia analogizes her plight to that of Philomela, and ‘Shakespeare’ uses this myth as metaphor for the
silencing and inaction of the Tudor monarchy that results from Princess Elizabeth’s 1547 rape. To tell
indirectly of things that cannot be urged directly is the secret power of metaphor and allusion (see p.190).

Double-entendre
double-entendre: ‘A double meaning; a word or phrase having a double sense’ (OED)

A Lover’s Complaint Il.1-4
From off a hill whose concave womb reworded

2 A plaintful story from a sist’ring vale,
My spirits t” attend this double voice accorded,
4 And down I laid to list the sad-tuned tale;

‘Shakespeare’ begins A Lover’s Complaint noting its echo-like quality. Again, his stories are all
told in a subtle double-speak. They come to us indirectly, weakened, “reworded” and accorded a “double
voice”. He uses allegory to reveal what he is unable to speak of directly — for direct speech would accuse
his mother and in-laws of crimes for which he is punished. So, his Canon is largely a study in double-
entendre, quibbles, and puns.



Shakespeare —Oxford—Tudor-Seymour—0O/S 106

The second edition of Baret’s Alvearie (see this essay Dictionaries, pg.14) of 1580 contains the
following examples of homonyms in Abraham Fleming’s “Observations of Instructions” placed before the
Index of Latin and French analogues for English words:

“As (eg.1.) (this noun) torrens: ‘a stream of water’; and (that participle) torrens: ‘burning or parching’.
(2.) (this noun) tenus: ‘the nock of a bow or shaft’; and (preposition) tenus: ‘until, or up to’.
(3.) (noun) Incensus: ‘not registered, or enrolled, &c.; and (participle) Incensus: ‘kindled, or set on fire’.
(4.) (noun) magis: ‘a rolling pin, or kneading trough’; and (adverb) magis: ‘also, more, moreover’.

(5.) (noun) malus: ‘an apple tree’; (noun) malus: ‘the mast of a ship’; (adjective) malus: ‘evil, malicious, shrewd,
unhappy, naught’.

(6.) (verb) praesto: ‘to perform, lend, accomplish,&c.; and (adverb) praesto: ‘readily, or at hand’.
(7)) (noun) casses: ‘anet’; (noun) cassis: ‘an helmet, or sallet'.
(8.) (verb) taxo: ‘to rebuke, reprove, or find fault; and (noun) taxo: ‘a badger, gray, or brock’.

(9.) (noun) incile: ‘the gap in a hedge, a ditch, a trench, a furrow, a gutter to convey away water’; and (noun)

3 9

insile: ‘the treadle of a weavers loom’.

“With a thousand more such like, too long to recite, all which are to be distinguished and known by their
several significations —every of them, because they occur and come not within the reach of one number—
being diversely deciphered, to the end that, if by the first or the second they find not how the word which
they seek [as it] should be truly Englished, yet by the third or the fourth, they may be thoroughly satisfied.”

From this sort of flexibility in language we may manipulate words to signify two different things.
Below is an example of his “double-voice” as exampled by GREGORY and SAMPSON in Romeo and Juliet;
they banter about cutting off heads and maidenheads and drawing tools, but all is not as it seems:

SAMPSON Romeo and Juliet 1.1 21-5
When I have fought with the men, I will be civil with the maids
22 — I will cut off their heads.
GREGORY
The heads of the maids?
SAMPSON
24 Ay, the heads of the maids, or their maidenheads.

Take it in what sense thou wilt.

paranomasia: ‘Wordplay based on words which sound alike; an instance of this, a pun’. (OED)
‘Paronomasia, is a certain declining into a contrary, by a likelihood of Letters, either added, changed, or
taken away (cf. Homonymy, p.115).

Students of ‘Shakespeare’ are so frequently advised to watch for sexual puns that they hardly
recognize other uses for such wordplay. Generally, the appearance of the sexual pun is a secondary
device intended to hide or draw attention from political references; below is the ‘key’ to Venus and Adonis
Il. 595-98 in which VENUS is understood to indicate Elizabeth R[egina], and ADONIS is Edward, her son:

Original: Venus and Adonis 11.595-98
595 Now is she in the very lists of love

~Now [(L) modo: wp Mo(re)-Do] is she in the very [metonym Vere, the false identity of the Moor.] lists
[‘The palisades enclosing a space set apart for tilting’] of love [(Latin) amor, a’Mor: metonym The true identity of
the Moor.] ~

~ More-Todo(r) is she, in the Vere-y limits of a More ~

596 Her champion mounted for the hot encounter.
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~ Her champion [/ ‘open unenclosed land, ..the moor, fell, or down’] mounted [raised, wp razed: ‘To
erase or obliterate (writing, a record, etc.)] for the hot [/./a ‘Of the sun,..a day, etc.’, (son)] encounter
[(L) incontrare: 1a ‘A meeting (of adversaries or opposing forces) in conflict’]. ~
~ Her Moor razed for the Son’s opposition. ~

597 All is imaginary she doth prove;
~ All [(L) totus: ‘all’, allodial tenure, demesne: ‘Of property: held in absolute ownership, without
acknowledgement of any superior; not subject to any feudal obligation.” Ultimately the domain of the monarch;
wp Tudor] is imaginary [(L) falsus: ‘made wrong, false, untrue’] she doth prove [(L) probare: (of crime) ‘to prove,
demonstrate’]; ~
~ The Monarchy is false she doth prove; ~
» Totu[h]s (Tudors) are not ‘All’; there is a power behind the (L) Totus of Monarchy.

598 He will not manage her; although he mount her;
~ He will not manage [(L) regere: ‘to rule, govern’] her; although he mount [v.3 ‘to soar, to ascend’; alz.
(L) extollere: ‘to raise, elevate’] her; ~
~ He will not rule her, although he ascend above her; ~

Once More:

Now is Venus within the Vere-y limits of a Moor,
596 Her Moor razed for the Son’s opposition.

The Monarchy is false she doth prove;
598 He will not rule her, although he raise her;

If you continue in this sort of analysis, you’ll soon see that all of Venus and Adonis is written in the same
double-tongue, and what seems an exercise in poetics is in reality an impassioned political challenge.
The word very, in line 595, is a key to the limitation of her monarchy; the false identity of Venus’ child
ostensibly protects her reputation for chastity, but prevents her from passing the crown to her only near
blood relation. Very—Vere-y—is a kenning when combined with lists, i.e. enclosure or limitation, that
constrains the power of the queen.

Equivocation

Counsel, we have stated, may be found throughout ‘Shakespeare’. Anytime instruction is given
within the plays, it will be found to apply to a specific exchange and to the whole of the Canon; collect
these nuggets like the golden ‘ore’ they truly are:

HAMLET Hamlet V.1 128-9
How absolute the knave is! We must speak by
the Card, or equivocation will undo us.

Double-entendre is the general class under which ‘Shakespeare’ places his most significant
rhetorical devices. Because many in England were actively circumventing laws pertaining to the Act of
Uniformity (1558) and forced Protestant observance, there would likely have been an awareness among
many ‘Shakespeare’ readers of the rhetorical schemes available to non-conformists. Though he is
evidently neither a reliable Catholic, nor Protestant, ‘Shakespeare’ (0O/S) does seem to be well-versed in
ecclesiastical law and doctrine. This isn’t surprising as his foster father, Sir Thomas Smith, had been
among those who made a review of The Book of Common Prayer upon the accession of Elizabeth in
1558, when Edward Tudor-Seymour (O/S) was 10 years of age. William Cecil, who held Edward’s
wardship from the death of John de Vere in 1562, was also involved in revision of the Anglican Liturgy.

Hence, Shakespeare’s Rhetorical Invention is presented to the educated public already disposed
to be watchful for its elements. Janet H. Halley’s essay, Equivocation and the Conflict Over Religious
Identity in Early Modern England, Yale Journal of Law and the Humanities, Vol 3: 34, 1991, notes several ways
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Catholics might answer questions by authorities meant to incriminate those who had attended Catholic
Mass or sheltered Catholic priests:
“... he could use words having more than one common meaning —for example, declaring
that a priest “lyeth not in my house,” and meaning that he does not tell lies there.
... he could give only one of several answers to a question, for instance, declaring that he came to
a friends house to have dinner and omitting to mention a purpose to celebrate mass as well.
... he might exploit the ambiguities of hidden gestures, unclear pronoun references, altered
pronunciation—any addition to standard usage that would create ambiguity.”

Students will quickly spot that all these devices are parts of Shakespeare’s Invention. We may guess the
gravity or political sensitivity of the writer’s supra-text from the very presence of his deceptions.

Restatement
““All that is spoke is marred.” (Othello V.2 358 GRATIANO)
“You’ll mar all...” (Coriolanus 11.3 58 MENENIUS)

Restatement is a type of confirmation. A restatement gives proof of intended meaning.
If meaning may be in doubt, we restate:
restate: v.2 “To express again in a different way..more clearly or convincingly’.

The simplest form of cipher used by ‘Shakespeare’ is restatement. Counsel explaining this device
comes from TOUCHSTONE in As You Like It. He substitutes apparently synonymous words that may yield
quite different meaning. What he tells WILLIAM and AUDREY is good for the reader too; TOUCHSTONE, of
all people, would know—he is yet another mask for the writer. Here he speaks to WILLIAM and AUDREY in
Act 5 about re-stating and renaming:

WILLIAM As You Like It V.1 44-56
Which he, sir?

~ Which [(Fr) lequel; wp (E) witch, (Fr) sorcier: ‘enchanter, conjurer’)] he, sir [(Fr) monsieur]? ~

~ Witch he, Sir? ~

» “Which” will be repeated four times (anaphorically, see Anaphora, p.132) in the set-piece of Touchstone

below. At one level, it likely alludes to Elizabeth being the daughter of a Witch (Ann Boleyn, 1501-36 ), and

of her agency in charming or ‘witching’ the writer’s transformation from this to that.

“Or”, as the golden quality in Tud’Or and Seym’Or, is also used five times anaphorically.

“I will” is used four times, again anaphorically; will is played as volition, and the passing of inheritance.

TOUCHSTONE
44 He, sir, that must marry this woman.
~ He, sir, that must marry [(Fr) marier; wp Mar-ry: make Sea-ish.] this woman [(Fr) femme; wp (E)
fame: (Fr) renom: ‘to name again’]. ~
~ He, sir, that must Mar-ry this renown. ~

45 Therefore, you Clown, abandon (which is in the vulgar, leave)
~ Therefore [(Fr) consequant,, ‘consequently, accordingly’; wp sequant: ‘successively’], you clown [(Fr)
rustre: ‘boor, clown’, wp (E) boar: (Fr) verrat: Vere-Rat alt. (Fr) manant: wp (E) man: (Fr) viril + (E) ant: (Fr)
fourmi, hence, Vere-form], abandon [(Fr) quitter, renoncer: ‘to surrender all claims’; OED 1 ‘To give up (a thing or
person) to the control or discretion of another’, (E) abandon: 4a ‘To desert or forsake (a place, person..); to leave
behind’] (which is in the vulgar [(Fr) vulgaire; (E) n.I ‘“The common or usual language of a country’], leave [(F7)
quitter; (E) v.1 7b “To deposit or entrust to be kept, collected, or attended to after one’s departure’]) ~
~ Successively, you Vere-Rat, renounce (which is in the vulgar, quit) ~
~ Ergo, you Rustic, relinquish (witches to the masses, leave) ~
» Lines 45-49 are counsel regarding restatement so the reader is prepared to examine closely 50-55;
however, just for fun, let’s see what we can do with the restatement of the writer’s restatement.
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46 the society (which in the boorish is, company)
~ the society [(E) n. 11.5d ‘An instance of association or companionship with others’] (which in [wp

witchin’, witching: v ‘To practice witchcraft; to use sorcery’] the boorish [(E) adj. ‘Of or relating to boors; rustic,
clownish, uncultured, rude, coarse’; wp (E) boar: (Fr) verrat: Vere-Rat] is company [(E) 2a “The state of being with
another; the presence of a companion or companions’; alt. 2b ‘Sexual intercourse’; to have company = to have sexual
intercourse’; alt. (E) sounder: ‘group of wild boar’]) ~

~ the society (which the boorish is, company) ~

~ the herd (witch-ing the Boar-ish is Sounder) ~

47 of this female (which in the common is, woman);
~ this female [(E) A.n. I ‘A person of the sex that can bear offspring; a woman or a girl’] (which in the
common [(E) n.1 2 ‘The common people, as distinguished from those of rank or dignity’] is woman [(E) I./a ‘An
adult female human being’; air. n.1 13 ‘That which is common or ordinary’]; ~
~ of this female (which in the common is, woman); ~
~ of this female (witch-ing the common is sow); ~

48 which together is, abandon the society of this Female,
~ which together is, abandon the society of this Female, ~
~ witch’ together is, leave the sounder of this Sow, ~

49 or, Clown, thou perishest; or, to thy better understanding, diest;
~ or [wp anaphora Or], Clown [(Fr) rustre: ‘boor, clown’, wp (E) boar; alt. (Fr) rude: anagram E’Dur], thou
[wp Tu, first syllable of Tudor] perishest [(Fr) périr, mourir: ‘to die’ + st: |5 or [(Fr) ou; wp anaphora Or] to thy
better [(Fr) meilleur, mieux: ‘better’, ‘more’] understanding [(Fr) entendre: wp en: ‘in, within’ + tendre: ‘tender’,
‘to have legal course’], diest [(Fr) mourir; wp Mour + St, St. Mour, french basis for (E) Seymour]; ~
~ Tu-dur Or perishes; or, to thy more tender Mour-St.; ~
~ Or, Boar, Tu perishes; or, to thy more tender St. Mour; ~

50 or (to wit) I will kill thee, make thee away,
~ or [wp anaphora Or], to [wp anaphora Tu-[d]Or] wit [(Fr) Esprit: ‘Spirit, soul, vital principle’; to wit: (Fr)
c’est-a-dire: ‘That’s to say’], I will kill [(Fr) Tuer: wp Tu-heir, faire mourir: wp Tu-do(r) Mour] thee, make [(Fr)
faire: ‘to do, to make’] thee away [(Fr) au loin: wp (E) ‘to the loin’; (E) loin: 2a ‘As the seat of physical strength
and generative power..occasionally used as an equivalent for ‘sire’, ‘offspring’, ‘descendents’],
~ Or (it is to Say), I will Tudor-Mour thee, make thee descendent, ~

51 translate thy life into death, thy liberty into bondage.
~ translate [(Fr) traduire: ‘to render’, ‘to convey’, interpret’] thy life [(Fr) vie, wp Vere] into death [(Fr)
mort: wp More], thy liberty [(L) libertas, franchise: ‘immunity’, ‘right of asylum or sanctuary’] into bondage [(Fr)
esclavage: ‘slavery, subjection’]. ~
~ To convey thy Vi[r]e into Mort, thy franchise into slavery. ~

52 I will deal in poison with thee, or in bastinado, or in steel;
~ I will deal [(Fr) faire le commerce: wp ‘“To-do(r) the co-Mer-se’] in poison [(Fr) poisson—a trader in

poisson/poisons, i.e. poissonier —like his father-in-law Wm. Cecil (Hamlet 11.2 174), a killer with poisons and the
extracts of sea-creatures.] with thee, or [wp common syllable in Tudor and Seymour] in bastinado [(Fr) batonner,
(E) 1 ‘A blow with a stick or cudgel, esp. on upon the soles of the feet’; this is a pun on the writer having been killed
by a (Fr) coup/blow to his ‘soul’.], or [wp common syllable in Tudor and Seymour] in steel [(Fr) fer: wp Fair, (Fr)
faire; (Welsh) dur: ‘hard’, ‘steel’, wp (Welsh) Tudor/Tydur: House of Steel; wp steel/steal]; ~

~ I will Do co-Merce in sea creatures, Or in a blow to the soul, Or in Fair-stealing; ~

53 I will bandy with thee in faction; I will ore-run thee with policy;
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~ I will bandy [(Fr) échanger: ‘exchange, interchange’; (E) I.1a ‘To throw or strike (a ball) to and fro, as
in the games of tennis and bandy’, ‘rally’] with thee in faction [(Fr) faction: ‘faction’, fig. ‘discord, dissension’;
(E) 2a ‘An organized dissenting group within a larger one, especially in politics or religion; (more generally) a group
of people united in maintaining a cause, policy..in opposition to others’; refers to three factions in Elizabethan
politics, the Monarch, her Son, and supporters, the War Party (Dudley and Puritans), and the the Peace Party (Cecil
and Anglicans)]; I will ore-run [(Fr) envahir, wp en-Vere] thee with policy [(Fr) consilia: ‘taking counsel’; n.I I.1a
“The art, study, or practice of government; the conduct of political affairs]; ~

~ I will exchange with thee in discord; I will en-Vere thee with Counsel; ~

54 I will kill thee a hundred and fifty ways.
~ I will kill [(Fr) tuer: wp Tu-heir, (Fr) faire mourir: wp to-do Mour] thee a hundred [(Fr) cent] and fifty
[(Fr) cinquante] ways [(Fr) voie: ‘means, means of conveyance, wp (Fr) voir: ‘to see’]. ~

~ I will Tu-do[r] Mour thee a hundred and fifty Sees. ~
» May refer to the many false identities created by Oxford (0/S) to hide his output.

55 Therefore tremble and depart.

~ Therefore tremble [/a ‘To shake involuntarily as with fear or other emotion, cold, or weakness’] and
depart [8 ‘To go away from, leave, quit, forsake’; in this case a pun (OED) di’spear: ‘to
disappear’. 2a ‘To divide or par among persons..sometimes (with the notion of division), to bestow’

~ Therefore Shake an’d’ Spear. ~
» Hence, line 55 names Audrey’s suitor: Shake and di’Spear ... William Shake[di]spear; and].
Shake-spear is what remains when the writer has been killed a hundred and fifty ways. The true Tudor-
Seymour name is erased, leaving only the nom de plume.

Altogether:
WILLIAM As You Like It V.1 44-56
43 ~ Witch he, good Vere? ~
TOUCHSTONE
44 ~ He, sir, that must Mar-ry this renown. ~
Succeedingly, you Vere-Rat, renounce (which is in the vulgar, quit)
46 the herd (witch in the Boar-ish is, Sounder)
of this female (witch in the common is, sow);
48 witch together is, leave the sounder of this sow,
Tu-dur Or perishes; or, to thy more tender Mour-St.;
50 Or (it is to Say), I will Tudor-Mour thee, make thee descendent,
To convey thy Vi[r]e into Mort, thy franchise into slavery.
52 I will Do co-Merce in sea creatures, Or in a blow to the soul, Or in Fair-stealing;
I will exchange with thee in discord; I will en-Vere thee with Counsel;
54 I will Tu-do[r] Mour thee a hundred and fifty Sees.
55 Therefore Shake an d’Spear.

In the lines above from As You Like It (V.1 44-8), our writer demonstrates the use of synonyms to
restate, refine, and double his meaning. For example, the similar meanings of leave and abandon cannot
be taken for perfect synonyms. With leave we understand the simple notion of departure; but abandon
denotes some surrender of jurisdiction or authority, and a loss of security in that which is abandoned.
Likewise, the elevated connotation of society jars with company, especially as company might refer to
‘sexual intercourse’ — a sense that has been little used since the seventeenth century.

Particularly interesting is the variety of meanings derived from vulgar, boorish, and common. It is
implied they are synonymous. Touchstone refers to a word that is “in the vulgar”, that is, ‘as used in
common speech’ or ‘in colloquial use’. Boorish denotes the simple language of the rustic ox-herd or
uncultured farmer ... and there’s a pun on Boar-ish if your mind trends in the direction of Oxford’s emblem
(a blue boar). Common is particularly rich in meaning, as it stretches from the noblest principles of




Shakespeare —Oxford—Tudor-Seymour—0O/S m

Commonwealth, to what is staled by frequency. Shakespeare here uses proximity, placing common and
woman close enough to suggest common woman: ‘a harlot, common prostitute’. So there are shared
definitions or qualities in these different applications, but there are also distinctions of meaning. When
they are used as if synonymous, we should “know the word” and be ever alert to playful possibilities.
In lines 49-51 Touchstone threatens to kill William. He lists euphemisms or synonyms for his
death threats, all of which demonstrate the variety and subtlety of expression.
Let’s look at the word deal:

“I will deal in poison with thee”  As You Like It V.1 52

It means (OED I.14) ‘To have to do with (a thing) in any way’; yet other definitions suggest partition:

(11.1) ‘To divide, distribute, share’, or (2) ‘to separate, sever’. At first glance we find a mortal threat; but |
suggest there’s a more oblique threat of dealing with William as ‘a harvest of the sea’ — that is, not by
poison, but as (Fr) poisson, a ‘sea creature’. He may be worth more alive than dead. This is, as noted in
the section Method—Summary (p.344), a sly indictment of the writer’s father-in-law, William Cecil—an
infamous “fishmonger”. Make no mistake, every word in Shakespeare almost ‘tells’ his name. The object
of Shakespeare Studies is to learn language; by playing these word games we learn how to use words
more imaginatively, more effectively.

Writers who prefaced the early Folio collections of ‘Shakespeare’ were unanimous in praise of his
Wit (see p. 64). The study of Shakespeare is a fascinating exploration of the limits of literal, or standard
tropical, language. So addicted are we to metaphor that students of Shakespeare must be repeatedly
checked from guessing at the metaphoric meanings of words. This is where the Ox-Seymour-an Reader
perceives this Oxymoron: Our writer was not a practicer of approximate language, but of a ‘precise
contrivance’—and we must adapt to precise language that has been run through his witty process of
rhetorical disguise. We're not looking at language that is exact in the sense of clear or succinct, but
rather: ‘precise’ according to definitions, even if meaning may be contrary to expectations.

Our selections in this essay indicate ‘Shakespeare’ wrote set-pieces of jewel-like construction—
every word plays its role to perfection—yet these set-pieces are not distinct from the rest of his work. Yes,
they are exemplary of his Invention, but all ‘Shakespeare’ is of the same scheme. He is among us still
today as an exile, speaking a strange tongue like Ovid before him, who was cast out of Rome when his
poetry was deemed subversive by Emperor Augustus:

TOUCHSTONE As You Like It 111.3 5-9
5 I am here with thee and thy Goats, as the most
~Tam [(L) sum] here [wp heir; alt. (L) adesse: wp a, abs: ‘from’ + de: ‘made from a material, changed

from a previous state’ + sse: wp Sea; hence ‘made from the Sea’] with thee [(L) ru] and thy Goats [(L) caper, wp
capricious 1.6, (E) caper: n.2a ‘a fantastic proceeding or freak’], as the most [(L) plurimum: superlative multus:
‘many persons’; alt. comparative (L) plus: ‘more’] ~

~ I am heir of Sea, with Tu and th’our proceeding, the same as the More ~

~ I am heir with Tu and th’Or proceeding, the same as the More ~

6 capricious poet, honest Ovid, was among the Goths.

~ capricious [(L) inconstans: ‘changeable’, wp ‘goat-like’, (E) goatish: 2 ‘Lascivious; given to lechery’]
poet, honest [(L) sincerus: ‘true’, ‘sound’, perhaps with wp (L) sonus] Ovid [Roman poet, exiled to Tomis (now
Constanta, Romania) in 8 AD by Emperor Augustus.], was among the Goths [wp Goats. Ancient Tomis was an
outpost of the Roman Empire, on the border with Goth held lands.]. ~

~ changeable poet, true Ovid, was among the Barbarians. ~
» Oxford, as TOUCHSTONE, exchanges the French reference language (see p.121) in As You Like It,
for Latin, in lines 5&6. This is to discuss his affinity with Ovid, who was mysteriously exiled without due

process. Apparently he offended the Emperor or had knowledge of a plot against Augustus.
JAQUES

7 O knowledge ill-inhabited, worse than Iove in
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~ O [metonym O(xford)] knowledge [(Fr) connaissance: wp prefix co: ‘jointly, mutually’ + naissance:
‘birth’; ‘descent’] ill [(Fr) méchant: ‘ill-natured, evil, wicked’; alt. wp (E) merchant]-inhabited [(Fr) habité; wp (E)
manners: (Fr) meeurs], worse [(Fr) plus ] than Iove [wp (E) Love, (Fr) amour; alt. Jupiter: ‘god’, hence (Fr) dieu,
as wp on (E) do, the active particle in Todo(r)] in ~
~ O[xford], joint birth ill-moor’d, Veres then Dieu in ~
~ O[xford], mutual birth ill-more’d, more unkind than a’ Mour in ~

8 a thatch’d house.
~ a thatch’d house [(Fr) chaumiére: “Thatched house, cottage’; wp Sommer, St. Maur; alr. (Fr) masure,

anagram Sea-mur.]. ~
~ a St. Maur. ~

Let’s not miss one of Touchstone’s best bits, thought by many to play on the death of Christopher
Marlow. It may, as Marlow is likely an “outbrother” to Oxford, but there’s a simpler solution:

TOUCHSTONE
10 When a man’s verses cannot be understood,
~ When a man’s [manly, (Fr) viril] verses [wp (Fr) verser: ‘to be assigned, allocated’; ‘to be overturned’,
to be beaten down’] cannot be understood [wp (Fr) entendu: ‘agreed, arranged’], ~
~ When a Vere-il assignment cannot be agreed upon, ~
~ When a Vere-il verse cannot be understood, ~

11 nor a man’s good wit seconded with the forward
~nor [wp, timesis n’Or] a man’s [(L) vir] good [(L) meubles: ‘movables’] wit [(Fr) esprit] seconded [(Fr)
seconder: ‘to support, to further’] with the forward [(Fr) empressé, wp Empress] ~
~ n’0Or a Vere’s movable spirit furthered with the Empress’ ~

12 child, understanding, it strikes a man more dead than a
~ child [(Fr) enfant, (L) infans: speachless] understanding [(Fr) entente: ‘agreement’, ‘understanding’], it
strikes [(Fr) donner un coup: coup d’état] a man [(Fr) mari: ‘husband, man’ | more [surname, timesis More] dead
[(Fr) mort] than a ~
~ Infant, by agreement, it is a coup de Vere more More than a ~

13 great reckoning in a little room.
~ great [(Fr) ample: ‘large, vast’, ‘increase’ in the sense of (L) amplus, alt. (Fr) grand, remarqueable: wp
‘re-branded, to mark again’] reckoning [(Fr) compte: ‘reckoning, account’] in a little [(Fr) petit, a peu: ‘having a
little, of little’] room [(E) 65 ‘A holding of moorland or bog’]. ~
~ re-mark-able Sum in a little Moor. ~
~ More account in a little Moor. ~

Here, the writer crams the phrasing with the name of the first born—the More forward child; the
second is simply “Man”, (L) Vir. The framework is the Biblical story of Esau and Jacob. Both men are
manifestations of our writer. “Man”, (Latin) vir, represents Jacob—the second child; but who is the first?
The first born, who should receive his ‘birthright’ by primogeniture, is not exactly hidden if you know where
to look. “More dead” = ‘More Mort’ plays on the equivalency of (Welsh) mor and sea, which is ‘seconded’
with a ‘great Sum’ in a little “room”. Now the student must know the word: room: (OED) n.1 6b ‘A holding of
moorland or bog’. Here is the transposition ‘Shakespeare’ is looking for:

TOUCHSTONE As You Like It 111.3 10-13

10 ~ When a Vere-il verse cannot be understood, ~
n’Or a Vere’s movable spirit furthered with the Empress’
Infant, by agreement, it is a coup de Vere more More than a
re-Mark-able Sum in a little Moor. ~
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‘Shakespeare’ is a Treasury of Wit. Though it can be manipulated in many different ways, the intention of
the writer is evidently resolved in favor of that which he repeats a thousand times.

The Oxford-Seymour (O/S) writer could not have imagined how eager an academic community
would be to support the calumny against him by Cecil family clients. Though he was a generous patron of
the arts throughout his life, modern scholastics doggedly persist in backing every accusation against him.
If a slander may be imagined from the legal record, it is embraced by them. Not even the much aggrieved
TIMON of Athens, soon to lay in a tomb “on the very hem o’'th’'Sea”—the Somerset Moors and Levels—
would have permitted himself to think so badly of a man who would give away everything for Art.

Puns

My first exposure to Shakespeare criticism, as | recall, was this quote from Samuel Johnson, the
great lexicographer:

“A quibble is to Shakespeare, what luminous vapours are to the traveller; he follows it at all
adventures; it is sure to lead him out of his way, and sure to engulf him in the mire. It has some
malignant power over his mind, and its fascinations are irresistible. Whatever be the dignity or
profundity of his disquisition, whether he be enlarging knowledge or exalting affection, whether
he be amusing attention with incidents, or enchaining it in suspense, let but a quibble spring up
before him, and he leaves his work unfinished. A quibble is the golden apple for which he will
always turn aside from his career, or stoop from his elevation. A quibble, poor and barren as it is,
gave him such delight, that he was content to purchase it, by the sacrifice of reason, propriety, and
truth. A quibble was to him the fatal Cleopatra for which he lost the world, and was content
to lose it. Samuel Johnson, Preface to Shakespeare

If it ever occurred to Johnson that Shakespeare had some critical need to both cloud, yet reveal,
his meaning in ‘quibbles’, he keeps it a secret from us. As a matter of fact, ‘Shakespeare’ is never led
astray from his purpose ... never. He is always ‘on song’. He would never be content to ‘lose the world’ —
but to keep hold of the world he must find himself. It’s not the quibble, but Ministers of State that hold
“some malignant power over his mind”.

‘Shakespeare’ is a political dissident of the feudal kind. We ‘moderns’ won't grieve for his loss of
station; rather, we might thank those Authorities who suppressed his voice, thereby giving impetus to the
Art. “The play’s the thing”: in ‘the wordplay is the matter [of importance]’, and without wordplay his
message would probably have been lost altogether. Without wordplay, ‘Shakespeare’ would be a less
“fantastical banquet” (Much Ado 1.3 19) — a mere complaint. Of Johnson | will only say: he was a superior
lexicographer and critic, and should have noted the precision of our Author’s words. That is, we believe
he did understand Shakespeare’s message but chose to keep the secret for his own reasons — and
perhaps State or Anglican reasons. He should have wondered long as to why such rhetorical perfection
should be difficult to fathom.

“Among the ancients, everything falling out unexpectedly, or by apparent chance, had in it a
quality of divination. Words possessed a peculiar significancy, especially when they had anything
of equivocation in them, or suggested such.

“The Philosophy of Punning” Putnam’s Monthly, Vol.VII, p.154, 1856.

Richard A. Lanham, in his A Handlist of Rhetorical Terms, 1991, p.127-8, mentions a related idea
under his discussion on puns. As noted in the section on Reference Language (see p.120), Erasmus’
essay addressed to Sir Thomas More sets a precedent for extended wordplay as irony:

“Think for a moment of that masterpiece of sustained irony, Erasmus’s Praise of Folly. Erasmus
creates for Folly a speech which can be read in two entirely different ways, one long speech
sharing two diametrically opposed meanings. As we read, we continually oscillate between the
poles of this ‘bistable illusion’. And the two poles between which we are drawn to and fro turn
out to be just the two poles of the pun, the two worlds of rhetoric and philosophy.”
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Once More: this is the essence of Shakespeare — not just in puns, but in his entire Invention and Corpus.

HAMLET Hamlet 11.2 543
The play’s the thing
Wherein I’ll catch the conscience of the king.

Yes, Hamlet’s Danish Court attends a play called The Mousetrap, i.e. (L) muris + laqueas: pun (L)
[I'laquosus, (Fr) aqueux: ‘watery’, ‘of the sea’, hence Sea-Muris (Seymours). The Mure’s Trap, will catch
the conscience of King CLAUDIUS. And yes, the nearly continuous wordplay in Hamlet is intended to catch
the conscience of England’s Queen Elizabeth. It’s all One.

In the same vein, Shylock, in The Merchant of Venice 1.3 21, will speak of pirates:

21 ... but ships are but boards,
~ ... but [(L) autem: ‘however’] ships [(L) ratis: ‘raft’; Transf. ‘ship, boat,
vessel; wp (L) ratis, (E) rats: (L) muris] are [wp R(egius)] but [(L) modo: ‘now’, ‘only’] boards [wp boar’d, (L)
verres), ~
~ ... however Rats are now Boar’d, ~
~ ... however Murs are only Verres, ~

22 sailors but men; there be land rats and water rats,
~ sailors [(L) marinus: ‘seamen’] but [(L) modo: ‘now’, ‘only’] men [(L) vir]; there [wp t’heir] be [(L)
sum] land [(It) landa: ‘moor’] rats [(L) muris] and water [(L) aqua; sea water: (L) aqua marina] rats [(L) muris], ~
~ Mariners now Veres; t’heir Sum Moor Muris and Sea Muris, ~

23 water thieves and land thieves—I mean pirates, and then
~ water [(E) sea] thieves [(L) fur: wp hair, heir] and land [(E) moor] thieves [(L) fur: wp hair, heir] —I
mean [(L) significare] pirates [(L) pirata: wp pier: (L) mole: ‘massive structure’, ‘a pier’ + (L) muris, rattus;
(L) praedo maritimus, prae: ‘before, in front’, (E) do: the active root of Tudor: (Fr) faire + maritimus, mari: (L)
mare: ‘sea’ + ‘suffix forming superlatives’; hence ‘great sea’], and then ~
~ sea heirs and moor heirs—I signify pier-rats, and then ~
~ sea robbers and moor robbers—I signify Sea-Mures, and then ~

24 there is the peril of waters, winds, and rocks.
~ there [wp t’heir] is the peril [(L) parilis: ‘like, equal’; (L) periculum: ‘a trial, proof, test’] of waters [(E)
seas; also (L) marmor: ‘the surface of the sea’ (calm)], winds [(E) airs, wp heirs] and rocks [(L) petra, (Fr) pierre:
wp pier, mole: Sea-wall; likely referring to mole as sea-wall, Sea-mur, and Petra, as the rock of the Christian
Church; there may be some comparison implied to Henry VIII as (L) fidei defensor: ‘Defender of the Faith’; alr. (L)
saxum: ‘rock’, ‘a stone wall’]. ~
~ Pheir is the trial of Seas, Heirs, and Piers. ~

Once More: ~ ... however Rats are now Boar’d,

22 Mariners now Veres, t’heir are Moor Muris and Sea Muris,
sea heirs and moor heirs—1I signify pier-rats, and then

24 Vheir is the proof of Seas, Heirs, and Piers. ~

Wordplay was easier to hide prior to about 1600 because orthography for English was not firmly
set. Sir Thomas Smith, Oxford’s foster-father from 1554-62, was instrumental in efforts to standardize the
spelling of English words. Alan H. Nelson, in his Monstrous Adversary, 2003, has noted Oxford spelled
words irregularly in his letters, and this is further evidence of his poor education, general stupidity, and
abhorrent moral character. We suspect the inconsistent spelling is part of the writer’'s scheme to hide
political content; after all, his letters in Latin and French show correct spelling. Professor Nelson does
concede Oxford had uncommonly fine handwriting, but rather than crediting him with fastidiousness,
implies penmanship is about the extent of his artistic ability.




Shakespeare —Oxford—Tudor-Seymour—0O/S 115

Homonymy
homonym: (OED) n.1b Philology ‘ Applied to words having the same sound, but differing in meaning’

The most common use of homonymy in ‘Shakespeare’ is in alternate presentations of the writer’s
true name. For example: we understand the supra-text of The Merchant of Venice to concern conflict
between a Psalm-Mer (Mer-Chant, Sommer, St. Maur) and and a Jew (Tu[dor]). The Tu conspires to
dispossess the More of his heart or soul because the More has offended him before:

SHYLOCK The Merchant of Venice 1.3

114 You that did void your rheum upon my beard rheum, room: n.7 6a ‘A holding of moorland or bog.’
And foot me as you spurn a stranger cur foot, (L) pes: ‘a measure’, anagram sea-mure

116 Over your threshold, ... threshold, (L) limen: wp le men, de Vir

» The “stranger cur” plays on ‘alien dog’: (L) alienus: ‘adverse’, (L) aversus + dog, (L) canis, wp canus:
‘grey, hoar’, referring to his Vere identity being servile to the Grey / Dudley faction at Court, and averse to
the Crown Tudor monarchs (see p.113 for additional).

The word void plays upon two meanings :
void: v.7a ‘To discharge (some matter) from the body through a natural vent or orifice..to spit.’
void: v.3a “To deprive (something) of legal validity; to make legally void or invalid.’

“Rheum”, meaning spit, is a homonym for room; and room is an older English term for Moor:
room: n./ 6a ‘A holding of moorland or bog.’
rheum: n.1 1a “Watery or mucous secretions, esp..from the eyes, nose, or mouth.’

Rheum also signifies a humour, or ‘waterishness’ of the brain, from (L) rema: ‘flood, tide’, extending
wordplay whereby the Merchant is a ‘Sea-Mor’. Hence, Shylock’s desire to own something ‘Sea-ish’
within the Mor is discharged or thwarted. He wants the heart or soul of the Merchant which he cannot
have without killing him. The Merchant is reluctant to give up his ‘life’. This is a battle between our More
and ‘de Vere’.

As in the many cases of transitive wordplay, ‘Shakespeare’ requires a two-step process — first to
discover in which language the ‘play’ is made, then to find the Wit. The only way to fully understand him
is to learn words. The voiding of rheum upon Shylock’s beard specifies a particular affront wherein the
Bear, i.e. Dudley (and his de Vere ‘creation’), is the true object of the Merchant’s and the writer’s scorn.
We understand the hostile identity of Shylock, as an alien element within the Merchant, is the cause of
conflict between ‘the two of them’, ego and alter ego.

Cur at 1.3. 115 plays upon the Latin meanings of two homonyms:

(L) canis: ‘a dog, hound’, ‘a follower (upon another), ‘a parasite, hanger on’, ‘a shameless, vile person’.

(L) canus: ‘grey-haired’, ‘hoary’; hence an heir to the Grey-Brandon (Suffolk) Tudors, not the Royal line.

» Again, this supports the idea that, as ‘de Vere’, the writer performs as heir to the Dudley faction—

a male heir in the place of Queen Jane Grey-Dudley, and working towards interests contrary to the line of

Henry VIII and Elizabeth Tudor, i.e. he is a “cut-throat dog” (The Merchant of Venice 1.3 108). Only as

Tudor-Seymour, an acknowledged son of the Queen, may he be true to his birth, and loyal to the Crown.

Thus, this ‘hoary hound’, Shylock, is none other than the “grey-coated gnat’—‘Grey-coated agnate’, or
Grey-coated male heir—seen by MERCUTIO in his wild dream:

MERCUTIO Romeo and Juliet 1.5 64
64 Her wagoner, a small gray-coated gnat, gray-coated: heraldry The House of Grey ~ gnat, wp agnate
Not half so big as a round little worm worm, (L) vermis, (Fr) ver, hence Vere
66 Pricked from the lazy finger of a maid; lazy, (L) ignavus: ‘idle, inactive’, ‘still’, ‘sessile’ / Cecil.
finger, (L) fingere: ‘untrue alteration’, ‘form’  maid, (L) virgo: ‘virgin’, the Queen.

» The “finger”, (L) fingere, or ‘alteration’, that is a “gray-coated gnat”, is “pricked” from a Virgin —
and that Virgin is Elizabeth R.

Act I.1 of Romeo and Juliet is gives counsel on the nature of wordplay and demonstrates
homonymy:
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SAMPSON Romeo and Juliet 1.1 1-9

1 Gregory, on my word, we’ll not carry coals.
GREGORY

2 No, for then we should be colliers.
SAMPSON

3 I mean, an we be in choler, we’ll draw.
GREGORY

4 Ay, while you live, draw your neck out of collar.

What follows between SAMPSON and GREGORY is a demonstration of synonymy in which strike,
move, stir, valiant, and stand may mean similar things; the words particularize similarities, or they may
allow ‘play’ on distinctions or antithesis:

SAMPSON

5 I strike quickly, being moved.

GREGORY

6 But thou art not quickly moved to strike.
SAMPSON

7 A dog of the house of Montague moves me.
GREGORY

8 To move is to stir, and to be valiant is to stand.
9 Therefore, if thou art moved, thou runn’st away.

Look how the writer progresses from “strike quickly” to “stand” in small steps and subtle shades.
The exotic use of polysemy as a source of alternative meaning is the core of Shakespeare’s ‘Invention’.
Specifically, it is the enrichment of word meaning through Latin and French polysemy. This may seem a
self-confident course for a ‘country lad’ until we recall that ‘Oxford’, the true writer, was a Latinist who was
acclaimed for his Latin verse (see: Gabriel Harvey Address, Audley End, Essex, 1578).

» Wordplay often involves the pronunciation of Latin; that is, the use of v may be pronounced

as w; th may sound like a slightly aspirated t, etc. (See Letter Substitution, pg. 278).

Anagram
(OED) anagram: ] ‘A transposition of the letters of a word, name, or phrase, whereby a new word
or phrase is formed.

This lowly conceit is used to good effect throughout ‘Shakespeare’. It shows kinship with timesis
in expressing proper nouns and surnames indirectly. Measure for Measure, for example, is an anagram
for ‘Sea-mure for Sea-mure’, and like many such intriguing constructions, suggests a marriage (of sorts?)
between Sir Thomas Seymour and Elizabeth Tudor. Rome is an anagram for More. Romeo is an
anagram for More-O, or Mor-E.O, i.e. [St.] Maur-E[dward] O[xenford] — a marriage of two identities. From
Coriolanus we find this typical treatment of the writer’s principal identity:

COMINIUS Coriolanus V.1 9-15
Yet one time he did call me by my name.
I urg’d our old acquaintance, and the drops drop, (L) demittere: ‘to lower, put down’
That we have bled together. Coriolanus bled, (L) effundere: ‘to pour forth’
He would not answer to, forbade all names. all, (L) totus, wp Tudo[h]s
He was a kind of Nothing. Titleless, Nothing, (L) nulla res; filius nullius: ‘child of no one’
Till he had forg’d himself a name a’th’fire forge, (L) fingere: fashion’ fire, (L) flamma

Oof burning Rome. burning, (L) ardere, (E) ardor; wp R-d’Or  Rome, anagram More
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» COMINIUS refers to Postumas Cominius Auruncas, a consul of the early Roman Republic
501-500 BC, and again 493-492 BC. He was burned publicly in Rome in 486 BC. (Wikipedia)
There is likely wordplay in the (L) aurum: ‘gold’ root of Tudor-Seymour, and the colony of the
Aurunci at Sessa (Italy), according to legend, founded by Auson, son of Ulysses and Calypso.

From a Smith’s furnace —the hearth of Sir Thomas Smith, we suggest (see The Merchant of Venice 1.2 41:
“... his mother played false with a smith.)—the name of R 0 m e was arranged thus: M o r e. Many readers
who accept Oxford (O/S) as the writer of ‘Shakespeare’ have difficulty letting go of the name ‘de Vere’; but
here we find the writer, in the guise of CAIUS MARTIUS ‘CORIOLANUS’, prefers no name at all, if he cannot
take More. He expects redress for his father’s attainder and the loss of his own good name—so much so
that ‘de Vere’ is characterized as AUFIDIUS, the mortal enemy of CORIOLANUS.

Declension — Declinatio

Anagrams may subtly reinforce or extend identity in what Dr. Frederick Ahl of Cornell University
has termed ‘declension’ (see p.53). This is a declining or deviation in a word as a sort of inflection (eg. of
a proper hame), which may produce a family of associated properties and experiences ‘down from’ a
character (Associated Properties, p.264). An example in Hamlet, appearing to have been appropriated
from Virgil’s Aeneid, is the grouping of (Latin) Amor (love, desire), Roma (Rome), mora (delay), oram
(shore), and armo (to arm), all important features of the play’s semantic structure, and all being derived
from the writer’s surname More / St Maur. These qualities are only apparent in translation, or ‘transitively’
as we say (Reference Language below, p.121). They confirm the influence of Latin literature on
‘Shakespeare’ (0/S), and emphasize the parallel experiences of Aeneas and HAMLET, and the Author!
(see Reed, Jay. Mora in the Aeneid; Wordplay and Powerplay in Latin Poetry, ff. p.87, Mitsis, Phillip and Ziogas,
loannis (Eds.), 2016). This device often explains the apparent agility, or freedom, of the writer’s
imagination:

POLONIUS Hamlet 11.2 147-49

[he] Fell into a Sadness, then into a Fast, sadness, (L) maeror fast, (L) ieiunum servare
Thence to a Watch, thence into a Weakness, watch, (L) servare weakness, (L) virium defectio, levitas
Thence to a Lightness, and, by this declension, lightness, (L) levitas
Into a Madness wherein now he raves ... madness, (L) furor rave (L) furere

Associated Properties

Shakespeare’s characters often possess qualities, or properties, represented by words that are
alphabetically close to the proper names of our writer. In the roots of these words he finds a special
significance employed to artfully preserve his memory from annihilation. The words themselves become
materials of his monument, similar to the use of mythological epithets in Classical Myth.

‘Mor' words are identified with the writer’s St. Maur ego, and ‘Ver’ words are allied with the writer’s
Vere alter ego. In many cases, vowels may be treated as acceptable substitutions, and may be varied
without upsetting the scheme. For example, words that signify or suggest more may be spelled mere,
mare, murre, etc.; and in this, you’'ll discover deviation in the forms of words called declension (see above
Declension, p.117, and Emphasis — Reinforcement, p.175).

With these properties or attributes, Shakespeare has constructed great set-pieces. They feature
playful qualifiers that identify themes thought to be linguistically associated with his names; that is, [ver :
spring] and [verna : slave] have no apparent link other than a similarity of their root or ‘small’ spellings, yet
they surface repeatedly as themes associated with characters standing for the writer’'s Oxford identity.
The spring from which Katherine (‘Kate the Curst’ The Taming of the Shrew) springs is the associated
property Virago. Likewise he has used things like ‘sea’ and ‘moor’, ‘double’ and ‘port’ to label other
characters as his Seymour or Tudor identity. Characters in conflict generally stand for some element of
himself at odds with another. What sounds a little superficial when described, becomes more existential
in the hands of a master like Shakespeare — an individual who actually lived the double life.

To understand the disposition of characters in Shakespeare, follow these properties—they
perform a function similar to kenning. So the pattern will not be too easily discovered, properties may be
veiled in amphiboly.



English

sea

pearl

edge

wife

husband
martial
marble, stone
male

pure, unmixed
merchant

fee, earning, interest
trade

to deserve, merit, earn
harlot

to plunge, dive, sink
to dip, immerse

wonderful, marvelous
wonder, wondering
wonderful, strange

mole, pier, greatness
to set in motion

soft, tender

tender, bear, to offer
delay, check, restraint
nutshell, hard

moral, precept

disease, sickness
biting, wearing away
fool, ‘an arrant fool’
monster

to die

the will, humor
amuse

morose, fretful

god of dreams

death

a bit, little piece
human affairs
subject to death
causing death
mourning weeds
dead, dead person
black, dark colored
foolish

a wall, defensive wall
to ripen

Shakespeare — Oxford—Tudor-Seymour—0O/S

Latin

mare

margarita

margo

marita

maritus

martialis, militaris
marmor, maromoreus
mas, maris

meracus, merus
mercator

merces, merx

mercor

mereo, merere, merito
meretrix, meretricius
mergo, Summergo
mersare

mirabilis
mirabilis
miracullum

moles

molior

mollis

deferre

mora

moracius, moracillum
moralis

morbidus, morbus
mordax, mordeo
morio

morio

morior

moris, mos

moror

morosus
Morpheus

mors

morsum

mortalia

mortalis, mortalitas
mortifer
mortualia
mortuus

morulus

morus

murus, muralis
maturare

French

mer

marguerite, perle
marge, bord, orée
femme, épouse
mari, époux
martial

marbre

mdle

mere

marchand, mercier
mérite, intérét
commerce

mérite

mérétrice, courtesan
submerger, plonger
immerger

merveilleux
merveille
étrange, singulier

mole

mobiliser

mou, mollet
porter

mors, délai, retard
coquille de noix
moral

morbide

morsure

fou

monstre

mourir

humour

plaire a, enchanter
morose

Morphée

mort

morceau

passager, courte durée
mortel

mortifier

deuil de veuve
mort

sombre, basané
sot, insensé, béte
mur, muraille
mirir
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Hamlet Act/sc. /lines
vl 7

V2 265

I11.2 245

1V.3 50

1114 63-67

1.1 66

14 50

112 531

14 157
Vi 159
14 65

V2 310
11.2 352
Iv5 117
1.2 299
1v.7 140

1112 321
IV5 89
1.1 67

15 165

14 72

V4 48

13 106

1V.3 2770 TLN
11.2 260-62
1.3 57

vl 21

V.l 161 (“decayer”)
.1 132

1114 161

1111 64

11.2 289 to delight,
112 285

112 142-151

1.1 64-7

V2 319

1.1 17-19

1V4 47-53

1.2 89-106

V.2 296-303

12 68-73

V2 296

11.2 391-96

114 212-17
V1202

1.2 24



English

salt water, brine

a mouse, a rat

a Muse

to be silent

variety

spring, springlike
spring (v.)
measure, rod, verge
slave

boar

verse

veer, yaw, overturn
green, verdant
virtue, chastity
truth, verity, real

words, mere words
virile, manly
collar, ferrule, ring
poison, virus

brass
breath
ear
gold

Example:
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Latin

muria
muris, mus
musa

musso
varietas

ver

salire, salta
virga, ferula
verna

verre

versus
verso
viridis, virens, virga
virtus

verus

verbum, muttum
vir

viria, viriola
virus

aurichalcum
aura
auris
aurum, orum

French

saumure

mulot

muse

muet

variété (wp vari + été)
vernal, printemps
saut

vergée

esclave

verrat

verset

virer, verser

vert, varié

vertu

veérité

verbeux, mot
viril

virole

vireux

cuivre jaune, laiton
haleine, respiration
oreille

or
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Hamlet Act. sc. lines
1.2 150
112 423

112 424

1.3 38

Vi 229

V2 101
112 488
1112 182-86
1.2 295
V2 100

1.3 100
1114 152-54
11.1 62

14 94
1.3 40
112 370
V2 336

1.1 97-102
1.3 67
V.l 24-27

“... for man is a giddy thing, and this is my conclusion ...” (Much Ado About Nothing V.4 106)
~ ... for man [(L) Vir, wp Vere] is a giddy [(L) vertiginous: ‘one who suffers from giddiness’] thing ...” ~
~ ... for Vere is a Vertiginous thing, and this is my conclusion ... ~
~ ... for Vere is a whirling thing, and this is my end ...”

Associated properties appear commonly. In the following example, Dogberry identifies himself as
a More, and thus, the writer. He’s a bit of a fool; he is an ass!
» Name: DOGBERRY alludes to the fruit of the wild rose called Sweet Briar or Eglantine; Rosa caninus.

DOGBERRY

official’]? Dost thou

[wp inversion Tu-do] ~

Much Ado About Nothing 1V.2 72-80
72 Dost thou not suspect my place? Dost thou

~ Dost thou [wp inversion Tu-do] not suspect [superficial malaprop respect; however the supra-text intends
suspect; (L) sus: ‘swine, pig, hog’ + spect: ‘consider, observe’] my place [(L) munus: ‘office’; magistratus: ‘state

~ Do T[ho]u not See a Pig do my office? Do Tu ~

not suspect my years? ...

~ not suspect [superficial malaprop respect; as [.72, this set-piece is an identifier.] my years [wp heirs; (L)

aetas: ‘age, lifetime’, wp (L) aestas: ‘summer’, wp, proper name St. More]? ~
~ not See piggish my St. More heirs? ~

77

... I am a wise fellow,
~...lam [(L) sum] a wise [wp (L) moeur: ‘manners, mores’] fellow
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[(L) comes: ‘the tutor of a boy’]; ~
~ Some More Tutor; ~

78 and which is more, an officer; and which is more,
~ and which is [(L) ecquis, wp equus; alt. wp (E) witch’s, probably referring to possession by a witch—the
daughter of Anne Boleyn, or (L) veneficus: ‘a poisoner, sorcerer’, referring to Robert Dudley] more [More, the
writer’s name.], an officer [(L) morum, magister morum: ‘censor’, ‘The title of two magistrates in ancient Rome
who drew up the register or census of citizens, etc, and had the supervision of public morals’]; and which is [wp (E)
witches] more [More, the writer’s name.], ~
~ and Witch’s More, a Morum; and Witch’s More, ~

a householder; and which is more, as pretty
~ a householder [(L) paterfamilias; (E) n.I 2 figurative more: ‘Origin, source; lineage, stock’]; and which
is [wp (E) witch’s], as pretty [(L) venustas: ‘lovely’] ~
~ a more, and Witch’s more, as Venus’t ~

80 a piece of flesh as any is in Messina, ...
~ a piece [(L) morsum; carunculus: ‘diminutive of caro: ‘small piece of flesh’; wp (L) carus: dear, deor,
d’Or] of flesh [(L) caro: ‘pulp’, ‘contemptuously, of a man’ (L) vir; alr. “The soft pulpy substance of fruit’; (E) pulp:
“The soft fleshy internal part of a fruit’ ; the writer intends (L) morus: ‘mulberry’, esp. as reinforced by the mess in
Messina; mess: 1.1¢ ‘A quantity (of meat, fruit, etc.) sufficient to make a dish’] as any is in Messina [Sicilia], ... ~
~ A [Tu]de’Or as any is in Cecilia, ... ~
» Messina, Sicilia, probably refers imaginatively to the capitol of the ‘Regnum Cecilianum’—Cecil’s
Monarchy, Cecilian Authority. Here ‘Shakespeare’ appears to side with Cecil’s accusers, though William
Cecil vehemently defended himself (letters to William Herle, July 1585) stating all he possessed had been
inherited from his parents. This was an obvious lie.

Associated Properties include attributes of mythological and biblical characters identified with
Shakespeare’s characters by way of allusion.

Reference Language

The use of a Reference Language is Shakespeare’s neatest trick. He uses this device to
enlarge the scope of English by finding clever wordplay in Latin or French, and then transposing
into English to confound the unwary censor. Foreign analogues qualify English words in the text,
usually removing ambiguity or indeterminacy. Often the analogous term denotes a specific
definition available to the English term; sometimes it makes wordplay directing the reader to
another meaning entirely. If we were to attempt a definitive analysis of the wordplay in the entire
Canon, we would certainly need the skills of French Language lexicographers for those works
referenced to French, and of Latin Language specialists for those referenced to Latin; but with
even modest skills and with the help of dictionaries, the average reader will yield good results.
We have only scratched the surface in understanding ‘Shakespeare’.

Of course, this assumes an eagerness on the part of the student to learn something of the
etymology of English words and their analogues in foreign languages. It’s challenging.
The writer’s purpose, again, is to build a monument to himself, word by word, that will outlast
marble or brass.

How do we discover the reference language being used? The language will usually be that
of the country where the play is set. Test it. Try Latin for plays set in Italy, and French for those set
in France. Latin or French may be used for plays set in England, as they were both the languages
of Court in different periods. Words that ‘stand proud’ in the text—words that sound curious or
indefinite—may be better understood in translation. In one of the reference languages you’ll find
amusing coincidences that are precisely appropriate to the writer’s political scheme. Then, you’re
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on your way. Occasionally an essential metonym, like fair: Tu-do[r], (Fr.) faire will appear, in Latin
transpositions, to derive from (ltalian) fare, rather than (L) facere (which doesn't really work).

An important note on the reference language: We must be wary of passages that when
examined still seem uncertain. This is often because, in 400 years, the reference language has changed
somewhat. For example, the meaning of Diana’s riddle in All's Well That Ends Well (V.3 300), depends on
a pun on Middle French viste, vite: ‘quick’; hence when Diana reveals “one that’s dead is quick”, she jests:
‘one that’'s Mort is See’, so, Seymour. This doesn’t play so well in Modern French where viste is not used.

Early Modern English, the language of Shakespeare, has three primary sources: Middle English,
Middle French, and Latin. We refer to these first when finding cognates and analogues in the creation of
new words. Normally we take the structure of language for granted; we speak without twisting our words
... we speak almost without thinking about the many meanings of words or where they came from.
Certainly we’re not in the habit of coining new words; but the ‘Invention’ of Shakespeare—though little in it
is entirely new—is a more complete use of English than we are accustomed to. It’s a compendium of
rhetorical devices put to most elegant and practical use, and sometimes it sounds extraordinary. His are
not “native wood-notes wild”—they are, rather, ‘Natural More-Dure Notes’ — the native muse or Daemon
of Shakespeare. Otherwise, much of Shakespeare makes no sense. Most of us know CASCA’s line:

“it’s all Greek to me”  Julius Caesar 1.2 284

But we’re deceived

if we think the influence of foreign language is limited to what is categorically foreign. It’s not. It’s
everywhere. Our writer simply takes advantage of the accomplishments of foreign vernaculars and
appropriates them to English. He hammers this point home:

CASCA Julius Caesar 1.2 287
“There was more foolery yet, if I could remember it.”
~ There was More Moriae (Still), if I could sayme-Mor it. ~

The above sentence is built around the Greek and Latin mor (fool).

The deception—the “more foolery” as he calls it—is the pervasive use of word roots, prefixes and
suffixes, etc., to tell something other than what appears at first glance. In a broader sense, the entire
canon is built around the same theme. We know Shakespeare has achieved this result, and we know it
was intended because he tells us:

“Every word doth almost tell my name.” (Sonnet 76) word, (L) muttum

The word, again, is More. Erasmus had similar ‘foolish’ fun with Sir Thomas More, in the popular essay
Moriae Encomium (In Praise of Folly, 1509). | think there is good reason to suspect ‘Shakespeare’
developed his Invention from Erasmus’ jest. The Shakespeare Canon is superb foolish fun.

Below is an example of the game being played as POLONIUS (Wm. Cecil), the likely architect of
the writer’s confusion, expresses to his daughter OPHELIA, his fear that HAMLET’s madness may have
become impossible to conceal:

POLONIUS Hamlet 1.1 117-18
This must be known, which, being kept close, might move
118 More grief to hide than hate to utter love.

~ More [surname More, St. Maur, Seymour] grief [(L) dolor: ‘pain, anguish’; related (E) to-do: ‘fuss or
commotion, uproar, dispute’] to hide [(L) dissimulare: ‘to disguise, conceal’] than hate [anagram (L) odi, odium:
‘hate’, di’O] to utter [rimesis Tu-utter, hence Tuter, Tudor; alt. (L) totus: ‘the whole’] love [timesis (L) amor: wp
a’More]. ~

118 ~ More dolor to conceal than hate Tu-Say More. ~
118 ~ More Do-I’Or to disguise than O’de Tu-utter (say) a’More. ~
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Love’s Labour’s Lostis a spectacular display of rhetorical devices and shows ‘Shakespeare’ at
his wittiest. The perception he uses wit for wit's sake disguises the writer’s dogged pursuit of his personal
story. Here is a transposition of a truly enigmatic piece. The writer plays with noema: ‘purposely obscure
speech’—or “no egma” as COSTARD calls it—to raise the subject of a cure for a broken family.

A severed line of descent threatens to end the House of Tudor, but COSTARD (a CLOWN),
discovers the remedy. It is Plantain, (L)/(E) Musa, from which may be produced a salve for (MFr) lepre:
‘the lesions of Leprosy’, and what is (MFr) leporin: ‘characteristic of the quick Hare’ (family Leporidae).
This Hare is also the Heir.

MOTH / PAGE Love’s Labour’s Lost lll.1 68-72
68 A wonder Master, here’s a Costard broken in a shin.

~ A wonder [(Fr) merveille: ‘something astonishing, a wonder’, wp (Fr) mer: ‘sea’ + veille: ‘insomnia’,
hence ‘in-somn-mer’; alt. wp The odd number of Two-d’Or: One-d’Or| Master [(MFr) maistre, tuteur: wp Tudor],
here’s [wp heir’s] a Costard [n.1 2a ‘A person’s head’; / ‘A large apple with prominent ribs’] broken [(E) to break
the shins: ‘to borrow money’(?) (OED), perhaps meaning a vessel broken for not paying debts (?); alt. (Fr) casser:
‘to break’, ‘to reduce (an officer) to the ranks’] in the shin [facetious pronunciation of (OE) cin: ‘kin’, family]. ~

~ A Sommer-Tud’Or heir ’s a head broken in kinship. ~

» A secondary meaning comes from poetry: the ‘shin’ may refer to (Fr) I’enjambement: ‘when an idea
is continued in a second run-on line’; and this would complete the idea of /’envoi: ‘a thing sent forward’.

ARMADO
69 Some enigma, some riddle, come, thy L’envoy begin.

~ Some [timesis, wp St., Seym, Som] enigma [(Fr) énigme: ‘riddle’; (Fr) obscurité: ‘darkness, mystery’],
some riddle [wp Summer, Seymour mystery], come [(Fr) accéder: ‘to come (to the throne)’] thy L’envoy [(FTr)
envoi: ‘a thing sent (forward)’, ‘goods forwarded’; ‘dispatch’ in the sense (Fr) dépéche: ‘letter on affairs of state’
and here, an epilogue: ‘an additional speech’ (or concluding remark) added to the end of a play.] begin [(Fr)
entamer: ‘to broach, to begin a conversation’]. ~

~ Some enigma, some riddle; come, thy dispatch begin. ~

COSTARD Costard, wp (MFr) costeret: A vessel containing the Sea.
70 No egma, no riddle, no I’envoy, no salve, in thee

~ No egma [(Gr) noema: ‘deliberately obscure speech’ (see pg.25), with distinct division of diphthong,
(MFr. dyptongue: ‘twice-voiced): no-ema; like a riddle but longer.], no riddle [(Fr) énigme], no ’envoy [(Fr)
envoi: ‘a thing sent (forward)’], no salve [(Fr) reméde: ‘remedy, cure’; la law ‘A saving clause; a provision that a
certain engagement or ordinance shall not be binding where it would interfere with a specified right of obligation’],
in thee ~

~ Noema, no enigma, no dispatch, no saving clause in thee ~

71 male, sir. Or, sir, Plantan, a plain Plantan: no I’envoy,

~male [(Fr) mdle: ‘male, virile’ with wp on (Fr) mal, (L) male, malus: ‘ugly, deformed’, and (L) malus:
‘apple’ (Costard)], sir [(MFr) monsieur: ‘Title given to persons of high nobility’]. Or [timesis Second syllable of
Tudor and Seymour; the golden syllable.] sir, Plantan [(Fr) plantain, (Latin) Musa: Either the Banana, Musa
sapienta (old name), or the Common Water Plantain or ‘Mad-dog Weed’, Alisma plantago aquatica, used as an
herbal cure for lesions from leprosy. Musa is a common metonym for our writer; he himself is the cure.], a plain
[(Fr) plain, uni: ‘simple, even’] Plantan [Musa sapienta: ‘wise plant, plant of wisdom’]: no I’envoy [(F7r) envoi:
A dispatch on affairs of state.], ~

~ Vir-ile, sir. Or sir,a Musa, a smooth Musa: no Dispatch, ~

» “The leaves of Plantain have a drying power, or a binding together. Wherefore, if they be laid to,

they are good for all perilous sores, and hard to heal, and such as draw toward the common Lepers, and for
such as are flowing, or running, and full of foul matter” (Alvearie, John Baret, 1580). Musa, the Plantain, is
an ‘associated property’ of Oxford (0/S) the writer.
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72 no I’envoy, no Salve sir, but a Plantan.
~ no I’envoy, no Salve [/a law ‘A saving clause’] sir, but a Plantan [(Fr) plantain]. ~
~ nothing forwarded, no saving clause sir, but a Musa. ~

» COSTARD is called CLOWN in the First Folio, but he has wise things to say.

Once More:

MOTH / PAGE Love’s Labour’s Lost lil.1 68-72

68 ~ A Sommer-Tud’Or heir ’s a head broken in kinship. ~

ARMADO

69 ~ Some enigma, some riddle; come, thy dispatch begin. ~

COSTARD

70 ~ Noema, no enigma, no dispatch, no saving clause in thee
Vir-ile, sir. Or sir,a Musa, a smooth Musa: no dispatch, ~

72 nothing succeeding, no saving clause sir, but a Musa. ~

» The ‘swain’ COSTARD, a loving shepherd, seems to have an aggressive treatment for the disease of
the Heir. If you follow their arcane discourse, you’ll see “there be more matter in the shin” (LLL [11.1 116)
— it will bear repeating!

The reference language, here French (Middle French), or something more like “a French
brawl” (LLL 1il.1 7), yields in wordplay a curious herbal cure for a disease in the Hare (heir) — Musa, the
plant of Wisdom. This wisdom, or wise-dom plays on the Mouse, (L) mus, muris, and Muse, (L) musa,
and most perfectly, wp (L) mores. All this, ARMADO tells us, is revealed through the “Sweet smoke of
rhetoric!” (/1.1 61).

Another excellent riddle follows in which ARMADO again spars with his page. The dispatch,
I'envoi, is much the same foolish Moria (folly) as seen with the Musa above — ‘a goose out of door’, or a
More —Too of Door.

Transitive Puns
(OED) transitive: I ‘Passing or liable to pass into another condition’
» An important figure in Shakespeare’s Invention is the transitive pun. Such paronomasia does not play
in English, but becomes witty when a Latin or French analogue is substituted for the written word.

From the discussion above on Shakespeare’s use of Reference Language, we emphasize the
importance of transitive wordplay. This device introduces inferred meaning by the consideration of a
word’s analogues in foreign languages. The following ‘linguistic proof’ demonstrates a kind of equality
between world: (L) orbis, and oyster: (L) bivalva.

PISTOL The Merry Wives of Windsor 11.2 2
2 Why, then the world’s mine oyster...

~ Why [(L) immo: interjection ‘often strengthened by etiam, vero, enimvero, etc.’], then the world’s [(L)
orbis, wp (E) orb: 2a ‘The earth, world’ + (L) bis: ‘twice’, hence two-d’or] mine oyster [(L) bivalva: wp two-door]. ~

~ Then truly, the Or-bis’s mine Two-door... ~

The ‘Transitive Pun’ is a critical element of Shakespeare’s Invention and relies on a play of words
in a language other than English. It’s used extensively to allow the writer to be truthful in saying “every
word doth almost tell my name”; hence, the words in play generally hint at syllables of the writer’s several
blood-lines, titles, or surnames. These puns are the “marble” (L. marmor: ‘sea-mor’, I.14) and the “too,
much conceiving” to which John Milton refers in his Epitaph in the Second Folio published in 1632.

R. Warwick Bond gave this example among his editorial comments from Euphues and His England:

“birds are trained with a sweet call, but caught with a broad net: ”
The Complete Works of John Lyly, vol.ll. p.155, John Lyly and R. Warwick Bond,1902
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Bond notes the word call puns with the English word caule < (Fr) cale, 2 ‘A net for wrapping something in’;
3 ‘A spider’s web’ — hence net; and though caule doesn’t appear in the sentence, it is still acknowledged
as intended wordplay. This device appears throughout ‘Shakespeare’ undergirding and reinforcing his
language. Comprehension relies on a fairly thorough knowledge of the reference language used by the
writer — otherwise, get thee to a dictionary.

In the play Othello, we understand IAGO when he speaks of “the beast with two backs”. Or do
we? OTHELLO—Or + tell + Or (Two-dor)—has been recently married. His new bride DESDEMONA—De’s
+ daemon + a (Daemon of Origin) is a pure thing, not yet knowing her husband. Yet IAGO implies she is
lusty and likely to be having sex with others while OTHELLO is engaged in affairs of state. IAGO plants
seeds of doubt in the mind of DESDEMONA’s father, BRABANTIO, even before he begins to work on
OTHELLO. The beast, (L) fera: ‘a wild beast’, names itself by wordplay; she is (L) fer, fair, (Fr) faire: ‘to do’,
(It) fare: ‘to do’; she is wild and To do[r]. The meaning of “two-backs” is discovered by considering the
Latin roots—“small Latin” Ben Jonson calls it—of the words. Back, (L) dorsum, root dors, is doubled by
Two, hence Two-dors. What she may produce with the Moor (Othello) is Tudor-Moor. The subject on
Oxford’s mind is the begetting of an heir to the Crown — he’s It.

Demonstrating Reference Language

At Hamlet V.2 66-164 the Prince demonstrates the use of reference language as an important
device of rhetoric. The scene begins as light comedy, but quickly turns tragic. Here, in HAMLET’s last
comedic counsel to HORATIO (and the reader), the writer carefully notes obscure words. Let’s deconstruct
some.

OSRIC, or Ostricke (from L. Struthiocamelus?), is a courtier given to circumlocution. His speech is
‘round about’. In this scene he praises LAERTES, and we find HAMLET quick to match OSRIC’s courteous
excess with similar appearing, yet strangely more loaded language; the deeper meaning of HAMLET’s
words comes from etymologies, polysemy (English and Latin), and especially wordplay. This bit is a
masterpiece of linguistic cipher. It may look like impenetrable gobbledygook (i.e. Macrologia), but it is a
collection of definitions sympathetic to our writer’s context. » Take note: if you understood our language
as well as Shakespeare, you wouldn’t need to define, or justify, each term from a dictionary; the various
meanings would already be available within your memory.

HAMLET Hamlet V.2 98-111
98 Sir, his definement suffers no perdition in you,
~ Sir, his definement [(Latin) definire: ‘to limit, mark out’, (transf) ‘confine’ + suffix -ment [‘forming
nouns expressing the means or result of an action’] suffers [1/ (causarive) ‘To inflict pain upon’] no perdition
[‘Loss; diminution; degradation’; alt. ‘ruination, utter destruction’] in you [wordplay, indeterminacy ‘by your
words’, or ‘in your own person’
~ Sir, his limitation causes not ruination in you, ~

99 though, I know, to divide him inventorially would
~ though, I know, to divide [(L) dividere: ‘to force asunder, cleave, separate’; alt. wp (L) dis: (prefix)
‘expressing negation’ + vide: (root) ‘to see’; ‘to seem’] him inventorially [wp (L) inventor: ‘a discoverer’ + (suffix)
ial: ‘forming adjectives’ + (suffix) ly: ‘forming adverbs from adjectives’; (wordplay) (prefix) in: ‘not’, or ‘toward’;
an interesting prefix that might mean ‘toward’ or ‘not toward’ + vent [(L) ventus: ‘wind’, commonly played as ‘air’
+ or: heraldry ‘gold’ + ially: as above] would ~
~ though, I know, to un-seem him in-heir’Or-ially would ~

100 dozy the arithmetic of memory, and yet but yaw

~dozy [(L) vertiginare: (E) vertiginate: ‘to whirl around’, ‘to make dizzy’;(L) semisomnus, dozy:’drowsy,
sleepy’, to make sleepy, put to sleep; refers to previous line and invent-or-ially; alr. wp dorme (L) dormire: ‘Sleep,
doze’, alt. d’Or: *of gold’] the arithmetic [‘the science of numbers’, (wordplay) arsmetry: (see Robert Greene 1589) ~
‘R-metry’: the measure of monarchy/(L) regius + metiri] of memory [(E) ‘within the reach of memory’; (wp) me:
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(L) meus: ‘my’ + mor-y ~] and yet [‘notwithstanding’; alr. wp ‘moreover’] but yaw [Nautical ‘to deviate
temporarily from the straight course’] ~
» The suggestion of wordplay or corruption on arithmetic = arsmetry by Robert Greene is of
interest here. Greene may prove to be an earlier pseudonym for the man we call Shake-speare.
He apparently died the year before Shake-speare first published, though, like Marlow, he may never
have truly existed as the Artist in question.
~ vertiginate the R’s number of Same-Mor-y, and Still, but Veer ~

101 neither in respect of his quick sail. But, in the verity
~ neither in respect [wp (L) re: ‘again’; alt. wp ‘king’ + (L) spectare: ‘to look at carefully, observe’] of his
quick [(L) in vita esse: ‘alive, living’; (L) esse, sum: ‘being’] sail [(L) aura: ‘air’; wp (L) (navem) solvere, navem:
‘ship’ transf. ‘ship of state’ + solvere: wp sol: ‘sun’, pun ‘son’ + vere: Oxford’s creation. alr. (L) venditio: ‘sale’]. But,
in the verity; [wp on writer’s false name: Vere + ity: (suffix) ‘forming nouns denoting quality or condition’]
~ neither in review of his living heir. But in the Vere condition ~
~ neither in review of his Sum’s release. But in the Vere condition ~

102 of extolment, I take him to be a soul of great article,
~ of extolment [(L) oro: ‘praise’; (E) ore: I ‘reverence, honor’, 2 ‘favor, mercy’], I take [(L) summare: ‘to
reckon or count up’] him to be [(L) sum] a soul [(L) anima: ‘a current of air’, wp (L) solus, unicus: ‘only’; wp (L)
solea: ‘aleather sole strapped on the foot, sandal’; alr. Sole ‘a fish’] great [(L) amplus: ‘great, large’, (L) amplius:
‘more’; alt. (L) amplus: ‘large’, ‘important’; ‘more, with no comparison expressed’ ] article [(L) item: ‘just so’, ‘in
like manner’, ‘moreover’; alt. (L) mers, merx: ‘merchandise, goods, ware’, (L) caput: ‘a clause or item in a law or
agreement’, wp ‘the head, leader, chief’(L) re, res: ‘matter, thing, topic’; hence, wp “great article” = great matter,
(Spanish) rey: king; also ‘a head of cattle’, an ox; i.e. Monarch, ‘singulare imperium’, sole ruler or (wp) ‘single head
of cattle’.]
» Wordplay on soul/sole is an additional reason Polonius may be called a fishmonger Hamlet 11.2 174.
~ of Ore, I sum him some air of more-like manner, ~
~ of acknowledging, I raise him to Sum-More Good, ~

103 and his infusion of such dearth and rareness as,

~ and his infusion [(L) infusio: ‘the fluid in which a thing is steeped’; hence, Hamlet is likening Laertes
to glorious water steeped with Tudor Tea, but he is not the herb itself.] of such [‘Of the character, degree, or extent
described’] dearth [(L) caritas: ‘dearness’, ‘love, esteem’; 2 dearness, OF déore: (wp) d’or, [tu]déore, [tu]d’or 4 (fig.
and transf.) ‘Scarcity of anything, material or immaterial; practical deficiency, want or lack of quality’] and rareness
[/ ‘The fact of quality of being rare’; 4 ‘Thinness, sparseness’; rare is a fine pun—R + Are, or R + R—on Tudor =
Two-d’R.] as, ~

» Laertes is so dear and rare —references to Tud’Or and R[egius] —as to be an artificial addition to The

Maur; in fact, he should not exist at all because More is Sufficient, (L) satis.

~ and his steeping with such de’Or-ness and R-are-ness as, ~

104 to make true diction of him, his semblable is his mirror,
~ to make true [(L) verus, (wp) Vere] diction [(L) dictio: ‘a saying, speaking, uttering’; alt. (L) sermo:
‘talk, discourse’, (anagram) Se-mor, Seymour, St. Maur, etc.] of him, his semblable [(Fr) semblable: ‘Fellow
creature’, ‘match, equal’; from (Fr) sembler: ‘to seem, appear’] is his mirror [wp (E) mere: ‘sea’ + or: (Fr) or: ‘gold’,
timesis second syllable of Tud’or and Seym-our; mirror: 3a ‘A thing regarded as giving a true description of
something else’], ~
~ to make veritable speech of him, his Seeming Creature is his Mere-Or, ~

105 and who else would trace him, his umbrage, nothing more.
~ and who else [(L) alius, aliter: ‘otherwise, else’] would trace [(L) vestigare: ‘to track, trace’; (E) trace:
6a (fig.) ‘To follow the course, development, or history’ 6b ‘To trace its origin or history’] him, his umbrage [(L)
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umbraticum: 3a ‘A shadowy appearance or indication, a semblance..or faint representation’], nothing [(L) nihil,
nulla res: 2a ‘No part, share, or quantity of a thing’] more [(metonym) Maur, More: the true name of the writer.] ~
~ and who would otherwise conceive him, his shadow, nothing More. ~

OSRIC
106 Your lordship speaks most infallibly of him.
~ Your lordship speaks [(L) fari, fatus: ‘to say’, with wp on (L) fatuus: ‘foolish, silly’] most [superlative
More; metonym, adj. (L) mos, moris: ‘will, humour’] infallibly [(L)infallibilis; 1 ‘incapable of erring’, wp heiring;
2 ‘Without liability to err or be mistaken’; wp without fall or diminution] of him. ~
~ Your lordship speaks most un-heir-ingly of him. ~

HAMLET
107 The concernancy, sir? Why do we wrap the gentleman
~ The concernancy [(L) res, negotium: ‘affair’; alr. (L) de: ‘about’; ‘Interest, concern’, ‘matter’ with pun
on (L) mater: ‘mother’], sir? Why do [(L) facere, (Fr) faire: ‘to do’, timesis to-do(r)] we wrap [3b ‘To involve..or
entangle (a person) in something that impedes movement or restricts liberty’] the gentleman ~
~ The Mat(t]er, sir? Why do you entangle the gentleman ~

108 in our more rawer breath?
~ our [‘The genitive case of the first person pronoun we’ ; ‘used by a monarch or ruler = my’] more
[(metonym) Maur, More: the true name of the writer.] rawer [(L) crudus: ‘raw’, ‘green, immature, untimely’]
breath, (L) spiritus: ‘the breath of life’, ‘spirit’, soul.
~ in Or-Maur-Ver soul? ~  alt. ~ in my Maur-Ver soul? ~

OSRIC ~ Sir? ~
~ Sir [Sir: (L) bone Vir: good man, pun good Vere, hence Mers-Vere] ? ~
» When characters in Shakespeare’s plays are puzzled, you should also be puzzled. The writer
is deliberately calling attention to his method.
~ Mers-Vere? ~

HORATIO
110 Is’t not possible to understand in another tongue?
~1s’t not possible to understand in another tongue [(L) lingua: ‘language’]
~ Is’t not possible to understand in another language? ~

111 You will to’t, sir, really.
~ You will [(L) moris: ‘will’] to’t [wp tu-t’(ah)], sir [(L) bone vir], really [wp (Sp) real: ‘royal’ + -ly, suffix
added to nouns and adjs. to form adjectives’, hence: royally)]. ~
~ You will Tu’t[ah], good Vere, Real-ly. ~
~ You more to’t, sir, real-ly ~ or ~You must Tudah, sir, Royally ~

... o't relies on the t being aspirated t(h) slightly to produce the wordplay To’t(ah); this is called the voiced
or aspirated stop of a terminal consonant. This is about as far out as Shake-speare wordplay goes. If you
can accept this wordplay, the rest is relatively easy. You'll understand Hamlet’s point as you muddle
through the puzzle, but let’s put it together anyway:

HAMLET Hamlet V.2 98-111
98 ~ Sir, his limitation causes not ruination in you,
though, I know, to un-seem him in-heir’Or-ially would
100 vertiginate the R’s number of Same-Mor-y, and Still, but Veer
neither in review of his living heir. But in the Vere condition
102 of Ore, I sum him some air of more-like manner,
and his steeping with such de’Or-ness and R’are-ness as,
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104 to make veritable speech of him, his Seeming Creature is his Mere-Or,
and who would otherwise conceive him, his shadow, nothing More. ~
OSRIC
106 Your lordship speaks most un-heir-ingly of him.
HAMLET
The Mat(t]er, sir? Why do you entangle the gentleman
108 in my More-Ver soul?
OSRIC
Mers-Vere?
HORATIO
110 Is’t not possible to understand in another language?
You will Tu’t[ah], good Vere, Real-ly.

The point is: Laertes is Hamlet’s ‘Fellow Creature’, or semblable; he appears as one Twod’or-Mere
(Tudor-Seymour)—but he’s merely a semblance, not the thing in itself. Consider also the importance of
this scene, knowing the kingdom and the “occurrents” will be dead within minutes. As the mumbled words
of a dying man take on great significance, so is it here.

Ariel’s Song

By extending English with polysemic variation in analogues of other languages, or simply punning on
foreign words, an apt analogue may be suggested that specifically gives alternate significance. Try it
yourself; fathom the name within. Look for it crammed into each passage:

ARIEL (song) The Tempest 1.2 396-403
397 Full fathom five thy Father lies,
~Full [(L) justas, iustas: ‘rightly, justly’; alt. (L) refertus: ‘crammed, stuffed full’; wp (L) re: ‘again, twice’
+ fer(reus): ‘iron’ + tu’s: emphasis Tu; hence Tu-dur.] fathom [(E) v.4b ‘thoroughly understand’; alt. n.1b ‘The length
covered by the outstretched arms; a definite measure of 6 feet’; anagram Mars.] five [i.e. five things, five points.] thy
[modern your] Father [(L) pater] lies [(L) latere: ‘to lie hid, be concealed’], ~
~ Rightfully understand five (things) — thy Father lies concealed, ~

398 Of his bones are coral made;
~ Of his bones [(L) femur: transf. ‘the loins (of ancestry)] are [wp R(egius): ‘royal’] coral [(L) margella:
‘red coral’, wp mare: ‘the sea’ + gelo: wp Il. ‘to freeze, i.e. ‘to be petrified’, turned to stone—sea stone; alt. (L)
curalium] made [(L) facere, (It) fare: ‘to do’]; ~
~ Of his loins R ceeur-All made; ~

399  Those are pearls that were his eyes;
~ Those are [wp (L) R(egius)] pearls [(L) margarita: ‘pearl’, (L) mar: ‘sea’ + garita? (E) grit: ‘gravel,
small stones’] that were [wp Vere] his eyes [(L) oculus: 4a ‘an eye, bud’; alt. ‘The eye of the soul, the mind’s eye’];
~ Those R Sea-stones that were his buds; ~

400 Nothing of him that doth fade
~ Nothing [(L) nihil, nulla res; nihil tale: ‘nothing of the kind’] of him that doth [(L) facere, (It) fare: ‘to
do’] fade [(L) pallescere: ‘to pale’, recalling the emblematic colors of Tudor—green and pale.] ~
~ No tail of him does pale ~

401 But doth suffer a sea change
~ But doth [(L) facere, (It) fare: ‘to do’] suffer [(L) perferre: transf. 2 ‘to bear, endure’] a sea [(L) mare]
change [(L) commutare: ‘to alter wholly, change entirely’; sea change = tide: (L) marinorum aestuum: ‘sea seething,
raging’, wp mare + aestas: ‘sea-summer’; (L) transformatio] ~
~ But does en-Dure a Sea transformation ~
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402  Into something rich and strange.
~ Into something [(L) aliquid] rich [wp (L) dives (de Vere)] and strange [(L) alienus: ‘that belongs to
another person, not one’s own’; alt.(L) peregrinus: ‘foreign’, possibly referring to the marriage of Mary Seymour
(Vere) to Peregrine Bertie, Baroness Willoughby de Eresby; alt. (L) externus; alienus]. ~
~ Into something di-Verse and alien. ~
~ Into something de-Vere’s and Peregrine. ~

403  Sea nymphs hourly ring his knell: ...
~ Sea [(L) mare] nymphs [(L) nympha; water nymph— Naias] hourly [(L) singulis horas] ring [(L) sonus:
wp ‘son’] his knell [(L) obiter: ‘passing’, (L) obitus: ‘downfall, ruin, death’]: ~
~ Seymour sounds his Mors: ~

Once More:
~ Rightfully understand five (things) — thy Father lies,

398 Of his loins R cceur-All made; bones, erym. femur  Corrall: (L) curalium, margella
Those R Mar-garites that Vere his offspring,

400 Nothing of him that Does pale,
But Does endure a Sea transformation

402 Into some-thing deVers and Alien.

Seymour sounds his passage (mors) ... ~

Polysemy, Ambiguity, Indeterminacy
Ambiguity: 3 ‘Capability of being understood in two or more ways; double or dubious signification.” (OED)
Indeterminacy: 7 ‘Want of definiteness.’
Polysemy: Linguistics The fact of having several meanings; the possession of multiple meanings,
senses, or connotations.

Polysemy is the fundamental and pre-eminent feature of ‘Shakespeare’. Polysemy allows us to
be fairly precise with words, but always leaves an element of indeterminacy. We have a sense of the
probable intentions of a speaker, but not an absolute sense. There is enough flexibility in our language to
pun on single words, but also to construct lengthy passages that may be understood in two entirely
different senses.

The first sentence attributed to ‘Shakespeare’ is found in Venus and Adonis (1593):

“EVen as the sunne with purple-colourd face,”

Hence, his first word is even. ADONIS is introduced by way of a comparison with Apollo, the Sun. Perhaps
some equivalency is implied between Adonis and Apollo. What is the range of definitions available for the
adjective use of even?

even: 2q ‘Straight, not bent or crooked. Of a path: straight, direct.” (OED)

This works well when we consider the whole of the Canon. If the name Edward de Vere is false and
Seymour is true, we might recall instances of wordplay in which the writer implies his name is ‘turned’
(L) conversio, or (L) verto, vorto—like a vortex—and not direct. A similar definition is found below:

even: 5b ‘Of an action..process: free from fluctuations or perturbations; smooth, calm...’

This aptly describes the yearly course of the Sun. Without regard for heliocentric or geocentric models of
the earths relation to the stars, the Sun appears to follow a direct succession in the sky. The ancients
could ‘tell the time’ by its position.

By way of comparison, something in ADONIS is like the Sun, particularly if the Sun is wordplay on
Son, and Son does not imply The Son of God, but the Son of Adieu / Ado, a god.

even: 6a ‘Matching; that is one’s fellow..or counterpart in some respect.’
even: 7a ‘Exactly positioned or adjusted.’
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even: 8a ‘Of a calculated result..a measurement: exact, precise.’
even: /0a ‘Of laws or their administration..: impartial, just, equitable, fair.’

If our subject proves to be within the framework of allegory, an implied fair may be clever wordplay on the
French verb faire: ‘to do’; further, the idea of a Fair Son to be introduced is appealing in the context of
childless Monarchy. An allegory on the question of Succession makes sense in the declining years of
Elizabeth.

even: /4 ‘Equal in rank, status, power. On an equal footing in any respect.’
even: /7a ‘Of a whole number: divisible by two..’.
even: 17b ‘Of an object in a series:..associated with an even number.” — Tu.

Adverbial uses are similar to those mentioned for adjective:

even: /d ‘In or by direct line of descent.’

even: 2a ‘In equal divisions or parts’; 2b ‘In equal measure.’

even: 5 ‘Exactly, precisely, just.” (‘with reference to manner’)

even: 6 ‘Fully, completely.’

even: 7b ‘As a generalized intensive: truly, certainly, indeed.’
Superficially, it's easy to assume ‘Shakespeare’ (O/S) intended some use of adv 5 ‘Exactly, precisely’,
meaning ~ ‘at the very instant’ ~ ; but more likely is definition 7d ‘In or by direct line of descent’. Knowing
the meanings available for words allows the reader to make better sense of sentences whose intentions
are not perfectly clear. Polysemy goes hand in hand with context. The Wit of ‘Shakespeare’ turns on his
choice of words. A different choice, though it be apparently synonymous, will usually yield a different
solution within the political supra-text. By understanding the writers purpose—to record his names “and
where they did proceed [from]” (Sonnet 76. 8)—we gain a foothold towards full understanding.

Amphiboly — Grammatical Ambiguity
amphiboly: (OED) I.1a ‘Ambiguous discourse; a sentence which may be construed in two distinct senses’.
2 A figure of speech: ‘Ambiguity arising from the uncertain construction of a sentence or clause, of which
the individual words are unequivocal’.

Amphiboly is an element of Noema: ‘deliberately obscure speech’ (R.A. Lanham). It is used to
convey double meanings by grammatical indeterminacy. In the following example, one meaning is
understood generally and gives a maxim or epigram based on the comparative use of more; on another
level, he makes note of some specific distinction between the writer’s More identity and its effect on the
Queen. We question whether: more, never, ever, sweet, are adjectives or nouns:

CRESSIDA Troylus and Cressida 1.2 279-286
Women are Angels, wooing;
280  Things won are done, joy’s soul lies in the doing. First premise, 280
That she beloved knows nought that knows not this.
282  Men prize the thing ungained more than it is; Second premise, 282
That she was never yet, that ever knew Third premise, 283-4

284  Love got so sweet, as when desire did sue.
Therefore this maxim out of love I teach:
286  Achievement, is command; ungained, beseech. Maxim

Let’s look at lines 282-4 more closely:

282  Men prize the thing ungained more than it is;
(A) ~ Men prize the object not attained at more value than it is [to be valued]; ~
(B) ~ A Vir (Vere) prizes the matter of ‘ungained More’, [more] than it is; ~

283 That she was never yet, that ever knew ~
(A) ~ That woman never yet existed, that ever understood ~
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(B) ~ That woman was Ne-Ver until now, that E-Ver understood ~

284 Love got so sweet, as when desire did sue. Love: myth Venus, Aphrodite  desire: myth Eros, Cupid
(A) ~ A love produced so sweet, as when longing did entreat. ~
(B) ~ A’More begotten So suite, as when of his Father did solicit. ~ suite: 2a ‘A succession’

Line 282 is ambiguous. If the matter is “ungained More”, then the other lines of the set-piece are
understood to address the question of the writer’s legitimacy. The metonyms Love (Amor) and Desire
(Cupid) in 1.284 give hints of the kinship between Venus and her son Cupid, fathered by Mars, god of War.

Repetition

Repetition is a key device in ‘Shakespeare’. It informs us of the central matter being discussed.
Overwhelmingly, Shakespeare’s characters are preoccupied with their own state of being, and that will
usually be the subject of repeated words. Examine each passage carefully to discover which words are
repeated, and you will have found by rhetorical emphasis the root of wordplay in that passage. Let’s
examine an enigmatic bit from Hamlet, noting its place in the work — within minutes of his death. The
most significant words are now and come:
PRINCE HAMLET Hamlet V.2 198-200
197 Not a whit, we defy Augury; there’s a special

~ Not a whit [/ ‘not in the least (bit), an iota’; wp wight: ‘A living being, a creature’], we defy [v./ ‘to resist
openly or boldly’] Augury [(L) augurium: ‘the observation and interpretation of omens’]; there’s [wp t’heir is] a
special [‘that is taken before other things’, ‘principal’, ‘eminent’] ~

~ Not in the least, we defy omens; t’heir is a pre-eminent ~

198 Providence in the fall of a sparrow. If it be now, ’tis not
~ Providence [(L) providentia: ‘foresight, foreknowledge’; transf. ‘The government of the world by infinite
wisdom and foresight’, as wisdom is an attribute and state of Wise (wp manner, way): (L) mos, mores] in the fall
[(L) cadere: ‘to be driven from a higher to a lower point’] of a sparrow [wp (L) spero: ‘To hope’]. If [(L) si] it
[‘often not expressed, esp. as the subject of a verb’] be [(L) esse, sum] now [(L) iam: wp (that) I am.], ’tis not ~
~ Wise-dom in the fall of hope. If it be that I am, ’tis not ~

199 to come; if it be not to come, it will be now; if it
~ to come [(L) accedere: ‘to enter upon, to undertake’; (E) accede: 4 ‘“To come to an office or dignity, esp.
a throne’; alt. 11.B.2 ‘With the accessory idea of increase—to be added’, hence ‘More’.]; if [(L) si] it be [(L) esse,
sum] not to come [(L) accedere, see above.], it will be [(L) esse, sum] now [(L) iam: wp (that) I am.]; if [(L) si] it ~
~ to accede; if it be not to accede, it will be that I am; if it ~

200 be not now, yet it will come; the readiness is all, ...
~ be [(L) esse, sum] not now [(L) iam: wp (that) I am.], yet [(L) nihilominus: ‘nevertheless’] it will come
[(L) accedere: ‘to enter upon, to undertake’; (E) accede: 4 ‘“To come to an office or dignity, esp. a throne’; alr. II.B.2
‘With the accessory idea of increase—to be added’, hence ‘More’.]; the readiness [(L) paratus, wp partus: ‘bearing,
birth’] is all [(L) totus, wp Tudo(h)s], ~
~ be not I am, ne’Ver-the-Less it will accede; the birth is Tudor, ... ~

Once More:
PRINCE HAMLET Hamlet V.2 198-200

~ Not in the least, we defy omens; t’heir is a pre-eminent
198 Wise-dom in the fall of hope. If it be that I am, ’tis not

to accede; if it be not to accede, it will be that I am; if it
200 be not I am, ne’Ver-the-Less it will accede; the birth is Tudor, ... ~
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» “This passage is one of the simplest, as it is one of the strongest, proofs of Shakespeare’s belief in
presentiments” (Cornhill Magazine, ‘Presentiments’, Oct. 1866, p.459; New Variorum). It also shows the
attribute of prophecy in HAMLET, placing our writer in the Welsh bardic tradition — see Prophecy, p.304
— and the Classical tradition with an attribute of Apollo, not to mention the memorial note on Accession.
Virtually nothing is simple or straightforward in ‘Shakespeare’.

Likewise, we discover the false True-Vere identity of MALVOLIO in Twelfth Night (1.5 136-8) by the
repetition of some and greatness. Again, the dilemma of Oxford’s super-tongue presents its riddling face:
(E) some is plain enough as the first syllable of Seymour/Sommer/St.Maur; the significance of greatness
is derived from (L) amplitudo: II.B. ‘dignity (‘honorable title’), grandeur, distinction’, and (L) amplitudo from
(L) amplius: ‘more’. The subject of Some and More are developments of the “fustian riddle” addressed to
one “M. O. A. I.” Like as not, M.O.A.l. is simply (E) mo: 1.7 ‘In or to a greater degree, extent, or quantity’ =
more + (L) ai: Il.A. imperative of (L) aio ‘To say, affirm, or assert something’ = say. Hence, the a’Mor to
which MALVOLIO aspires is Say-Mor. Do you see? In this manner we have “crushed” the words a little (/.
132) according to the sender’s counsel:

MALVOLIO Twelfth Night 11.5 136-38
135 [Reads] “If this fall into thy hand, revolve: In my stars
~ “If this fall [(L) incidere] into thy hand [(L) manus, likely emphasis for (L) vir: ‘man’; alt. (L) manes:
‘the spirits of the dead (mors)’], revolve [(L) versare: ‘to ponder, turn over’]: In my stars [(L) sidus: ‘to denote: a
very great height’, rrop. ‘the summit’;] ~
~ “If this fall into thy Manus, Versify: In my summit ~

136 I am above thee, but be not afraid of greatness: Some
~Tam [(L) sum] above [(L) super: ‘besides, in addition’ = more.] thee, but be [(L) sum] not afraid [(L)
terreo, wp terreus: ‘of earth, earthen’, hence (L) orbis: Two-dor] of greatness [(L) amplitudo: I11.B. ‘dignity
(‘honorable title”), grandeur, distinction’, wp More-ness; see above.]: Some ~
~ I am More than thee, but be not Terra-fied of More-ness: Some ~

137 are become great, some achieve greatness, and some
~ are [wp R(egius)] become [(L) nasci: ‘to be born, to be begotten’; alt. (L) evadere: ‘to go or come out’,
‘to arrive at’] great [(L) amplius: ‘more’], some achieve [(L) consequi: ‘follow, succeed’] greatness [(L)
amplitudo: wp More-ness; see above.], and some ~
~ R(oyals) are born More, Some succeed to More-ness, and Some ~

138  have greatness thrust upon ’em.
~have [(L) portare: ‘to bear, convey’] greatness [(L) amplitudo: wp More-ness.] thrust [(L) petitio:
‘petition’, ‘a right of claim’] upon ’em. ~
~ bear More-ness claimed upon ’em. ~

Once More:
MALVOLIO Twelfth Night 11.5 136-38
~ “If this fall into thy Manus, Versify: In my summit
136 I am More than thee, but be not Terra-fied of More-ness: Some
R(egius) are born More, Some succeed to More-ness, and Some
138 bear More-ness claimed upon ’em. ~

» ‘Great’: (Welsh) mawr, and ‘Greatness’: (Welsh) mawredd, are attributes of the Seymour, as is the
Sea: (Welsh) mor. (Welsh) mor may mean ‘sea’ and ‘so’.
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Repetition — Anaphora
(OED) anaphora 1.a. The repetition of the same word or phrase in several successive clauses.

Anaphora is a favored device in Shakespeare’s rhetoric. Like other forms of repetition it signals
matters of great importance. Sonnet 66, for example, is our man’s ‘State of the English State’ report,
listing his complaints against the usurping ministers Dudley and Cecil, particularly as their offenses
pertain to the monarchy and himself:

Sonnet 66
1 Tired with all these, for restful death I cry: all, (L) torus ~ death, (L) mors
2 As, to behold desert a beggar born, desert, (L) meritum beggar, (L) mendicus
3 And needy nothing trimmed in iOllity, trim, (L) amputare: ‘to lop’  jollity, (L) hilaria: ‘merriness’
4 And purest faith unhappily forsworn, forswear, ‘agree to give up or do without’
5 And gilded honor shamefully misplaced, gilded honor, ‘a golden name’, i.e. Tu-d’or
6 And maiden virtue rudely strumpeted, maiden, (L) virgineus  strumpet, (L) meretrix
7 And right perfection wrongfully disgraced, perfection, (L) absolutio  disgrace: (L) dedecorare
8 And strength by limping sway disabled, limp, (L) claudicare ~ sway, (L) gerere: ‘to bear, govern’
9 And art made tongue-tied by authority, tongue-tied, (L) infans, indisertus
10 And folly (doctorlike) controlling skill, folly, (L) moria  skill, (L) sollertia, wp sole heir..
11 And simple truth miscalled simplicity, simplicity, (L) simplicitas: ‘simpleness’
12 And captain good attending captain ill. captain, (L) caput: ‘head’, principal’
13 Tired with all these, from these would I be gone, tired, (L) taedet, wp Tudor’d
14 Save that, to die, I leave my love alone. to die, (L) mori  love, (L) amor

Continue with this sort of Latin conference (comparison) for each noun, verb, adjective, and adverb, and
you will find the Sonnets are built of the writer’s name and substance. The anaphoric repetition of the
conjunction And unifies each complaint under a single theme: (L) totus: ‘all’, with wordplay on ‘Tudors’,
and “strength”, (L) vires, wp Veres, is disabled by ‘Cloudy Overbearing’ — “limping sway” he calls it.

asyndeton: ‘A rhetorical figure which omits the conjunction’. (OED)

» Shakespeare might have avoided these repeated conjunctions (‘and’) by asyndeton, but he chose
to place them in front of each clause. The effect is to ‘toll’ the individual charges against the Queen’s
ministers like a great bell —to emphasize the number and gravity of their misdeeds.

Anaphora often stands prominently in front of a clause which is likely to be a line of verse:

DAUGHTER Pericles, Prince of Tyre 1.1 60-1
60 Of all ’sayed yet, mayst thou prove prosperous, prosperous, (L) prospero: ‘to succeed’
Of all ’sayed yet, I wish thee happiness. yet: ‘furthermore..‘more’

» ’Sayed is a contraction of assayed, meaning ‘[something] having been tried, or its nature tested’.
Metal ore is assayed to determine the quality and quantity of the metal that may be extracted. In this
instance from Pericles, the wretched daughter of Antiochus reveals some sense she has of Prince Pericles’
additional qualities. Let me tip Shake-speare’s hand by noting “sayed puns on the past participle of say, and
yet plays with polysemy of yet: ‘more’. Ileave you to consider the proof, and need not say more.

Anaphora attracts the readers notice—it has an eye-catching appearance on the page. In
phonetic punctuation it is bold-faced type. The Arte of English Poesie (1589), by George Puttenham,
called anaphora ‘The figure of Report’, indicating a repeated telling or relating of information—literally ‘to
recount’. We suggest it’s no coincidence that this device is common in both Venus and Adonis and The
Rape of Lucrece which are, at the level of political supra-text, biographical and headline worthy.

The word ‘report’— (L) re: ‘again, to repeat’ + (L) port: ‘door’—is a frequent pun for Tu-dor; and so,
in ‘report’ we find the extensive repetition of pronouns that we come to understand refer to the Queen and
her Son. Wherever Tudor appears in wordplay, Some iteration of the More can’t be far behind. The name
Tudor, ‘translated’ to Report, is an obsession in our writer; yet, by the number of instances, he evidently
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has an even greater affinity for Seymour (St. Maur/Sommer). This can be substantiated by reviewing
Schmidt’s Lexicon or the OpenSourceShakespeare. Let’s look at a few of the many examples of Tudor-
Seymour wordplay in Shakespeare’s anaphora:

Venus and Adonis 458-62

458 Even as the wind is hushed before it raineth, even as: ‘just the same as’, ‘precisely the same as’
Or as the wolf doth grin before he barketh, as, ‘the same’ + Or, hence Same-or
460 Or as the berry breaks before it staineth, berry, (L) morus
Or like the deadly bullet of a gun, like, ‘the same as’
462 His meaning struck her ere his words begun.

Venus and Adonis is the writer’s allegorical autobiography. It begins with his birth, and ends at
the point of his figurative death. ‘The boar’ that kills ADONIS (Oxford) is a false identity displacing the true.
A small hope survives ‘death’ if the son will carry forward some remembrance of the House of Tudor,
perhaps in the Wind-flower, or Air-flower—anemone—the ‘heir-flower’.

At Venus and Adonis 799, ‘Oxford’ studies antithesis in the relationship between mother and child:

Venus and Adonis 799-804

“Love comforteth like sunshine after rain, rain, wp reign

800 But lust’s effect is tempest after sun; tempest: see list of grievances, Sonnet 66 above.
Love’s gentle spring doth always fresh remain, spring, (L) ver

802 Lust’s winter comes ere summer half be done; winter, (L) hibernum comes, (L) wp comes: Tutor
Love surfeits not, lust like a glutton dies; glutton, (L) devorator, wp de Vere-ator

804 Love is all truth, lust full of forged lies. forged, (L) supponere: ‘to counterfeit, forge’.

The Roman god Amor is represented in the word Love, and lives in the writer himself — a’Maur.
The antithesis of Love and Lust is clearly laid before us in ADONIS and VENUS. ADONIS brings with him
the Summer, (L) aestas, which for the Latins encompassed both Spring and Summer, ‘March twenty-
second to September twenty-second’.

The effect of Venus, in the ‘metamorphosis of Love’, is found in lust— Venerius: Venus,
venereus: ‘of Venus’, ‘lascivious, wanton’. Unlawful sensual desire corrupts as a canker in the bud; the
bud in question is our writer, in whom both qualities are found, manifest in his various names: Vere, (L)
Ver: ‘'spring’; Seymour, (L) aestas: ‘summer’; and E. Vere, (Fr) hyver, (L) hibernum: ‘winter’.

Autumn, (L) autumnus, is conspicuously missing. Consider for a moment wordplay on aut: ‘or’ +
tum: ‘time’, transferred ‘of temporal succession’; hence we find autumn to be ~ the time of Or/‘gold’ ~, the
time of ‘increase’ (harvest). The missing Autumn is our writer’s chief complaint — and where O where is
the (L) frugis: fruit’, ‘the result’ of Elizabeth’s St. Maur? Autumn is the season lost when “Winter comes
ere Summer half be done.” (802)

Venus and Adonis 799-804 (paraphrased)
~ “A’Mor comforteth like Son-shine after reign,

800 But Venus’ effect is Tempest after Son;
A’Mor’s gentle Spring doth always fresh remain, Spring, (L) Ver
802 Venus’ Winter Tutors ere Sommer half be done; Winter, (Fr) hyver, wp E.Ver
Amor surfeits not, Venus like a deVerer mors;
804 Amor is Tudor truth, Venus full of counterfeit and lies. ~ all, (L) totus, wp Tudo[r]s

A quick examination of V&A and Lucrece will show the near exclusive use of anaphora in timesis of the
names Tudor (Thou / Or) and Seymour (Some / Or), pronouns thereof, and conjunctions.

There are about 50 separate instances of rhetorical anaphora in Lucrece. Each instance uses two
to ten repetitions of pronouns or conjunctions. Below, LUCRECE considers the taint brought by TARQUIN:
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Lucrece 848-54

848 “Why should the worm intrude the maiden bud, worm: (Fr) ver
Or hateful cuckoos hatch in sparrows’ nests?  sparrow, wp (L) spero: ‘hope’; sphaera: ‘globe’, orbis

850 Or toads infect fair founts with venom mud? toad: anagram Toda[r] (Fr) faire: metonym ‘to do’
Or tyrant folly lurk in gentle breasts? folly: (L) mora

852 Or kings be breakers of their own behests? behest, (L) fides: ‘honor’, ‘promise’
But no perfection 18 so absolute perfection, (L) absolutio absolute, (L) simplex: ‘unmixed’

854 That some impurity doth not pollute. impurity, (L) incestus: ‘unchastity” some: Somme|[r]

In addition to anaphora (stanza above), is the witty use of metonymy. As always, ‘fair’is a
standard metonym in Shakespeare (and elsewhere) for ‘Tudor’ because of the appealing similarity
between ‘to do’ (It. fare) and the non-rhotic Tudo[r]. The anagram of Toad and Toda[r] is another delight (/.
850). We suspect the conjunction ‘Or’ is played as the root of Tu-d’Or, and repeated four times to signify
the pollution of both the Queen and her son by her ‘fall’. By insinuating the Ver/e]: ‘the gnawing canker
worm’, into the Rose, the Queen broke her behest and ended the Tudor State. Count the repetitions: two
(d’Or) plus two (d’Or), arriving at the sum of four ‘d’Ors’ found in this stanza. As such, ‘Or’is a kind of
kenning particle or pronominal element that, when joined to the subject—“hateful cuckoos”, “toads”,
“tyrant folly”, “kings” —securely identifies the historical subject: Tudor. In the same vein, our writer directly
accuses his mother of creating the “Opportunity” for these crimes by her moral or ethical failings:

Lucrece 876-82
876  “O opportunity, thy guilt is great!

"Tis thou that execut’st the traitor’s treason; execut’st: ‘to carry into effect (a plan)’
878 Thou sets the wolf where he the lamb may get; wolf, emblem of Apollo, Seymour; Wolf Hall?
Whoever plots the sin, thou point’st the season. season, wp Son [of] Sea/Mor
880 "Tis thou that spurn’st at right, at law, at reason; spurn, (L) repudiare reason, wp (L) rea: ‘plaintiff’
And in thy shady cell where none may spy him
882 Sits sin, to seize the souls that wander by him.

» Line 876 reveals ‘Opportunity’ (Princess Elizabeth) who is guilty of having effected the treasonous
plan with Thomas Seymour—making herself available to him and ‘appointing the season’.
Lucrece 883-89

Thou mak’st the vestal violate her oath; thou, wp Tu  vestal, 7 ‘Resembling a Vestal..virgin’
884 Thou blow’st the fire when temperance is thawed; temperance, ‘self-control’ thaw, (L) solvere
Thou smother’st honesty, thou murder’st troth, smother’st, (L) suffocare, (fate of John de Vere?)
886 Thou foul abettor, thou notorious bawd; abettor, ‘one who incites another to unlawful action.’
Thou plantest scandal, and displacest laud. laud, /b ‘A subject for praise’

888 Thou ravisher, thou traitor, thou false thief, faise,
Thy honey turns to gall, thy joy to grief. honey: ‘sweet’, ‘suite’: successor

» Thou is a cognate of ‘“Tu’ (English ‘you’) in Latin, French, Spanish, and Italian. As with ‘Or’
above, the pronoun ‘Thou’ is an element of Tu-d’Or.
In rare cases, a pronoun or its antecedent substantive is eliminated by elipsis, and the verb
stands instead. In such cases, the verb will be found to have a special significance in wordplay, in this

instance (L) sons: ‘guilty’. The first is the repeated “guilty” 918-21 referring to Opportunity, an abstraction
of the chance or happenstance of fate.

Lucrece 918-21

Guilty thou art of murder and of theft, guilty, (L) sons, sontis
Guilty of perjury and subornation, subornation, /a ‘..procuring a witness to give false evidence’

Guilty of treason forgery and shift,
Guilty of incest, that abomination: incest, (L) incestus: ‘unchastity’, not necessarily with relations.
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Another instance appears as a digression from the theme; it describes the quality of a messenger
sent by Lucrece to urge her husband Collatine home. “The more” is repeated as anaphora and appears to
be comparative, yet the exclusive use of pronouns for anaphora suggests amphiboly whereby ‘The More’
is a proper name:

Lucrece 1345-48

... seelie groom (God wot) it was defect groom: 1./ ‘A man-child, boy’
1346  of spirit, life, and bold audacity;

Such harmless creatures have a true respect
1348  To talk in deeds ...

Lucrece 1352-58

1352  His kindled duty kindled her mistrust, kindle: ‘the offspring or young of an animal’
That two red fires in both their faces blazed; ‘two red’: wp tu-der
1354  She thought he blushed as knowing Tarquin’s lust,
And blushing with him, wistly on him gazed. wistly: ‘with close attention, intently’

1356  Her earnest eye did make him more amazed;
The more she saw the blood his cheeks replenish,
1358 The more she thought he spied in her some blemish.

Generally, the ‘rhyme royal’ verse of Lucrece loosely follows the structure of the sonnet; here the
first five lines correspond to three quatrains of theme or argument in the sonnet. The final couplet in both
verse forms resolve the problem suggested in the theme. You'll notice how frequently this couplet takes
the form of a terse aphorism. With a couple of exceptions, anaphora is restricted to the theme and appear
as elements of the ‘problem’. The notable exception is at 1358 when ‘The More’, a “seely groom” (‘male
child’), is named as a man of action and resolution. ‘The More’ resolves this stanza, and in its unique
position, the entire poem. He, like BRUTUS, assumes a vital role in avenging the rape of Lucrece:

~ The More! she saw, the blood his cheeks replenish,
The More! she thought, he spied in her some blemish. ~

‘The More’, we think, represents Seymour. ‘The More’ is a fratricidal Lord Protector of England; it’s his
younger brother Thomas, Lord Admiral of England, and suitor to Princess Elizabeth, who is destined to
die a traitor. “The More’ is also Thomas’ son by Elizabeth—our famous writer. We wonder who was most
responsible? was it Sir Thomas, or Protector Edward Seymour, or some crafty Councilor like John Dudley,
then Earl of Warwick who, like Sinon cloaked in “saintlike forms” (1.1519), undermined the Tudor Family?
Whoever brought them down, it is BRUTUS (in Lucrece supposed a Fool), and HAMLET (in Hamlet acting
the ‘Fool’), who may avenge the crime. BRUTUS and HAMLET are essentially One and the Same:

BRUTUS Lucrece 1818-20
1818  “Thou wronged lord of Rome,” quoth he, “arise;

Let my unsounded self, supposed a fool, fool, (L) morus
1820 Now set thy long-experienced wit to school.
HAMLET Hamlet 1.5 191-2

... O cursed spite
192 That ever I was born to set it right!
Anaphora and all other rhetorical devices converge on the need for political readings of our writer,

often supposed to be apolitical. Whole books can be written on any of them. For Elizabethan
history, the consequences of this curiosity can hardly be overstated.
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Noema / Indeterminacy
(OED) Noema: Rheroric ‘A figure of speech whereby something stated obscurely is nevertheless
intended to be understood or worked out’

We find the most famous, memorable, and rhetorically notable, passages in ‘Shakespeare’ are
also those that most clearly demonstrate the Canon’s memorial character. Closely associated with their
great fame is the often puzzling or enigmatic character of the verse, and we posit: writing that causes the
reader to think is more satisfying than that which does not. You’ll find your favorite set-pieces are the most
insistently autobiographical and, naturally enough, the most secreted.

Synchesis — Confusio
synchysis: (OED) grammar and rhetoric ‘A confused arrangement of words in a sentence,
obscuring the meaning’

George Orwell wrote:
“The great enemy of clear language is insincerity. When there is a gap between one’s real and
one’s declared aims, one turns as it were instinctively to long words and exhausted idioms,
like cuttlefish spurting out ink.”
Politics and the English Language, 1946

By “insincerity” we’re sure Mr. Orwell didn’t mean the sort of oblique phrasing used by our
dissident Shakespeare; his is but one of many honest uses of indirect language. Not only do we profess
to permit dissent today, but avow to actively encourage it ... of course, we know this is often untrue. In the
English State of the 16th century, a society in which freedom of expression was often institutionally
suppressed, Shakespeare turned to contrivance and Invention.

Rather than give examples of obscure writing, we refer the student to all the examples in this
book. Each includes the element of Noema; they are not straightforward, nor is most of the Canon. The
incoherent ramblings of Fools and Clowns are the most immediate examples.

Much of Shakespeare seems ... well, not truly intelligible. Leo Tolstoy complained that many
scenes were filled with “senseless words”. No doubt he thought himself to be a plain truth-teller. He was
acting as ‘the innocent’ who could not contain the simple fact: the Emperor wore no clothes’. Tolstoy was
not a native English speaker, and in gentle arrogance lies his difficulty. It should have been apparent to
him the ‘problem’ words and grammar might yield some clue to Shakespeare’s Art. As it turns out, few
have come so close to discovering the basis of our study as this foreigner.

Shakespeare could foresee the inevitable confusion of readers. He did not want us to think he
wrote nonsense, and included ‘counsel’ at various points in his works—at Hamlet V.2 98-105 (see
Demonstrating Reference Language, p.720) for example. There, OSRIC is made fun of by Prince HAMLET,
who deliberately confounds the foppish wight (and the reader) with courtly pleonasm. HORATIO offers a
rhetorical solution, and we’ll repeat it so you may take it to heart:

“Is’t not possible to understand in another tongue? You will to’t, sir, really.” v.2 110

» Once more, don’t miss the to ’t: with aspirated final consonant = non-rhotic To ’t[ah]: Tudo[r],
and really, i.e. real: ‘of the king’, adj.l 2 ‘Of a person: having the rank of monarch’ + suffix ly: ‘forming
adjective meaning: having the qualities of; Shakespeare means: ‘You will Tu’d[or], sir, royally’,

As we’ve noted, the ‘other tongue’ to which we might refer could be Latin or French, and
occasionally there are further admixtures. The texts of Shakespeare are a witty compromise between a
pleasant, plausible fiction, and an attendant (and surreptitious) supra-text communicating the writer’s secret
story. He doesn’t use foreign grammar—he generally spares us that much—but he does ask you to
consider the words you use, and think you know, more completely. The following example demonstrates
the educational process of translating English into a foreign language and then back into English. In two
senses, “every word doth almost tell [his] name™:
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RICHARD, DUKE OF YORK Richard Ill 1.1 1-8
1 Now is the Winter of our Discontent,

~Now: (Fr) or; ‘at the present time’; ambiguously, at the time of the play’s action (15th c.), or at
the present, when the play is written (16th c.)] is the Winter [(Fr) hiver, (MFr) hyver: wp E.Ver, E.
Vere, false name of writer.] of our [metonym, timesis Common syllable of Tudor and Seymour; = (Fr) or: gold]
discontent [wp dis: ‘in twain, in different directions, apart’ + content: /.7 a. “That which is contained (in a vessel or
the like)’], ~

~ Now is the E.Ver of our twain’d content, ~

2 Made glorious Summer by this Son of York:
~ Made [(Fr) faire] glorious [of Gloriana parentage, Elizabeth I of England.] Summer [wp St. Maur,
Seymour, Sommer.] by this Son [wp sun, son] of York [Richard Plantagenet, 3rd Duke York, /411-60, Lord
Protector Mar. 1454-Jan. 55, the Plantagenets were the royal family of England from Henry II (begin 1154) until
Richard III (end 1485): ~
~ Fair Gloria’s St. Maur by this Plantagenet: ~

3 And all the clouds that lowr’d upon our house

~ And all [metonym (L) totus, (Fr) toute; The Monarch, allodium: ‘Of property: held in absolute ownership
without acknowledgement of any superior’; the state of the monarchy —not subject to feus or feudal obligation] the
clouds [meronym That which covers, obscures; refers to the blackmail and effective seizure of the English monarchy
by Leicester and Burghley.] that lowr’d [v. (Fr) baisser: ‘to lower, to reduce the height of’; wp baiser: ‘to kiss,
salute’, baiser de Judas: ‘a treacherous kiss’] upon our [wp Or, metonym The common morpheme/syllable of
Tudor and Seymour; wp (Welsh) Ty-dur, Tudur: ‘House of Steel’; (Welsh/Fr) Tud’Or: ‘House of Gold’; see
anaphora ‘our’ below, 1.6-8] house [/0a ‘A family including ancestors and descendants; a lineage’]

~ And all the darkness that diminished the House of Or ~

4 In the deep bosom of the Ocean buried.

~ In the deep [2 ‘The deep part of the sea..’; alr. (Fr) profond, wp profound: 17 ‘crafty, cunning’;
alt. (Fr) abime: ‘an abyss, the deep’, fig. ‘an unfathomable mystery’] bosom [(Fr) sein: (pron. s€) wp St., saint, with
timesis on the writer’s name St. Maur; alt. (Fr) ceeur: ‘heart’] of the Ocean [(MFr) mare) buried [(Fr) ensevelir: ‘to
shroud’; alt. (Fr) enfoncer: ‘To thrust down’] ~

~ In the mysterious St. of the Mare shrouded. ~ (Sein Maur)
» What follows is a prominent example of timesis bound to anaphora. Timesis breaks words apart;
here the broken words are the proper names Tudor = Tu + dor, and Seymour or St. Maur = See + more.

5 Now are our browes bound with Victorious Wreaths,
~Now [(Fr) tout de suite: wp all that follows, ‘all the rest’] are [wp R(egius)] our [wp Or
browes [(Fr) sommet: ‘crown (of the head, etc.)’] bound [(Fr) borné: ‘limited, confined’; (E) borne: ‘carried,
endured’] with victorious [(Fr) victorieux: (L) vincere: ‘to overcome’] wreaths [(Fr) guirlande: ‘garland’, wp (ME)
gare, (E) gar: v. ‘to do’ + (Fr) lande: ‘moor’]
~ All that succeed are Or and Somme borne with Victorious Todo and Moor, ~

6 Our bruised arms hung up for Monuments;
~ Our [wp Or] bruised [(Fr) meurtrir: ‘bruised, black and blue’, to make blackened; alt. wp (Fr) meurtre:
‘murdered’] arms [heraldry (Fr) armes, armoiries: ‘heraldic..devices depicted on an escutcheon or shield..”] hung
[(Fr) suspendre: (L) sus: ‘pig, hog’; (Fr) suoe: ‘pigsty’ + (Fr) pendre: ‘to hang up’] monuments [(Fr) memorials:
(Fr) trophée: ‘spoils of war’, ‘arms or other spoils taken from the enemy’; alt. (L) moneo: ‘warning’]; ~
~ Our blackened Arms suspended as Same-morials; ~

7 Our stern Alarums chang’d to merry Meetings;
~ Our [wp or, our] stern [(Fr) dur: ‘hard; unyielding’; alt. (Fr) sévere: ‘strict’, ‘correct’] Alarums
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[(Fr)a ’arme: ‘to arms’, ‘as a warning of enemy attack’] chang’d [wp varied] to: [wp Tu] merry [wp Mere-y
meetings [(Fr) réunion, (E) seam: ‘to fasten or join together’]; ~
~ Or-durs to arms varied Tu Mare-y Seamings; ~

8 Our dreadful Marches, to delightful Measures.
~ Our [wp or, our] dreadful [(Fr) affreux: ‘fearful’ wp fair-full; alt. (Fr) terrible] marches [(Fr) marche,

(Fr) marais: ‘marshes’, ‘a natural..limit..of land or sea; a coastal area’; ‘disputed land’; alr. ref. to phrase ‘dead
march’], to [metonym/timesis Tu] delightful [wp daylight: (Fr) jour,; hence wp Tu-jour, Tu-d’our.] measures
[anagram mea-sure: sea-mure, hence Sea-mures.]. ~

~ Our fair-ful Mares, Tu-d’jour Seamures; ~
Once More:

~ Now is the E.Ver of Or-twain’d content, ‘Or-twinned’: Tudor

Made Gloria’s St. Maur by this Plantagenet:

And all the darkness that diminished the House of Or

In the mysterious St. of the Mare shrouded.

Now are Or and Somme borne with Victorious Todo and Moor,

Our blackened Arms suspended as Same-morials;

Or-durs to arms varied Tu Mare-y Seamings;

Our Faire-ful Mares, Tu-d’jour Seamures;

» wp Seamures, (E) mole: ‘a sea-wall, breakwater’; see Hamlet 1.5 152.

Metonymy
metonymy: /a Rhetoric. ‘(A figure of speech characterized by) the action of substituting for
a word or phrase denoting an object, action, institution, etc., a word or phrase denoting a property
or something associated with it; an instance of this.” (OED)
epithet: /a An adjective indicating some quality or attribute which the speaker or writer regards
as characteristic of the person or thing described.” (OED)

Metonymy is most apparent in the use of Character names. Because Shakespeare’s stories are
“a kind of history” (The Taming of the Shrew, Ind.2 138), character names are aliases (see 1 Henry IV 11.4 172;
“else”) for real people. The primary characters in the plays and poems invariably represent important
persons in the writer’s life but, as he tells us, he was not at liberty to name them properly. We suggest the
rhetorical devices he uses to name them ‘improperly’ have but one purpose: to evade censors who were
looking for politically sensitive material; and we’re fairly certain that there was no secret so potentially
damaging to the Power behind Elizabeth’s throne as the one ‘Shakespeare’ reveals in his canon.

A one-to-one correspondence of his characters to historical Court figures might allow easy
identification. Protecting them with pseudonyms is the usual courtesy; but the most interesting innovation
of our writer—a man of double identity since childhood—was to further mask himself as a multitude of
characters. Shakespeare had more emotional material, more spirit within himself, than could be contained
in a single mask, and so he invested his sadness and mirth into a hundred. At any rate, we find he divided
himself into at least two major characters in each play and poem.

We also find abstract metonymy. In the non-dramatic poetry, our writer repeatedly presents as
sentient forces such concepts as Night, Time, Opportunity, Truth, Light, and Virtue. Night signifies the loss
of light (the Sun / Son)—of confusion and disorder. While these metonyms are nominally abstractions, they
represent persons as well. William Cecil, Elizabeth’s Lord Secretary and Treasurer, and Robert Dudley,
her Master of the Horse and Lord Steward of the Royal Household, are the political forces of Night. They
also appear as ‘individuals’ — as Time and Bear, respectively. Truth, Light, and Virtue reside in the
conservative political and religious faction of which Oxford (O/S) is a member. However, this “passing
singular odde man” (Gabriel Harvey, 8/1578) of history—this Oxford, this ‘Shakespeare’—is a contested
property. He describes himself as the “Tender Air”, by which he means: ‘a negotiable heir’ and ‘pretender’.

When at a loss for meaning, let metonymy do the ‘heavy lifting’. Metonyms, as character
names, often play upon one of the identities of our writer; or, if the character name is fixed by history or
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source material, Oxford (O/S) will attach some adjective to the name to confirm which of his identities is
analogous to that character. It will also tell you the subject of the supra-text, and from that you will find
direction for more general meaning; you may thus avoid the near infinite quagmire of metaphor.

Sonnet 18 1-4
1 Shall I compare thee to a summer’s day?
~ Shall [v.2 ‘In statements of what is right or becoming = ought’] I compare [(L) conferre: ‘to compare’,
transitive wp con: ‘together’ + ferre: ‘to bear, bring’; (E) compeer: ‘equal, of equal standing’] thee to a Sommer’s
[wp Sommer, Seymour] day [wp (L) de: ‘To designate the material of which anything is made, of, out of,
from’‘coming from, an origin’, ‘derivation, succession, proceeding from, blood, strain.]? ~
~ Shall I con-Fair thee to a de Seymour? ~

2 Thou art more lovely and more temperate.
~ Thou art [wp anagram Tu-tar] more [surname fragment (Fr) Maur, St. Maur, Seymour; (MFr) More,
Maure: ‘moor’] lovely [(L) venustus: ‘lovely’, (E) venust: ‘Handsome, beautiful’] and more [surname More]
temperate[(L) temperatus: ‘properly mixed, regulated’]. ~
~ Tu-tar More Venus’t and More well-formed. ~

3 Rough winds do shake the darling buds of May,

~ Rough [wp (L) horridus: ‘wild, unpolished’, unfinished; appears to denote any consequence of Dudley
family influence; [h]orri: aurum, (Fr) or + duo: ‘two’ + hence Tudor.] winds [air: ‘violence, force’; wp heir]| do
[surname frag. tu-do-r] shake [(Fr) muer: ‘moult, cast off’; remuer: ‘shake’; alr. surn. frag. Shake-speare] darling
[(Old English) déorling: dear, d’Or + -ling, suffix: ‘with the sense ‘a person belonging or concerned with (what is;
hence wp d’Or, Tu-dor] buds [ ‘said of children or young persons’] May [(L) mensis Maius: ‘The month of ‘increase,
growth’ (Amplius, More) and Spring (Ver), likely combined with the Pleiade Maia, mother of Hermes; alr. Month
dedicated to Virgin Mary an allusion to anti-Catholic persecution?], ~

~ Tudor heirs do re-Mure the de’Or-ling flower of a’Mor, ~

4 And summer’s lease hath all too short a date.

~ And Summer’s [wp Sommer, Seymour] lease [(L) conductio: ‘conveyance’, ‘the transfer of property
from one person to another’] hath all [(L) fotus: wp Tudo[h]s; alr. allodium: ‘the general wealth’, ‘all the wealth of
the state’, Crown holdings.] too [simesis Tu] short [(L) brevis: 11.Al ‘brief, short-lived’] a date [wp da(te), (te)da;
dur[ation]. ~

~ And St. More’s conveyance hath Tudo[h]’s — Tu missing a Dur. ~

Once More:
~ Shall I con-Fair thee to a Seymour-de?
2 Tu-tar More Venus’t and More Or-formed.
Tudor heirs do re-Mure the de’Or-ling flower of a’Mor,
4 And St. More’s conveyance hath Totu[h]’s — Tu missing a Du[h]. ~

Each word is a light ‘touch’—a palpable hit—reminding those who matter what the writer’s name
really is, and who shares the blame for a miscarriage of justice that harms the Commonwealth.

Metonymy was a central feature of Classical Latin and Renaissance writing. It is the key by
which we can discover political allegory in Shakespeare. Just as Edmund Spenser characterized
Elizabeth Tudor as Gloriana, Faerie Queen and Belphoebe, meaning to associate her with Chaste
Artemis (Greek) or the Moon Goddess Diana (Roman), Shakespeare cut the Queen down a few notches
by characterizing her as an oily, lascivious, and outsized Venus.

We don'’t believe the writer has truly placed placed anyone, other than his mother, father, or
himself, in a title role within the Shakespeare Canon. This idea contrasts with the analyses of Eva Turner
Clark who found parallels in Shakespeare’s characters to a multitude of principals within the royal courts
(see Hidden Allusions in Shakespeare’s Plays, 1931). This is not to say he didn’t model certain aspects of
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characters on diverse historical figures, only that the models present analogues of more immediate family
members.

A postulated dual or several identity for de Vere (O/S) will better describe these relationships and
is consistent with the writer’s themes of mistaken identity, twins who may not be distinguished from each
other, and fraternal conflict; too, it reconciles the kennings and metonymy used throughout his works. This
is the key to the deepest matter in ‘Shakespeare’. A striking example of metonymy is found at Macbeth:
LADY MACBETH Macbeth 1.5 59-64

59 O never
~ O [O(xford), i.e. a single letter represents the writer’s lesser identity, just as R(egius)
marks the Queen.] never [(E) ne: A.7a ‘A simple negative’, a particle of negation + ever:
‘throughout all time’; hence ‘not ever’, ‘not eternally’; alr. ever: ‘At any time’ — never =
‘not at any time’] ~
~ O[xford] not E.Ver ~
~ Not Son of Vere ~

60 Shall Sun that Morrow see,
~ Shall Sun [(L) sol, (Fr) soleil: ‘sun / wp son’] that Morrow [simesis More + O(xford); alr. Morrow may
represent (Gaelic) Ui, meaning ‘descended from’, or grandson, son, etc. (4th C. AD - 11th C.), much as (Irish) O,
(Early Irish) aue] see [rimesis See, Sey; hence More—Ui’Sey, or [:Ti’Sey-More: Son of Seymour.], ~
~ Shall Son that More Ui’See, ~
~ Shall Son that Ui 'Sey-More, ~
~ Shall Son that More-O’ Sey, ~

61 Your Face, my Thane, is as a Book where men
~ Your Face [(Fr) visage: ‘Countenance, look, air’; (L) visus: ‘seeing, sight’], my Thane [(Fr) comte:
‘Count, Earl’], is as a Book [(Fr) livre: ‘register, account-book’] where [wp Were, Latin pronunciation of Vere;
humorous French pron. of where.] men [(L) vir; (Fr) hommes] ~
~ Your face my Earl, is as a register where Veres ~

62 May read strange matters. To beguile the time,
~ May read [(Fr) étudier: v.Ila ‘discern, interpret’, wp (e’)Tuder, Tudor, hence out Tudor; (L) evolvere: ‘to
unroll and read’] strange [(Fr) étranger: ‘alien, outsider’; (Fr) singulier: ‘sole, unique’, wp soul; (L) alienus: ‘not
belonging to one’] matters [wp (E) mater: n.7 1 “Womb’, ‘mother’; alr. wp (Fr) matiére: ‘matter’ / (L) mater:
‘mother, parent’]. To beguile [(Fr) trompe: ‘deceive’, to fool.] the time [metonym Time = Wm. Cecil], ~
~ May discern alien Maters. To deceive Wm. Cecil, ~
~ May discover Tudor alien mothers. To deceive Wm. Cecil, ~

63 Look like the time; bear welcome in your Eye,

~ Look [(Fr) avoir I’air: wp ‘have the heir’] like [(Fr) comme; alt. (Fr) méme: wp timesis ‘the same’] the
time [(Fr) temps: metonym W. Cecil; alt. (Fr) heure: ‘hour’?]; bear [(L) portare: ‘carry, convey’; metonym
Signifying the agency of the Dudley Family; from his heraldic supporters: ‘The Bear and Ragged Staff’] welcome
[wp (Fr) or: ‘well, now’ + come: wp (Fr) comme: ‘like, such as, almost’] in your [(Fr) a vous: familiar ‘tes, ta, ton’;
perhaps wp with eye (Fr) tes yeux: (Welsh) Ty-dur, Tudor] eye [(Fr) eil: ‘bud’, 3b ‘Said of children..or as a term of
endearment’; alr. (Fr) regard: ‘look, gaze, attention’; 1.1b ‘Attention or heed paid to a person or thing’], ~

~ Have th’ heir of Cecil ... Dudley, ‘Or-like’ in your Regard, ~

64 Your Hand, your Tongue; look like th’ innocent flower,

~ Your [wp th’ore; this may be reinforced by the contracted th’ and ’t in this and the following line.] Hand
[(Fr) main: ‘handwriting’], your [wp th’ore] Tongue [(Fr) langue: ‘language’]; look [(Fr) paraitre: ‘to appear; to
seem, to look like’; alt. 3 ‘Erroneously regarded as the ‘stinging organ’.’] like th’ innocent [(Fr) légitime: ‘lawful,
legitimate’] flower [(Fr) fleur; (E) 9 ‘The brightest and fairest..embodiment of any quality’, /a ‘A complex organ in
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true flowering plants, comprising a group of reproductive organs and its envelope’; hence, having a reproductive
faculty.], ~
~ Your Writing, your Language; seem like th’ lawful rose, ~

65 But be the Serpent under’t.
~ But be the Serpent [(Fr) ver: ‘worm’, used for serpent by ‘Shakespeare’, see Anthony and Cleopatra V.2
264: “Hast thou the pretty worm (serpent) of Nilus (L. Nihilus) there ...7”; I.1 ‘A serpent, snake, dragon’] under’t
[(Fr) sous, probably wp sou(s)’t, hence: suit, suite: ‘that which follows’]. ~
~ But be the Vere Heir. ~
~ But be the Vere Suite. ~
» LADY MACBETH might represent Elizabeth R or Anne Cecil; both have an interest in Vere
cooperating with the Dudley-Cecil ‘Regency’. This urges self-annihilation.

Once More:
~ O not E.Ver ~
60 Shall Son that More O’See,
Your face my Earl, is as a register where Veres
62 May discern alien Maters. To deceive Wm. Cecil,
Have the heir of Cecil ... Dudley, ‘Or-like’ in your Regard,
64 Your Writing, your Language; seem like th’ lawful rose,
But be the Vere Heir.

This is Lady Macbeth’s plan for dealing with King Duncan. She intends to follow the guileful
strategies of Dudley and Cecil as used against England’s Queen and her Son, and against the English
State. Bear is an historic metonym; that is, it’s a substitute name that would have been understood by at
least some in Elizabethan times. It is found throughout ‘Shakespeare’ and in Leicester’s Commonwealth
as a metonym for the Dudley Family. John Dudley was given the title Earl of Warwick in 1547, and the
emblem of Warwick, the ‘Bear and Ragged Staff’, was assumed by him at that time. Any form of the word
bear (verb or noun), including born, burden, or homonyms like bare, etc. will likely denote the agency or
condition of Dudley in Tudor matters. Ragged and rough also indicate Dudley’s influence.

Likewise, Time is a metonym for William Cecil, the chief minister of the Queen; Little Time was
Shakespeare’s metonym for William’s smallish son Robert who succeeded his father. Time —hours
minutes, and clocks—are facets of the writer’s relationship with his powerful father-in-law and brother-in-
law. The history that only Shakespeare records is that degrading Time (as CHRONOS/Cecil) owes his
power to the hidden political shame of Princess Elizabeth’s pregnancy and conspiracy to treason with
Thomas Seymour in 1547. This is the “Strange Matter” spoken of at 1.62; the face of the Queen can be
‘read’ in that of her son (see Giriffin, B. Fidessa, More Chaste Than Kind. 1581, publ. 1596). Sonnet 33,
“He that would fain FIDESSA’s image see”; a sonnet series probably written by Oxford in 1581.

Antonomasia, the Surnamer
Antonomasia, (OED) Rhetoric n.1 ‘The substitution of an epithet or title for a proper name.

Antonomasia is a category of Metonymy. ‘Shakespeare’ often uses epithets for his surname that
are close to the name itself, and suggest attributes of the writer. As the Sea’s Son/Season, he uses
Summer instead of Seymour or St. More. As a person of fame—if his existence is acknowledged—he is
report: Two-door, hard house: (Welsh) Ty-dur, etc. As de Vere, he might be where, were, honest, frank:
(L) verus, Spring, (L) Ver, or Eall: (Fr) hyver, etc. Among the writer’s several names and several titles, he
devises a ‘symphony’ expressing his identity.

We spot protagonists by a positive association between characters and the word More. We find
antagonists by a negative association with More, or a positive association with no More. We find
antagonists by a positive association with the words Less or Ever.
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HAMLET Hamlet 111.2 144-6
144 You jig and amble, and you lisp; you nickname

~ You jig [dance, (L) salto: ‘dance’, wordplay saltus, saltu: ‘spring, leap’] and amble [(L) remoror: ‘to
remain behind, delay, linger’; transitive wp re-more], and you lisp [(L) balbutire: ‘to stammer, stutter’, ‘to speak
obscurely’]; you nickname [nick: ‘a reckoning, account’; hence nickname: a name of account, a reckoned name.] ~
~ You Spring and re-More, and you reckon ~

145 God’s creatures and make your wantonness

~ God’s [(L) deus, di: an alternate root of Tu-d’or, as in Tu-deus, and likewise in Tu-dews.] creatures [(L)
animal, wp animalis: ‘consisting of air’, hence heiry] and make your [wp y’our: y-, prefix: la ‘Designations of
persons associated or related by birth, family, or status’; 2a ‘Compounds in which mutual relation is implied’; hence
your plays upon our, and repeated, constitutes Two-d’Our.] wantonness [(L) lascivia:
1 ‘licentiousness’, 2 ‘disregard of law, morality, propriety’] ~

~ Dew’s creatures and make Our licentiousness ~

» Representing a youthful Elizabeth, Ophelia renames the creatures first given names by Adam

(Genesis 2:19-20); and calling her son an Ox, she fails to allow herself “an help meet”— ‘a suitable

helper’ —for her toils against powerful ministers.

146 your ignorance.
~ your [see your in 1.145; wp y’our: y-, prefix: la ‘Designations of persons associated or related by birth,
family, or status’] ignorance [(L) imprudentia: ‘lack of foresight’]. ~
~ Tud’Our imprudence. ~

Once More: Hamlet 111.2 144-6

144 ~ You Spring and re-More, and you reckon
Dew’s creatures and make Our licentiousness
146 Tud’Our imprudence. ~

Characters and Character Names

Characters are the creations of the Author’s mind. Only rarely do they wholly represent another
person without a fundamental Oxford-Seymour component insinuated. For example, FALSTAFF has been
thought to represent Sir John Oldcastle or Thomas Churchyard. The shell of the character may indeed
include elements of these individuals; but the true significance of FALSTAFF is to be found in the
characterization of the writer within. The same generally holds true of all characters in ‘Shakespeare’.

Character names are carefully chosen to tell us something important about a character by
historical, semantical, or etymological association. There are four kinds of character names:
— Names taken from History.
— Names found in sources from which ‘Shakespeare’ drew for a particular work.
— Names drawn from major literary works because they’ve become archetypes or emblems.
— Names created by the writer from morphemes, including bases or roots, prefixes, suffixes, etc.
The last have significance in the reference language expected of that work and based on the setting.

Names taken from History

These character names will conform, at least partly, to our expectations based on what may be
learned from history. However, history in the hands of ‘Shakespeare’ (0/S) is only a foundation for
contemporary allegory. JULIUS CAESAR, as an ambitious man of proven merit who is assassinated by
envious men, becomes a type for the writer’s father, Thomas Seymour, Baron Sudeley (1510-49). The
disappointed father, Henry IV in 1&2 Henry 1V, is a type for the writer’s mother Elizabeth R. Henry V is
the mature son of Henry 1V, and thus, the type for the writer’s sober-minded ego; Richard Ill, masks for
Oxford’s (0/S) aggressive and usurping alter ego.
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In the History Plays, principal characters may be historical, but subject to fictional manipulation by
the writer. You'll find our writer renamed as Lord Talbot in 7 Henry VI; you must read the entire exchange
— this is a small sample:

LORD TALBOT 1 Henry VI 11.3 51-3
... my substance is not here.
For what you see is but the smallest part
And least proportion of humanity...

COUNTESS OF AUVERGNE » Auvergne: wordplay (Fr) au: + vergne:
This is a riddling merchant for the nonce. merchant: Mer-Psalm, St. Maur  nonce: ‘occasion’
He will be here, and yet he is not here. here, wp heir

How can these contrarieties agree? same 57-9
» There have been Countesses of Auvergne, but this episode appears to be entirely fictitious.

The writer, as TALBOT, is Less than he would like to be. The COUNTESS riddles a name for
TALBOT that appears elsewhere in the Canon—Merchant, (Fr) mer: ‘sea’ + chant: ‘Psalm’, hence Psalm-
mer, or Sommer. He is a Sea-More “for the nonce”, or ‘for the occasion’. Again, this is the story of
‘Shakespeare’, a man of two identities: Vere and More. Vere would like to be heir, and yet he is not.
Double meanings are the rule. ‘One will be heir, and yet [One] is not heir.” The COUNTESS can hardly
believe the smallish TALBOT is the “scourge of the French” (1.3 14):

Alas, this is a child, a seely dwarf. seely, wp Sea-ly, silly: 6 ‘pitiable, defenceless’ dwarf, (Fr) nain
22 It cannot be this weak and writhled shrimp writhle, < (E) writhe: (Fr) tordre, (L) verso: ‘twisted’

Should strike such terror to his enemies. terror, wp (Fr) terre: earth, orbe + or: ‘gold’, hence Two-d’Or

The ‘sea-ly dwarf’—a ‘Vere-so shrimp’—is this Lesser (Leices[tler) Oxford (referring to the source
of his creation). Dwarf, (Fr) nain, plays on (L) nana: ‘dwarf’ and Nana: ‘a nymph, daughter of Sangarius
and mother of Atys’. This is an alternate genealogy for the writer as the Phrygian vegetation god Atys who
dies in winter (Fr) hyver, wp E.Ver) and is born again in spring (Fr. printemps: ‘prime-time, first-time), and
reaches fullest height in Summer (Fr) été: etym. thought to be from (L) status, sum; état: ‘state, calling,
station’) — his ‘being’. His mother is Nana who is the daughter of the river god Sagarius. This appears to
name Queen Elizabeth a dwarf: B.1b ‘small, stunted’.

LORD TALBOT has been thought to be the forerunner of HENRY V. As a mask for the writer (O/S),
Talbot joins a great number of characters who personify the lesser facet of ‘More’.

‘Shakespeare’ sees himself as a savior of his nation. This is not an unrealistic view. If Britain has
had a spiritual North Star for the last four centuries, it’s the voice of Shakespeare. As John LORD TALBOT,
1st Earl of Shrewsbury (1384-1453), he speaks with the outsized heroism and eloquence that have
characterized that small country. Consider how large the monarchs of Britain loom in the popular
imagination if they were touched with Shakespeare’s voice; then consider the relative silence of those that
follow. It’s instructive as to what a myth-maker can do for a name.

Names taken from Shakespeare’s Sources

The Rape of Lucrece, reveals a curious avenger, BRUTUS, who appears with other of Lucrece’
Roman kinsman at the discovery of her rape. BRUTUS figures prominently in Ovid’s Fasti, (book Il), from
which ‘Shakespeare’ has taken the story. Fastiis not a reliable history but an artistic rendering of myths
concerning the origin of Roman religious rites; so, the writer is not likening himself to an authentic type,
yet by emphasis and reinforcement, there’s little question Oxford presents himself as a contemporary
analogue to Ovid’s semi-mythical hero. In the following passage, he has plucked the knife from Lucrece’
side, having just witnessed her suicide:

The Rape of Lucrece 1811-1817
1811 “He with the Romans was esteemed so
As seely jeering idiots are with kings, seely: wp sea-ly, silly + idiots: fools, (L) morus
1813 For sportive words and uttering foolish things. sport: ‘playful’; ‘to create variety’



Shakespeare —Oxford—Tudor-Seymour—0O/S 144

1814  But now he throws that shallow habit by shallow, (L) vadosus: ‘ford’  habit, (L) moris
Wherein deep policy did disguise, deep, (L) pontus: ‘the sea’ (poet.) policy, (L) prudentia: ‘discretion’
1816  And armed his long-hid wits advisedly wit, (L) musa: ‘muse, wit, genius’, wp mus, muris

To check the tears in Collatinus’ eyes.

Lucius Junius Brutus, like Lord Talbot above, by virtue of being a less well-known figure in history, is apt
to be freely handled by ‘Shakespeare’ (0O/S). Having been thought a (L) brute: ‘dull, unreasonable’
according to Ovid—he self-assuredly steps forward at a critical time to deal out justice; and we find his
manner is distinctly that of PRINCE HAL in 1&2 Henry IV. Brutus led a revolt that overthrew the Roman
royal house of Tarquinius, and is hence the traditional founder of the Roman Republic (509 BC). If you
examine both these parts, you'll find the men are described as “seely”, that is: ‘foolish or simple’, or ‘frail’.
It’s no coincidence the adjective seely/silly is part of kenning phrases that hint at Sea: ‘sea-ly’ or ‘seyly’—
an emblem of our writer’s More identity, just as brute had described Brutus. The unknown Edward Tudor-
Seymour would occupy an historical position roughly analogous to Brutus’; he figures himself as the crux
in the fall of Tudor, and the rise of Parliamentary authority in England.

Names as Archetypes and Emblems

Names may draw on classical sources for allusion. For example, there are several possibilities for
the character name of SHYLOCK in The Merchant of Venice, but we suspect the most likely is Sea-loch
(Sea-Mere), derived from (Scottish-Gaelic) Seumus, (Irish) Seamus, the equivalent of lago (Spanish),
lachimo (Italian), and James in English. James/Jacob is Shakespeare’s name of choice for antagonists,
and is based on the story of Jacob and Esau, Bible, Genesis 27. Shylock would steal his brother’s heart
if he could; and this reiterates the theme of lost birthright from the Biblical story. Here are definitions of
Hebrew words closely associated with the name:

Jacob: ‘Anything last or lowest” — “To follow at the heels; assail, circumvent, supplant’.

‘Over-reacher’; ‘One who follows’ — ‘Insidious, deceitful’.
Biblical Names Vault, Abarim Publications, abarim-publications.com

These definitions—these associated properties—are the cornerstone of conflict in ‘Shakespeare’.

The name James is ominous to ‘Shakespeare’. The heir of Scotland, James Stuart (1566-1625), is
in direct competition with Oxford (and son Henry Wriothesley, 3rd Earl of Southampton) for the crown of
England; see further discussion on Southampton at Willobie His Avisa. ( Willobie, p.329). James, son of
Mary, Queen of Scots, is by any name, the feared FORTINBRAS who will pick up the torn pieces of
HAMLET’s lost kingdom.

Names by Wordplay

If characters are fictitious, and especially if they are not to be found in Shakespeare’s sources,
expect they are metonyms for the writer, figured under clever wordplay for Ed. Tudor-Seymour, de Vere,
etc. This follows a central thesis of this essay.

For example: In Troilus and Cressida V.7, we find a Bastard —MARGARELON—who takes
exception to being linked to “coward” THERSITES (a servile Ox) by bastardy alone. MARGARELON may be
divided thus: (L) Mare: ‘sea’ + garrula: ‘chattering, babbling’ + -on, suffix: ‘termination of Greek neuter
nouns = being’. Hence, the bastard is Say-(a lot)-Mare — St. Maur, Seymour. All names created by the
writer ‘from thin heir’ will reveal their likely significance through studies in etymology.

The name MERCUTIO can be understood to relate to the god Mercury. Mer may do double duty,
referring to (Fr) mer: ‘sea’, or as the root of (L) merx: ‘goods, commodities’, merces: ‘wages, reward’, or
generally as the root of (L) mereo: ‘merit’ + (L) cutis: ‘skin’, ‘hide, leather’.

Likewise, Lord BASSANIO in The Merchant of Venice, named Gianetto in Shakespeare’s source —
Ser Giovanni Fiorentino’s Il Pecorone (‘The ‘Spineless One’, first published 1558, Milan.)—is evidently an
iteration of TOUCHSTONE from As You Like It. (L) Basanites lapis, (Gr) Basanos, Black Jasper, is a very
hard stone used to test the nature of precious metals such as gold, (Fr) Or, (L) aureum), and is called ‘the
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touchstone’. BASSANIO’s scheme to win the love of PORTIA will test the ‘metal’ of the MERCHANT,
SHYLOCK, and PORTIA. There are scores of character names that might be examined in this manner for
their attributes and place in Shakespeare’s scheme.

The subject of wordplay in Shakespeare would probably be at the forefront of literary semiotics
were the case allowable. As it is, a few dour academics seem to have placed it off limits and, unbelievable
as it may seem, literary scholasticism has stolen the fun and the truth our great Author wishes to impart.
No wonder young people have difficulty appreciating the man’s genius. The next example demonstrates
Oxford’s (O/S) talent for names and also raises the subject of ‘Nature vs. Nurture’:

nature: //1.7b ‘The innate or characteristic disposition of a particular person. The better side of a

person’s character; the capacity to behave or act in a tolerant, generous..fashion’. (OED)

creation: 3a ‘The action of investing with a rank, title, status, or function; the fact of being so invested; an
appointment to a position of status.

nurture: (L) educatio: ‘up-bringing, education’; from 11th cent. as nurture in sense ‘cattle being bred’.

‘Shakespeare’ is among the first to compare these competing agencies; here, he notes the inferiority of
CALIBAN’s Nature on whom Nurture can’t make improvement:

PROSPERO The Tempest V.1 189
A Devil, a born-Devil, on whose nature Devil, wp de Vere
Nurture can never stick ...

MIRANDA repeats the incorrigible Nature of CALIBAN, who gleefully admits having planned to rape
MIRANDA and so beget a tribe of monsters:

CALIBAN The Tempest 1.2 349

Oh ho, Oh ho! Would’t had been done!

Thou didst prevent me; I had peopled else else, (L) alius: adv. I¢ ‘otherwise’

This Isle with Calibans. Caliban, wp (L) Caballinus: ‘belonging to a horse’, (ME) Ors (Tud’Or, Seymour)
Caliban, wp (L) canibales: ‘person who eats human flesh’

» How should we understand the name CALIBAN? It makes a nice anagram of cannibal, < (L) canibales;

but if we follow Oxford’s Method, we also suspect (L) caballinus: ‘belonging to a horse (ME ors), as a

plausible anagram and metonym for Tud’ors. It is likely both are intended; and viewed askance, both are

correct. By ‘consuming” MIRANDA'’s bloodline he devours (de Veres) her; and as PROSPERO notes,

CALIBAN is a thing “owned” by himself.

MIRANDA
Abhorred slave, Abhorred, wp a-Boar-ed, Oxford’s ‘blue boar’
Which any pI‘iIlt of goodness wilt not take, goodness: (L) merx, mers + ness
Being capable ofallill ... ill, (L) infirmus: ‘not firm’, not ‘dure’, (not Tu-dur).

“Abhorred slave” neatly describes Oxford. “Abhorréd”:
(L) abhorreo: I1. A “To be averse’, B. ‘to vary or differ from, to be inconsistent or not to agree with’, ‘alter’.

Abhorred puns on ‘a-Boar-ent’, naming the Boar as symbol of the House of de Vere (Earls of Oxford),
and by a Latin synonym alienus: ‘that which belongs to another’, confirming the alien nature in the name.
“Slave”, (L) verna: names the writer’s state, ‘a slave born in the master’s house’. Hence, Caliban is
associated with Oxford as ‘a Boar’, ‘an alien, and ‘a slave’. To whom is CALIBAN / Oxford a slave? to his
father-in-law William Cecil—to the House of Cecil.

Fair PROSPERO, representing the writer’s better Nature, is in conflict with a foul “Moon-Calf’—i.e.
the child of ‘Diana’, i.e. Elizabeth Tudor, and the child is understood to be a ‘creation’ named CALIBAN.
Prospero, as true Nature, and Caliban, as artificial Creation, are the twin elements at the root of all
‘Shakespeare’; two such facets are the conflicting identities of Oxford-Seymour. Kenning phrases like
‘Moon-Calf’, and ‘abhorred slave’ are used to positively name Oxford. Prospero is bedeviled by Caliban’s
falseness. Careful education might aim to improve Caliban but it will ‘not E.Ver stick’.
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Allegory: Fictional Characters and Historical Correspondence (see Polyphony, pg. 157)
— Nothing will come of Nothing—(Fr) Rien will come of Reine—Nothing comes of the Queen. (Lear 1.1 90)

In Hidden Allusions in Shakespeare’s Plays (1931), Eva Turner Clark found excellent agreement
between Elizabethan figures and characters in the plays. Ms. Clark thought King Lear to be an allegory
in which three daughters represent three Tudor claimants to the English throne:

(1) the Margaret Tudor-Stuart line, shown as Lear’s eldest, Goneril, and her husband, Duke of Albany;
(2) the Henry VIII ‘Crown’ Tudor line, by various wives, in the characters of Lear’s second

daughter Regan, and the Duke of Cornwall; lastly,

(3) the Mary Tudor Brandon-Suffolk line appearing as Cordelia and the King of France.

As such, Lear would be about events ending around the year 1554. However, | believe it can be shown
Ms. Clark was only partly correct: the story is actually a prophecy current with “The Queen’s Great
Matter’—the question of royal succession circa 1570-1603.

In light of ‘Ox-Seymour-an’ analysis, we suggest King Lear focuses on the presence of an
unacknowledged or dis-inherited child—Cordelia, Coeur de Lion (Lion Heart), if you will—who, like
Princess Elizabeth herself, disappeared then reappeared in the line of succession to the English throne.
We have only glimpses of that child in historical documents: the Princess Elizabeth-Thomas Seymour
affair, the forced marriage of John de Vere to Margery Golding, and some Parliamentary documents
dealing with the succession of Elizabeth in the late 1560°’s’ and early 1570’s; but in the Shakespeare
Canon we have testimony of his existence running to a million words. The unrecognized child presented
by ‘Shakespeare’ as Cordelia is, in fact, ‘Shakespeare’ himself. Who would know that better than he?

» daughter: /I. Senses referring to a thing. 6a ‘Something (personified as female) considered in
relation to its origin, source, or cause. (OED)

We depart from Clark’s assessment and reassign the Dramatis Personae of King Lear as follows:

King Lear: Queen Elizabeth, mother of Edward Tudor-Seymour.

Goneril: William Cecil — supporting the line of Margaret Tudor-Stuart, James Stuart.
Duke of Albany: William Cecil, Robert Cecil, proponent of Tudor-Stuart

Regan: Robert Dudley — supporting the line of Mary Tudor-Brandon, Brandon-Grey.
Duke Cornwall: Robert Dudley, proponent of Tudor-Brandon

Cordelia Edward Tudor-Seymour, line of Crown Tudors, not acknowledged by the monarch.
King of France: Mary Browne Wriothesley, Countess Southampton, descended from Edward Ill.
Duke Burgundy: Anne Cecil-de Vere

Earl of Kent: Edward Tudor-Seymour, as true, honest identity; LEAR: “Lov’d as my father” .1 141.
Earl Gloucester: Sir Thomas Seymour, father of Edward Tudor-Seymour, or Oxford himself.
Edgar: Edward Tudor-Seymour, true identity.

Edmund: Edward de Vere, false identity.

Oswald: Edward de Vere as servant with loyalty to Cecil, much as Laertes is son of Polonius.
Fool: Edward Tudor-Seymour, honest More (fool).

» A similar chart can be produced for each of play in the ‘Shakespeare’ Canon.
» Both ‘EDGAR’ and ‘EDMUND’ are ‘courted’ by the Dudley and Cecil factions in
Elizabeth’s Court.

The writer has placed himself in the roles of CORDELIA, KENT, OSWALD, EDGAR (and ‘TOM OF
BEDLAM’), EDMUND, the FOOL. KENT is but one iteration of the Tudor Heir. He is placed in stocks:

8a ‘An obsolete instrument of punishment’
— subjecting perjurers and others to public humiliation for challenging the Authority of the King’s other
‘daughters’, Wm. Cecil and Rob. Dudley. And each character representing Oxford (O/S) is treated to
punishments relating to these other definitions of stock.

n.I Ia ‘A tree trunk deprived of its branches’; /¢ ‘A senseless or stupid person’;

3a ‘The source of a line of descent’
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In this table, we have divided Shakespeare’s political identity in two: Ed. Tudor-Seymour, who
might be free to act with integrity, and Ed. de Vere, who would be a client of Wm. and Rob. Cecil, and
acting primarily in their interests. The two sons of Gloucester—Edgar and Edmund—clearly demonstrate
this dichotomy: Edgar (representing Tudor-Seymour) is true to the Sovereign, while Edmund
(representing de Vere) is ‘courted’ by both Goneril (Cecil) and Regan (Dudley). Allegiance to the Crown
varies with client relationships. Likewise KENT (Tudor-Seymour) and OSWALD (de Vere): Kent’s loyalty is
steadfast in contrast with Oswald’s position, which follows the attitude of his employer. These two
subplots warn of the consequences of improper identities and alliances, and demonstrate the polyphonic
construction of the Canon (see p.180).

Again, this list shows an irregular correspondence between characters and historical persons. As
such, Shakespeare’s are not pure allegories but somewhat constrained by his sources. Character
relationships established in the original source are maintained, at least in part; and to express himself
completely, the artist divides himself between two or more characters. If there is not a suitable character
to ‘flesh-out’ the details, Shakespeare adds a new sub-plot and characters to achieve his purpose.

Another striking feature is that, at times, he casts himself in the role of female characters. A
female daemon (eg. as Desdemona, Juliet, Ophelia) may be ‘an inner or attendant spirit'—a wife—who is
‘another flesh’. This is the ‘marriage’ our writer seeks in order to make himself complete.

Oxford was not a mere commenter upon the lives he had observed keenly — he adopted
interesting characters as his own. He insinuated their behaviors as attributes within his various identities,
thereby disguising himself and adding realism. If villains are crafted lovingly, it's because an element
within himself (E. Vere) is the villain in his own life. If heroes have deep (mere) flaws, he has found those
“sea-ly” flaws in himself. In some cases the historical ‘type character’ may be tentatively noted. It has long
been suspected POLONIUS masks for the historical William Cecil, Lord Burghley; but seen through a
wordy lens, HAMLET (as the writer) engages with Polonius by taking on some of the old advisor’s
characteristics. A ‘boar-ing’ tediousness in POLONIUS becomes a wearying indirectness in HAMLET.

Several researchers have discovered parallels between The Merchant of Venice’s SHYLOCK and
the historical figure of Gaspar Ribeiro, a money-lender of Venice (see Showerman, Earl, MD. Shakespeare’s
Shylock and the Strange Case of Gaspar Ribeiro, Shakespeare Matters, Summer 2011). SHYLOCK, with elements
of Ribeiro, has been adopted as a mask for a soul-seeking ‘de Vere’ alter ego within the Seymour (0/S)
writer. Only the cleverest of legal minds may thwart the vengeful alter ego from subsuming his ego — and
taking the MERCHANT’s blood(line) for his own (see Antithesis — Ego and Alter Ego p.1617).

Likewise, ROSENCRANTZ and GUILDENSTERN appear to be named for relations of the famous
mathematician Tyco Brahe during the time Oxford’s brother-in-law was a diplomatic emissary to Denmark.
While Oxford is likely to have known them personally, he almost certainly chose them as characters for
their descriptive names. As facets of Hamlet’s identity, they compete with the Fool, or ‘Morio’, in HAMLET
(once more, the writer), and represent meaningful secondary antagonists; ROSENCRANTZ as the ‘Rose-
Crowned’, and GUILDENSTERN as the ‘Golding-Star’. They might supplant the writer’s true identity and
survive as a false one; but if the false lives, the true must die. This would support the usurping design of
Dudley and Cecil. Oxford, aware of the implications of his allonyms, chooses to dispose of them first.

The Importance of Being More

Perhaps no words so completely summarize the writer’s “modern” state as (Latin) modus
and modo. The proper mode—the correct measure, the right way, manner or more, the full worth
of the writer—is the subject and object of Shakespeare’s Canon.

Shakespeare’s Invention—that which is mentioned in the preface to Venus and Adonis—was born
of necessity. It is the theme and artistic cipher of a political complainant — a man who will not tell his story
directly. We are told he is honor-bound not to tell. His ‘Invention’ employs devices that were firmly
established among Renaissance writers. Foremost is the insinuation of the proper name More to appear
as a comparative or adjective, but is actually the subject and object — “the be all and end all”.
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The famous type of this literary device is from an essay by Desiderius Erasmus, The Praise of
Folly, 1509, addressed to one Sir Thomas:

“my best disputant More,” whom Erasmus bids “stoutly defend your Moriae (Greek moria:
‘foolishness’).” Pref. 2.1

Throughout his essay, Erasmus allows a personified ‘Folly’ to rationalize herself as particular
derangements of mind, or unwise conduct. Such folly might prove benign, as may the fool in each of us.
Those already familiar with Shakespeare will have noticed the importance of fools, clowns, and other truth
tellers in his plays; they are a fundamental element in the writer’s soul (see Associated Properties, p.117),
and they reveal the strange folly of confused identity. Unravel their tangled words and you will understand
more the artist.

Here are a few More examples from Erasmus’ The Praise of Folly (from Modern History
Sourcebook, translated by John Wilson):

“The more of folly they have, the more they conduce to human life ...”
Folly Makes Society Delightful, p.9.1

“For as nothing is more foolish than preposterous wisdom, so nothing is more unadvised than a
Jorward unseasonable prudence. And such is his that does not comply with the present time “and

order himself as the market goes”, but forgetting that law of feasts, “either drink or begone”.
What is Life but a Kind of Comedy? p.13.4

“... the more unlearned, impudent, or unadvised he is, the more he is esteemed,
even among princes.
Science is the Plague of Mankind, p.16.3

While Thomas More (1478-1535) predates ‘Shakespeare’, he died, at least partly, for refusing to
sanction the marriage of Princess Elizabeth’s mother, Anne Boleyn, to king Henry VIIl. More would not
accept the authority of the English Crown to supplant the Catholic Church in matters of Canon Law; and
Canon Law contravened in the ‘great matter’ of the King’s marriage. The question of legitimacy was to
hang over Elizabeth’s minority and until she became queen at age 25 in 1558 ... and beyond.

More’s commitment to his faith was profound, yet we wonder if ‘Shakespeare’ didn’t resolve a
similar conflict in a ‘More’ self-preserving manner. What more can we say?

“More is a man of an angel's wit and singular learning. I know not his fellow. For where is
the man of that gentleness, lowliness and affability? And, as time requireth, a man of marvelous
mirth and pastimes, and sometime of as sad gravity. A man for all seasons." (Rob Whittinton, 1520)

Shakespeare links more with folly in The Two Gentlemen of Verona (1.1 29-69) because the man
we call ‘de Vere’ should have been called (St) More. Again, More is more fully characterized as love: (L)
Amor: i.e. ‘Cupid, son of Mars and Venus’. Or he might be figured as death: (L) Mors. He might be sea
and so from (Welsh) mor. And the words (L) mare, (Fr) mer, (E) mere, (Sp) mar all name the writer, even
as the sentences that bear them have double meanings that hint at his ‘liquid’ or Protean forms. Sommer
is Summer, Seymour, or St. Maur. While the desires of the ‘Two Gentlemen of Verona’, VALENTINE and
PROTEUS, are different, they themselves are ultimately ‘The Same’; they are ego and alter ego of the
writer.

Some sort of repetition is often used to highlight significant wordplay or metonymy, particularly in
puns or antanaclasis (see .36 & 37 below). This will be assisted by semantic shading made fairly precise in
a cross-referencing system—Reinforcement (see p.174)—where the intended meaning is repeated in
another form nearby. An example can be seen below at /.32 in which gain follows won; we understand that
more or increase is profit.

Because this method reliably tells of an Oxford-Seymour, but never simply an Oxford, we suggest
Oxfordian Theory is only half of the artist’s story—and the lesser ‘half’ at that. The Ox-Seymour-an
hypothesis is a more complete accounting, a unified theory, of “occurrents More and Less” (Hamlet V.2
340), both of whom denote the writer as he is politically aligned with the cadet branches of the
Plantagenet family: Lancaster (Tudor-Seymour) or York (Leices[ter]).
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We’re accustomed to thinking of Shakespeare’s monumental ‘set-pieces’ as supremely polished
poetry; but they are often as much exposition as poetry, having been passed through the mill of his
peculiar Invention. That Invention introduces the sense of noema: ‘abstruseness’, and the process makes
exposition strangely poetic. Perhaps Ben Jonson intended to comment on this aspect of Shakespeare’s
Art when he noted in his “To the Memory of my Beloved, The AUTHOR...”:

64 “For a good Poet’s made, as well as borne.
And such wert thou. Look how the father’s face
66 Lives in his issue, even so, the race ...”
VALENTINE The Two Gentlemen of Verona 1.1 29-69

» The name Valentine has been associated with Love since at least the late 14th century.

29 To be in love, where scorn is bought with groans,
~ To be [(L) sum] in love [(L) amor, wp sum-a’mor / Seymour.], where scorn [(L) contemptus: ‘contempt,
disdain’; alt. mockery: ‘a deceptive or counterfeit representation of something’; alt. wp (L) corona] is bought [(L)
mereo: ‘to obtain’] with groans [(L. wp gemere: ‘to sigh, groan’ / gemma; ‘a bud or eye of a plant’, ‘scion, young
shoot’ ; see 1. 45,48 1, ~
~ Some More, where a counterfeit is obtained with offspring, ~
~ Some More, where More is merited by Sighs, ~
» A ‘sigh or groan’ (surname fragment by timesis) is Latin gemo, gemitus, playing on (Latin) gemma:
‘germ’— ‘An initial stage or state from which something may develop; a source, a beginning.’ This is the
first syllable of his name Seymour. ‘Sey' is the beginning, or germ. A mocker is mer-ited or obtained
(mereo) with Seys (sighs). See: Songs: “Sigh No More” from Much Ado About Nothing, p.227.

30 Coy looks with heartsore sighs, one fading moment’s mirth

~ Coy [(L) verecundus: ‘verecund’, ‘shy, modest, coy’; from (L) vereri: ‘to reverence, fear’] looks [(L)
intueor] with heartsore [wp hart sore: deor’s ore; hence de Two-d’Or.] sighs [legal size, assize: ‘writ of assize’, (L)
assidere, (OFr) assise: ‘act of setting, settlement, fixation of imposts, assessment’; Magna Carta provided for legal
judgements of inheritance on the death of an ancestor’], one [metonym the Monarch] fading [fade: 3 ‘weaken, taint’;
(L) fluxus, fragilis: ‘transient’] moment’s [(L) tempus: ‘time’/Time, metonym Wm. Cecil] mirth [merryment;
(MDutch) merchte] ~

~ Re-Vere-nt looks with Tudor assize, One attainting moment’s merryment ~
» Merchte is likely the basis of Merchant; Mer + chant = Sea + psalm, or anagram
Psalm + mer / Sommer; hence The Sommer of Venus or The Merchant of Venice.

31 With twenty watchful, weary, tedious nights.
~ With twenty [L. viginti: ‘twenty’; (L) viceni: ‘twenty at a time’] watchful [(L) vigilans, insomnis],
weary [wp Vere-y], tedious [(L) lentus: ‘inactive’; alr. ‘hard’: (L) dur; longus] nights [(L) wp nox: ‘night’, ‘period of
sunlessness’; wp noxa: ‘harm, injury’]. ~
~ With twenty, insomnious, Vere-y, Still [and son-less] nights. ~

32 If haply won, perhaps a hapless gain;
~ If haply [(L) fortasse: ‘perhaps, perchance’, forte, fors] won [get, gain: L. commodum:], perhaps [(L)
fors, wp (L) for: ‘to speak, say’] a hapless [(L) infelix: ‘barren’ wp ‘Baron’] gain [(L) lucror: ‘lucre, profit,
pecuniary advantage’]; ~
~ If by chance won, perchance a Baron gain; ~
~ If by fortune won, perhaps a fortune-less gain; ~
» The “barren gain” is likely the ‘Baron gain’ of William Cecil. The ‘barren..land’ ‘Shakespeare’
refers to in the dedication to Venus and Adonis is Stamford Baron where lies Burghley House in
Lincolnshire, but more generally, to all of England.



Shakespeare —Oxford—Tudor-Seymour—0O/S 150

33 If lost, why then a grievous labor won;
~If lost [(L) perire], why then a grievous [(L) gravis: ‘burdensome’, ‘heavy’; ‘grave’:] labor [(L. partus:
‘in childbirth’] won [gain: L. commodum:]; ~
~ If lost, why then a burdensome birth advantaged. ~
» Love’s Labor’s Lost easily transposes to A’More’s Lost Birth.

34 However, but a folly bought with wit,
~ However [(L) nihilominus: ‘nothing the less’], but a folly [(L) morus: ‘folly’; (L) ] bought [(L) coemere,
mercor: ‘to trade, traffic’] with wit [(L) musa: ‘wit’; (L) ingenio: ‘nature, natural constitution’; ‘naturally clever’], ~
~ How E.Ver? but a More marketed with Muse, ~

35 Or else a wit by folly vanquished.

~ Or [timesis or: Tud’Or; ore, (L) aurum] else [(L) alius: ‘another, other, different’; alt. wp alias:
‘a false or assumed name’] a wit [(L) ingenio] by folly [(Gr) more] vanquished [(L) supero, superare: ‘surmount,
overtop’; ‘more’]. ~

~ Or Alius, a Muse by Moria vanquished. ~

PROTEUS » (OED) “the name of a sea-god, notable especially for his ability to change shape,
hence implying inconstancy.”

36 So, by your circumstance, you call me fool.
~ So [timesis So-mmer, Seymour], by your [(L) tuus: wp Tu’s] circumstance [(L) tempus: ‘time’,
metonym The controlling agency of Wm. Cecil.], you call me fool [(L) morus, (Gr) moriae]
~ So, by your Time, you call me More. ~
» Repeating the jest made by Erasmus to Sir Thomas More in the Encomium Moriae, 1509,
Shakespeare / St.Maur appropriates the noble name of More to signify Fool.

VALENTINE
37 So, by your circumstance, I fear you’ll prove.
~ So [timesis So-mmer, Seymour], by your [(L) tuus: wp Tu’s] circumstance [(L) tempus: ‘time’, metonym
Wm. Cecil.], I fear [(L) metuo, timor, vereri, terror] youw’ll prove [(E) aphetic assay, essay — say; alt. ‘turn out’: (L)
fieri: ‘to be valued’; alz.]. ~
~ So, by your Time, I fear you’ll a’Sey. ~

PROTEUS
38 "Tis Love you cavil at; I am not Love.
~Tis [wp (Welsh) Ty] Love [(L) amor / a-mor] you cavil [(L) cavillari: ‘mock’] at; I am [(L) sum] not
[(L) non] Love [(L) amor / a-mor: ‘not love’]. ~
~ ’Tis a More you cavil at; I am not a More. ~
» The dichotomy of the writer’s identity: More and Amor — More and ‘not More” —
Seymour and de Vere. Seymour was French St. [S€] Maur anglicized to Seymour and more
recently returned to St. Maur by some members of the family.
» Proteus recognizes (for the reader) that Valentine is caviling on the name of a’Mor. This
is ‘counsel’ from the writer on the speaker’s subject.

VALENTINE
39 Love is your master, for he masters you;
~ Love [(L) a’Mor] is your [(L) tuus: wp Tu’s] master [(L) dominus: ‘the master of a house’; alt. (L) herus,
erus: ‘owner, Lord’; v. master, (L) regere: ‘to master’, rule, govern.], for he masters you [(L) tu]; ~
~ A More is your Family Head, for he rules you; ~

40 And he that is so yoked by a fool
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~ And he that is so [timesis So-mmer] yoked [(L) coniungere: ‘to join together’] by a fool [(L) morus:
‘silly, foolish’; hence, So + mor: Somer, Sommer, Seymour.] ~

~ And he that is So yokéd beside a More ~

41 Methinks should not chronicled for wise.
~ Methinks should not be chronicled [(L) chronica: ‘matters of Time’, metonym Cecil.] for [wp (L) for:
‘to speak, say’] wise [(E) manner, regular practice: (L) mores]. ~
~ Methinks should not be recorded Say Mores. ~
» Time, here (L) chronica) is the principal metonym for William Cecil, the writer’s
father-in-law. “Time’ is his historical nickname.

PROTEUS
42 Yet Writers say, as in the sweetest Bud
~ Yet [(L) sed: ‘and, what is more’] writers [(E) Author, (L) auctor: ‘The author of a piece of information’,
wp (L) Aut: ‘or’ + or, hence Two-dor.] say [timesis Sey(mour)], as [(L) idem ac: ‘the same as’] in the sweetest [(L)
sequi: ‘succeeding’] bud [(L) gemmas: ‘shoot, scion’ (see 1.29)] ~
~ Still Two-d’ors Say, as in the succeeding scion. ~

43 The eating Canker dwells, so eating Love

~ The eating [(L) morsus: ‘to bite’; alt. (L) edax: ‘greedy’, ‘destructive’] canker [(Fr) ver rongeur: ‘ever-
gnawing worm’; alt. (L) corruptela: ‘the means of corruption, bribery, seduction’] dwells [(L) versor: ‘dwell’;
alt. (L) incolere: ‘inhabit’], so [(L) mores: ‘in the same manner’, ‘wise’] eating [(L) morsus: ‘to bite’;
alt. (L) vorare: ‘to swallow’, ‘devour’, wp de Vere] love [L. amor, wp ‘a More’] ~

~ The Ever-gnawing Worm dwells, The Same de-Ver-ing a’More ~
» This demonstrates the extraordinary care of the writer in characterizing his de Vere identity.
‘De Vere’ is the cancer or ulcer (‘corroding / corrupting influence’) that infects his better self. ‘De Vere' is
“The Same’ individual who ‘De Veres’ ‘a More’.

44 Inhabits in the finest wits of all.
~ Inhabits [(L) incolere: ‘to inhabit’, likely wp in + collare: ‘a chain for the neck’, hence: enslave.] in the
finest [(L) merus: ‘unmixed, unadulterated’; ‘pure’] wits [(L) ingenio: ‘nature, natural constitution’] of all
[(L) totus, wp Toda(s); (L) allodium: All, the Crown.]. ~
~ Inhabits the unadulterated Natures of the Toda/[s]. ~

VALENTINE
45 And writers say, as the most forward Bud
~ And writers [(E) Author, wp (L) Aut: ‘or’ + or, hence Two-dor; (L) auctor: ‘an originator, causer, doer’,
‘leaders’, to do] say [surname frag. Sey], as [ ‘the same’] the most [(L) summum: ‘the most’] forward [(L) praecox:
‘premature, ripe before the time’] bud [(L) gemmas: ‘shoot, scion’]
~ And Two-d’ors Say, as the More firstborn scion ~

46 Is eaten by the Canker ere it blow
~ Is eaten [(L) vorare: ‘devour’; possible wp ‘de Vered’] by the canker [(Fr) Ver ) ere [(L) prae: ‘in
advance’] it blow [(L) florere: ‘to bloom’],
~ Is devoured by the Worm Heir before it blooms, ~

47 Even so by Love the young and tender wit
~Even [(L) aequus: ‘equally’, ‘also, too’] so [‘the same’] by love [(L) amor] the young [(L) partus:
‘offspring’] and tender [(L) tener, mollis: ‘soft, gentle’, not (L) dur: ‘hard’] wit [(L) musa: ‘wit’]
~ Too, The Same by a More, the young and gentle Nature ~

48 Is turned to folly, blasting in the Bud,
~ Is turned [(L) convertere: ‘to convert’) to folly [(Gr) more: ‘folly’, L. morus: ‘foolish’], blasting
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[(L) robigine adficere: ‘blight weakening’) in the bud [(L. gemmas: ‘shoot, scion’], ~
~ Is converted to More, blighting in the scion, ~
» The Blighter accused of Robigine (robbing) the scion is ‘Sweet Robin’ — Robert Dudley.

49 Losing his verdure even in the prime,
~ Losing [(L. perdere] his verdure [(L) viriditas] even [‘just, precisely’] in the prime [(L) primus,
primoris, Princeps: ‘first, foremost’; alt. Princeps: ‘leader’, ‘presumptive heir’], ~
~ Losing his Ver-Dur Too in the Prince, ~

50 And all the fair effects of future hopes.
~ And all [(L) totus, wp Todu(s); alr. All / allodium: the monarchy, The Crown.] the fair [surname fragment
(L) facere / (Fr) faire: ‘to do[r]’] effects [property: (L) res, bona] of future [(L) posterus: ‘subsequent’) hopes (L)
spes: ‘expectation’). ~
~ And All To-do[r] properties of future expectation. ~

51 But wherefore waste I time to counsel thee
~ But wherefore [‘for what purpose’] waste [wp (L) consumere: ‘to use up, consume’] I time [metonym
W. Cecil] to counsel [(L) consiliari: ‘to advise’] thee ~
~ But for what purpose do I con-Sume Time to advise Tu ~

52 That art a votary to fond desire?
~ That art [are, metonym R[egius], denoting the monarch] a votary [(OED) ‘One who has made, or is
bound by, a special vow’] to fond [(L) morus: ‘foolish’] desire [(L) desiderium: ‘desire or longing, grief for the
absence or loss..of someone’; wp de: ‘down from’ + sire: ‘father’]? ~
~ That are avowed to Mor-ish de-Sire? ~

53 Once more, adieu. My Father at the Road

~ Once [(L) simul: ‘at once, at the same time’] more [surname More], adieu [‘to God’; ‘farewell’,
(Fr) faire: ‘to do’ + (L) vel / pron. well: ‘or’, hence To do-r, Tudor]. My father at the road [(L) via: ‘passage’;
‘wind-pipe’ —possible reference to his beheaded father.; ait. road, anagram do’ar, dor; alt. (E) rode: ‘rope or chain’,
holding a ship at anchor.]? ~

~ Sometime More-Todor. My father at the rode ~
» Perhaps an allusion to our writer’s father being buried in St Peter ad Vincula (St Peter in Chains) in
the yard of the Tower of London; or to Peter’s question to Jesus: “Domine, quo vadis?”, i.e. speaking to his
fathers spirit, of an expectation from the beyond.

54 Expects my coming, there to see me shipped.
~ Expects [(L) sperare: ‘anticipate’] my coming [(L) venire: ‘arrival’], there [wp the heir, t’here] to see
[surname frag. Sey] me shipped [wp (E) moored, ‘to secure aboard a ship’]. ~
~ Anticipates my coming, t’heir to See me Moor’d. ~

PROTEUS
55 And thither will I bring thee, Valentine.
~ And thither [‘to or toward that place’] will I bring [wp (L) portare: ‘to bring’; (L) ad portare: ‘to carry’;

alt. wp to port: ‘door’, hence Tudor] thee [(L) tu] , Valentine. ~
~ And their will I Tu’ dor, Valentine. ~

VALENTINE
56 Sweet Proteus, no; Now let us take our leave.
~ Sweet [(Fr) suite: ‘what follows, succession’] Proteus [ ‘the name of a sea-god, notable especially for his
ability to change shape’], no; now let us take [(L) sumere: ‘to get hold of a thing’] our [metonym, timesis The
common syllable of Seymour and Tudor.] leave [(L) abitus, wp two-tus]. ~
~ Succeeding Proteus, no; now let us Sum-our leave. ~
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» As in Hamlet in which Hamlet and Laertes vie for the Crown, Valentine and Proteus
here vie for success and succession.

57 To Millaine let me hear from thee by Letters
~ To Milan [allusion The symbol of Milan is the serpent Biscione, devouring a Moor-child; wp (L) bis:
‘doubly, twofold’, ‘twice’ + (E) scion: I ‘bud, shoot’, 2b ‘A descendant, an heir’] let me hear [wp heir] from thee by
letters [(L) litteras, epistulam: epistle: 1b ‘A literary work in the form of a letter, usually in verse’; probably refers to
the play itself as an account.] ~
~ To my land let me heir from thee by an account ~

58 Of thy success in love, and what news else
~ Of thy success [(L) successus: ‘happy issue’] in love [(L) amor], and what news [(L) res: ‘affairs,
matters’; wp (E) Mater: ‘mother’] else [(L) alius: wp alias: ‘alias’] ~
~ Of your succession in a’Mor, and what Maters alias ~

59 Betideth here in absence of thy Friend,
~ Betideth [(ME) betide: I ‘to happen, befall’; (1) bi: ‘two’ + tide: ‘sea’, hence Tu-Sea] here [wp heir] in
absence [(L) absentia] of thy Friend [(L) amicus, veritatis: ‘truth, verity’], ~
~ Tu-Sea th’heir in absence of thy Verity, ~

60 And I likewise will visit thee with mine.
~ And I likewise [(E) ‘in the same manner’, (L) idem, Same-more] will visit [(L) visitare: ‘To inflict hurt,
harm..upon a person’, videre: ‘see’] thee with mine [(L) meus, wp mus, moris]. ~
~And I, Same-More, will see thee with mine. ~

PROTEUS
61 All happiness bechance to thee in Millaine.
~ All [(L) totus, wp To-du(h)s] happiness [(L) beate vivere: | bechance [(E) ‘fall out’: 5a ‘To occur, to
come to pass’; alt. 2 "To have a disagreement which causes a breaking off of friendly relations’] to thee in Milan! ~
~ Tudor blessings fall out to thee in Mediolanum. ~
» The emblem of Milan (L. Mediolanum?) is a Ram-Boar, a wool-bearing Boar; with wordplay,
perhaps a Mar-Boar.

VALENTINE
62 As much to you at home: and so farewell.
~ As [adv. AL1 ‘In the same manner’, hence Same-More.] much [(L) plus: ‘more’] to you [(L) tu] at home
[(L) domus, wp Do + Mus, Moris: Tu-do Mor.]: and so [(L) ergo] farewell [wp fare, (It) fare: ‘to do’ + (L) vel:
‘or’ ]! ~
~ The Same-More to Tu at Do-Mus: and t’ heir for Tu-d’or. ~ (Exit)

PROTEUS
63 He after Honor hunts, I after Love.
~ He after honor [(L) honor: ‘reputation’; L. existimatio: ‘the good opinion of others, good name’; good:
(L) merx, mers: ‘goods’] hunts [(L) venari], I after love [(L) amor]. ~
~ He after good name hunts, I after a’More. ~

» Here, at last, is the fundamental difference between the two identities of ‘de Vere’.
Seymour /St. Maur searches for a resurgence of his wounded name, or ‘marriage’ with another
whose name would elevate his own. The catch is, that their is no name that can elevate Tudor,
and the association of Seymour with Tudor may diminish the Tudor name. The marriage to which
he is chained—to Anne Cecil —is below the desired level.
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64 He leaves his friends to dignify them more;
~ He leaves [(L) relinquere: ‘to desert, abandon, forsake’, likely playing on desert and deserving;
alt.: (L) excedere: ‘to go away’, ‘to pass out of memory’; (L) destituere: ‘forsake’] his friends [(L) familiaris: ‘a
familiar friend’) to dignify [(L) honorare, nomino: ‘name’) them more [surname More, St. Maur, Seymour]; ~
~ He deserts his family to name them More; ~
» Proteus speaks of himself as ‘a familiar friend’, and of course, he will benefit most
directly by the good name of his ego.
» Dignify probably plays on the idea of ignominy: ‘Dishonour, disgrace, shame; infamy’,
in: ‘not’ + nomen: ‘name, reputation’.

65 I leave myself, my friends, and all for love.
~ T leave [(L) destituere: ‘forsake’] myself [(L) ipse: ‘my self(same)’], my friends [(L) familiaris: ‘a
familiar friend’; 3a ‘A spirit..which obeys and assists a witch or other person.’], and all [(L) totus: wp Tudors] for
love [(L) amor: ‘love’, a-More)].
~ I leave my Same self, my familiars, and Totus for a’More. ~

66 Thou, Julia, thou hast metamorphosed me,

~ Thou [(L) tu], Julia [wp (E) jewel: ‘A costly ornament, esp. one made of gold’, hence (Fr) or; (OFr
Jjouelet: ‘diminutive of joel + -ia, suffix: ‘forming abstract nouns’; alz. adj. ‘named from Iulus (Julus), son of
Aeneas.], thou [(L) tu] hast metamorphosed [(L) metamorphosis: ‘transformation’] me, ~

~ Tu-d’Or hast transformed me, ~
» July 31st, Lammas Day, is almost certainly the birthday of Tudor-Seymour as noted for

Juliet in Romeo & Juliet. As with More/A’Mor and Ever/Never, the birthdays of the two identities

also separate them: Summer/Spring = Seymour/Ver[e]. Julia/July is the ‘mate’ who will marry, or blend,

the two elements of Seymour and Vere?

Proteus tells us that his obsession with ‘Julia’:

67 Made me neglect my Studies, lose my time,
~ Made me neglect [(L) intermittere: ‘to separate, break off’] my studies [(L) meditatio: ‘a thinking over
anything, contemplation’], lose my time [meronym Time: as the agency of Wm. Cecil; as (L) occasio: ‘a fit time,
opportunity’; grammar ‘tense of a verb’, commenting on the loss by timesis of T(ho)u and Our : Tudor and
Seymour], ~
~ Made me sever my subjects, lose my occasion, ~
~ Made me break off my subject, lose my Opportunity, ~

68 War with good counsel, set the world at nought;
~ War [(L) certamen: ‘struggle, contend’, wp (L) certo: ‘to settle’ + (E) men: (L) vir; alt. (L) bellare: ‘to
wage war’; wp Vere (pron. Were)] with good [(L) merx, mers] counsel [(L) consilium], set [(L) constituere: ‘to
settle, fix upon’] the world [(L) orbis: wp two-d’or, Tudor] at nought [(L) nihil, nulla res]; ~
~ To settle Vere with Mere resolution, settle Tudor with Nothing; ~
~ To Vere-y with Mores resolution, settle Tudor with Nothing; ~

69 Made Wit with musing, weak, heart sick with thought.
~ Made [(It) fare] wit [(L) musa: ‘wit’; (L) ingenium: 2a ‘a clever ingenius person’; ‘natural disposition’,
wp (L) ingens: ‘monstrous’] with musing [(L) musare: ‘meditate, ponder’; wp (L) mus, moris: ‘mouse, rat’ + ing,
suffixI: ‘forming nouns of action’, hence ‘moris-ing’], weak [(L) infirmus: ‘feeble’, undurable.], heart sick [(L)
animo: ‘disposed, animated’ + aeger: ‘sick, ill’, ill-disposed] with thought [(L) cogitatio, mens: wp vir, de viro: de
Vere, the writer’s false name.]. ~
~ Made Musa with musing, un-durable, ill-disposed with de Vere. ~
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And Once More:
VALENTINE The Two Gentlemen of Verona 1.1 29-69
29 Some More, where a counterfeit is obtained with off-Spring,

30 Re-Vere-nt looks with Tudor assize, One attainting moment’s merryment
31 With twenty, insomnious, Vere-y, still [and son-less] nights.
32 If by chance won, perhaps a Baron gain,

33 If lost, why then a burdensome birth advantaged.

34 How E.Ver? but a More marketed with Muse,

35 Or Alius, a Muse by Moria vanquished.

PROTEUS

36 So, by your Time, you call me More.

VALENTINE

37 So, by your Time, I fear you’ll Sey.

PROTEUS

38 ’Tis a More you cavil at; I am not a More.
VALENTINE

39 A More is your Family Head, for he governs you;
40 And he that is So yokéd beside a More

41 Methinks should not be recorded Say Mores.
PROTEUS

42 Sessile authorities Say, as in the succeeding scion,
43 The Ever-gnawing Worm dwells; So de-Ver-ing a’More
44 Inhabits in the unadulterated Natures of the Crown.
VALENTINE

45 And writers Say, the More firstborn scion

46 Is de-Vere’d by the Worm ere it blooms,

47 Too, The Same by a’More, the young and proffered Nature
48 Is converted to More, blighting in the scion,

49 Losing his Ver-Dur Too, in the Prince,
50 And All To-do[r] properties of future expectation.
51 But for what purpose do I con-Sume Time to advise Tu,

52 That ‘R’ avowed to Mor-ish de-Sire?
53 Sometime More, a’Do. My father at the rode

54 Anticipates my accession, t’heir to See me Moor’d.
PROTEUS

55 And t heir will I Tu’ dor, Valentine.

VALENTINE

56 Succeeding Proteus, no; now let us Sum-our leave.
57 To my land let me heir from thee by an account

58 Of your succession in a’Mor, and what Maters alias

59 Tu-Sea th’heir in absence of thy Verity,
60 And 1, the Same-More, will see thee with mine.

PROTEUS
61 Tudor blessings fall out to thee in my land.

VALENTINE
62 The Same-More to Tu at Do-More: and more Tu-d’or.

155
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PROTEUS

63 He after good name hunts, I after a’More.

64 He deserts his family to name them More;

65 I leave my Same self, my familiars, and Totu[r[s for a’More.
66 Tud’Or hast transformed me,

67 Made me sever my subjects, lose my occasion,

68 To settle Vere with Mere resolution, settle Tudor with Nothing;
69 Made Musa with musing un-durable, ill-disposed with de Vere.
» Proteus will find his other half in Julia as a marriage of a Ver alter ego with a Summer/July ego,
and Valentine will marry his Summer ego to Sylvia’s ‘Wood’. Without too much analysis, I suspect this
‘Wood’ represents Woodstock as a source of royal bloodline. Hence, Sylvia’s surname —let’s say
Woodstock / Plantagenet—is the name that Valentine “hunts”.

The Titles of Shakespeare’s Works

The titles of Shakespeare’s Comedies evoke the writer’s true name, and are made of the same
Vere, Oyster: (L) valvae: ‘two-door’— Tudor, or Marble (L) marmor: ‘Sea-Mor’— St. Maur elements of
which the entire Canon is built. Some of the Tragedies also employ this device.

Comedies

The Tempest: (L) tempestas: ‘a Sea-Son’

The Two Gentlemen of Verona: ‘The Tu Gentlemen of Vere-una’.

The Merry Wives of Windsor: ‘The Mere Wives of Heirs-Or’; Merry: Mere: (E) sea-mor.

Measure For Measure: ‘Sea-mour For Sea-mour’ anagram.

The Comedy of Errors: ‘Comedy of Heir-Ors’.

Much Ado About Nothing: ‘Much Tu-do About No Reys’ (L. nulla res), Ado: wp (L) addo: I1.a “To add to by
way of increase’.

Love’s Labour’s Lost: ‘A Mor’s Sea-mur’s Lost’; ‘A-Mour’s La-Boars Lost’; labour, (L) molior: ‘to labor,
n., ‘a great exertion, endeavor’, wp (E) mole: Sea-wall.

A Midsummer’s Night's Dream: ‘Amid Seymour’s Nights Dream’.

The Merchant of Venice: ‘The Psalm-mere of Venus’, The Summer of Venus.

As You Like It: ‘The Same As You A'Mor It’.

The Taming of the Shrew: ? The Domo of the Mors Woman (L. domare: ‘to tame’ + shrew: L. mulier importunas,
mulier mors (Ovid).

All's Well That Ends Well: ‘All’s Or that ends Or’, wp ‘Tout D’ors That Concludes With Or’, (Fr) or: ‘well’.

Twelfth Night: ‘The Feast of Moria (The Night of 1 & 2), or ‘what you will’; will: (L) moris.

A Winter’s Tale: (Fr) hyver: ‘winter’; (E) tale, wp tail: ‘limitation of inheritance’; An E.Ver’s Dis-inheritance.

Histories: The names of the History plays are not ‘in play’ because they are named for English kings.
Another characteristic governs the Histories: they are populated by figures who are blood antecedents of
the writer by both the Tudor and Seymour lines. A complete review of the Canon will undoubtedly show
the close relations of the de Vere / Earls of Oxford are marginally represented, while the Tudor-Seymour
lines are richly named.

Tragedies:

Coriolanus: historical

Titus Andronicus: (?)

Romeo and Juliet: ‘Mor-EO and luliet.

Timon of Athens: may refer to Time, hence Cecil.
Julius Caesar: historical, Seas R.

MacBeth: ‘Son of Beth’, Son of Elizabeth.
Hamlet: (Danish amlethus: ‘Fool’), ‘Mora’, ‘The Fool".



Shakespeare —Oxford—Tudor-Seymour—0O/S 157

King Lear: ‘Instruction for the King’.

Othello: ‘Or-thell-or’, from (It) o: ‘or’ + (L) tellus: ‘the earth, world, globe’, hence (L) orbis: Tu-dor; alt. (E)
tell: ‘to say, count’ + (It) o: ‘or’ = Two-d’Or, Tu-d’Or, The More of Venus.

Anthony and Cleopatra: historical.

Cymbeline: historical.

Signature Wordplay
Puns with Capitonyms.
antonomasia: ‘The substitution of a common noun for a proper name.’ Called ‘the surnamer’ by
Puttenham, 1589. (OED)
capitonym: ‘A word that changes its meaning when it is capitalized.” In ‘Shakespeare’ the adjective more
would become the name More if the writer did not mask that significance in grammatical ambiguity.

One of the most common features of ‘Shakespeare’ is a complex variety of wordplay designed to
name the writer. In a thousand curious passages—in almost every word (he tells us)—his names are the
material from which his work is built (see Sonnet 76, p.25, also Prefaces to the Folios, John Milton, p.91). ‘The
Moor’, ‘The Merchant’ (Psalm-Mer, Sommer), or simply an ambiguous use of the comparative ‘more’, all
act as epithets naming our writer. This is a form of metonymy, performing with a single word the work
done elsewhere by periphrasis or kennings, and timesis. He tells us he is tongue-tied by Authority, and his
name will be buried with his body, yet still he makes a valiant effort to construct his art of the very same
materials with which he would construct his signature. Hence, Shakespeare’s true name is buried within
his Corpus. Let me rephrase the all-important center of the Sonnet series:

OXFORD Sonnet 76 5-8
Why write ‘I’: Still, All, One, Ever, The Same,
6 And keep invention in a noted weed,
That every word doth al-most tell my name, almost, (L) fere: ‘more or less’, wp (E) fair, (Fr) faire

8 Showing their birth, and where they did proceed?

The plural births and proceedings (here underlined in line 8) are essential. We have one man with two
names: de Vere and Seymour, that is, “E.Ver the Same”. With a little wit and perseverance, the student
will find this golden treasure buried in “words, words, words” — Shakespeare’s (L) thesaurus auream.

The Makers Mark — Morio
mark: 9a ‘An omen, indicator, or characteristic’, hence (L) prodigium: ‘a prophetic sign’, ‘omen, portent’,
transf. ‘a monster, prodigy’, (L) morio: ‘a monster, deformed person’.
1. “To record, indicate, inscribe..with a mark, sign, or a written note, etc. (OED)
19a ‘To record, indicate, or represent by a mark..or marker; to record, note, or represent in writing.’

This signature wordplay is similar to the maker’s mark stamped upon masonry or metal ware.
Though such marks pervade the entire canon, they are often the final touch in a set-piece, and appear
subtly as a cleverly organized mass of timetic, or surname, syllables.

Even the word mark is significant and points to the ‘More’ / morio character or characters who
mask for the writer. When characters say “mark me”, they mask for Tudor-Seymour. If another says “mark
him”, the ‘him’ is Tudor-Seymour. Likewise another may aspire to the mark though he doesn’t properly
own it, it is only a condition:

Ex.1 PROSPERO The Tempest 1.2 67
My brother and thy uncle, called Antonio—
I pray thee mark me—that a brother should mark, (L) marcare, marc— C-Mar
Be so perfidious!

Ex.2 PROSPERO The Tempest 1.2 88
I pray thee mark me.
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I thus neglecting worldly ends, ...

Ex.3 PROSPERO The Tempest 1.2 117
Mark his condition, and th’ event; then tell me
If this might be a brother.

Ex.4 GONZALO The Tempest 1.1 28-30
I have great comfort from this fellow: methinks
he hath no drowning mark upon him; his complexion drowning, (L) summergere
18 perfect gallows. gallows: grim or black?; alt. (It) giallo: ‘yellow, gold’.

» We suspect GONZALO takes comfort from the BOATSWAIN because he has not the “drowning mark”
= (L) summergo + morio, the Sum-more / St. Maur mark upon him. This is probably a statement of
Cecil’s fear that an acknowledged Tudor-Seymour in the royal family will mean his ruin.

Back to the Source — Teachers in ‘Shakespeare’

In addition to bits of counsel casually sprinkled about the Canon (see p.26), the writer created
‘teachers’ who show the way towards understanding. Schoolmaster DOCTOR PINCH in The Comedy of
Errors, is likely the first learned individual to note a kind of ‘madness’ within our divided writer, who is
represented in Errors by four parts: the twinned ANTIPHOLUS (‘before Pholus’; ‘before [H]Ors-Man’)
characters: one of Ephesus, the other of Syracuse, and the twinned DROMIOs, their servants. And
DOCTOR PINCH should be the first to know, as his name translated to Latin reveals—DOCTOR MORSUS,
or SUSMOR if you prefer. That is, PINCH is yet another fraction of the writer.

At every turn we’ll find the More inhabited by the Less, ‘The Moor’ possessed by ‘The Boar’/ Ox.
When asked to restore a very confused ANT. OF EPHESUS to “his true sense”, PINCH says:

DOCTOR PINCH The Comedy of Errors V.4 55-7
I charge thee, Satan, housed within this man, Satan, i.e. de-Vil (de Vere) man, (L) vir (Vere)
56 To yield possession to my holy prayers,
And to thy state of darkness hie thee straight.  darkness, (L) obscuritas: “indistinctness, uncertainty’
» The “state of darkness” (57) is due to the uncertainty of his Moor-ishness / More-ishness.

When his servant DROMIO OF EPHESUS shows similar ‘madness’, PINCH prescribes the same:

DOCTOR PINCH The Comedy of Errors V.4 93-5
Mistress, both man and master is possessed; pale, (L) decolor: ‘discolored’
94 I know it by their pale and deadly looks. deadly, wp dudley; (L) mortifer, wp (Welsh) Tydur-Mor.
They must be bound and laid in some dark room... room: n.1 6b ‘A holding of moorland’

108 More company! The fiend is strong within him. fiend, / ‘An enemy’, 3 ‘An evil spirit, a devil’

The “pale and deadly looks” denote their discolored condition, with a fading of ‘colors used as tinctures in
coats of arms’ (OED color n.1, 2). Adding ‘deadly’ yields a near perfect transitive pun on Tydur-More. Our
Tydur-More writer is “possessed” by de Vere—the deVil—and ‘the de Vere Devil’ is possessed by Dudley
and Cecil. Both man (L. Vir) and master (L. dominus) must be mastered (L. domare: ‘vanquished’ ) within
Some Moor. The Comedy of Errors is a very early statement on the Master / Servant, or Ego / Alter Ego,

conflict that arises from split identity.

Beyond DOCTOR PINCH, Shakespeare teachers begin to instruct in earnest. They give details
about the construction, and proper deconstruction, of the writer’s words. HOLOFERNES, a pedant whose
use of language has been ridiculed as pompous, may be styled on the methods of the Oxford’s early
tutor, Sir Thomas Smith, and a self-deprecating mask for Oxford himself. The writer reveals his process
with cautious humor; and our purpose is simply to emphasize what he has given us. See if you can find
some hint of the writer’s identity and the disease that has fallen on him:
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HOLOFERNES Love's Labour's Lost IV.2 3-7
The deer was, as you know, sanguis ,1In deer, timesis (OE) deor, second syl. of Ty-d’or.
4 blood; ripe as the pomewater, who now hangeth like a ripe, (Fr) mir hang, wp (Fr) suspendre
jewel in the ear of caelo, the sky, the welkin, the heaven; jewel, (L) gemma: ‘bud, offshoot’, pearl’
6 and anon falleth like a crab on the face of terra, the soil, crab, (L) cancer  terra, (L) earth
the land, the earth. soil, (L) solum land, (It) landa: ‘moor’ earth, (L) terra, solum, orbis

» The Pomewater, a pleasing, yet sour (Fr. fig. morose) and bitter (Fr. amer) apple that would rot
(wp Fr. tourner) quickly in winter (Fr. hyver, E.Ver). This appears to allude to an object that precisely
describes the writer by transitive wordplay. (Pomewater, Malus carbonaria, Theatrum Botanicum,
John Parkinson, 1640; from theoldfoodie.com)

HOLOFERNES demonstrates Oxford’s method, especially his varied use of reinforcement to
instruct the reader. We must wander in the fields of translation: caelo = the sky = the welkin = the heaven
(all .5). We are to understand the pedantic nature of Shakespeare’s entire text—with explication, (L) in
via: ‘his way, means, or method’—by insinuation, definition, description, interpretation, explanation’; or
with replication, i.e. restatement; or (L) facere: ‘categorize, represent’, or (L) ostentare—not to show off,
but ‘to display’:

16 “to show, as it were, his inclination —after his undressed, were, wp (E) were: ‘man’, (L) vir [Vere]
unpolished, uneducated, unpruned, untrained, or rather, unlettered,
18 or rather-est, unconfirmed fashion ...” (See Love’s Labour’s Lost 1V.2 13-18)

Holofernes is something of a fool, but then, so is the More. HOLOFERNES, again, masking for the
writer, has ‘lost his head’ (see Book of Judith, Septuagint). Elizabeth R has hacked it off, and he’s left to try
and explain the mess in alien terms. Here, as elsewhere, ‘Shakespeare’ doesn’t ‘hold-back’; he tells us
all (and tells nothing, if you be DULL):

HOLOFERNES Love’s Labour’s Lost V.2 49-51
Sir Nathaniel, will you hear an extemporal

50 epitaph on the death of the deer? And, to humor the deer, wp (ME) deor, dor; sec. syl. Tu-d’or
ignorant, call I the deer the Princess killed, a pricket. pricket: 2a ‘A male deer..second year’

The golden deer—de’Or, deer d’Or—killed by the Princess is in his second year. The deer-toddler
is our writer! his mother has ‘killed’ him that he might be resurrected a ‘de Vere’. HOLOFERNES intimates,
in his “extemporal epitaph” (LLL 1V.2 56-61), that he and ‘Shakespeare’ use the letters of roman numerals
to suggest quantities within wordplay: ‘sore + L’ “makes fifty sores”, or 50 deer. We suggest this wordplay
reiterates the multiplying adversaries of FALSTAFF near Rochester in the first part of Henry IV 11.4 112-271;
in both examples the result is about 50 deer or ‘men’ in buckram. The manner or Shakespeare’s speech
is a “very fantastical banquet” (MAAN 1.2 19).

The curate NATHANIEL is a friend to HOLOFERNES and confirms the latter’s method of explication.
His name tells us to respect his words; he is named for Nathanael in the Bible of whom Jesus said:

“Behold an Israelite indeed, in whom is no guile.” (John 1:47)

We suggest ‘Shakespeare’ has named NATHANIEL according to his truthfulness. So, despite the
appearance of being a little superfluous, perhaps HOLOFERNES is ‘just right’ as a tutor / tudor.

SIR HUGH EVANS also tells of elements of Shakespeare’s method. His ‘Welsh’ accent makes for
funny bits in the theater, and these are highlighted by MISTRESS QUICKLY’s sudden (Sutton > Dudley)
mis-hearings (mis-heirings); but there’s more to it:


http://theoldfoodie.com
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EVANS The Merry Wives of Windsor V.1 39-43
39 Nominativo, hig, hag, hog, Pray you mark:

~ Nominativo [etym., grammar ‘bearing a person’s name’], hig [mispron.[unciation] (L) hic: ‘this’ nominative
case — wp hig: ‘Grass cut or mown’, wp (Fr) grdce: ‘mercy’, cy-mer, Seymour—referring to writer’s father who has
been ‘mown’/ beheaded.], hag [mispron. (L) haec, hag: (Fr) vieille sorciére: ‘witch’, refers to writer’s mother as
daughter of a supposed witch.], hog [mispron. (L) hoc, hog: (L) hoggus: ‘hog, castrated boar’, refers to the writer by
the emblem of the Earls of Oxford—a blue boar; (Anglo-Norman) hogastre: ‘A boar in its second or third year’].
Pray [(L) orare: wp Tudor] you [pray you: (E) prithee: ‘1 beg of you’] mark [post classical (L) marcare: ‘to mark,
stamp, a commodity’]: ~

~ Name them: Mer-Sea + Witch = Boar — Tudor, C-Mar, I beg you: ~
» The Latin nominative case ‘names’ the father, mother, and their child: a cut C-Mar (small Latin), a
Witch and a castrated boar. The ultimate dysfunctional family? a Lord Admiral for a father, a Queen for a
mother, and a ‘Shakespeare’ son. Not too shabby.

40 genitivo, hujus. Well, what is your accusative case?

~ genitivo [(L) genitivus: ‘belonging to birth or generation’; grammar (E) genitive case: ‘In inflected
languages, a case..used..to indicate the person or thing denoted..is related to another as source or possessor’], hujus
[wp Ju-(d’)uhs]. Well [wp (L) vel: ‘or’, we suspect the writer ignores the period and joins or with Ju-(d’)us to
produce Ju-d’ors, Chu-d’or], what is your [wp th’our]| accusative case [(L) accusativus: grammar ‘In inflected
languages, a case of nouns and pronouns, and words in grammatical agreement with them..which..express the direct
object of a transitive verb’]? ~

~ By birth, Tu-d’or; what is your direct object? ~

WILLIAM
41 Accusativo, hinc.

~ Accusativo [ see 140 ], hinc [(L) hinc: adv ‘from here, hence’, ‘from this side’; ‘henceforth’]. ~
~ The direct object — henceforth. ~

EVANS
42 I pray you have your remembrance, child:
~ I pray you [(L) oro te, te oro: Tu-d’or] have your [wp y’our, ye-our, ‘the Or’] remembrance [wp (L)
memoria: (Fr) méme: ‘the same’ + timesis Moria, naming Sey-mour], child [(L) filius]: ~
~ Tu-d’or, have your Sey-mor child: ~

43 Accusativo, hung, hang, hog.
~ Accusativo | see 140 |, hung [past participle hang], hang [(L) suspendere, haerere: ‘to come to a
standstill’, hence sessile—Cecil, with additional wp (E) heir-heir], hog [(L) sus, porcus; verres: ‘boar’]. ~
~ Once sessile, ever Cecil’s Vere. ~

Once More:

EVANS The Merry Wives of Windsor 1V.1 39-43

39 Name them: Mer-Sea + Witch = Boar — Tudor, C-Mar, I beg you:
40 By birth, Tu-d’or; what is your direct object?

WILLIAM

41 The direct object — henceforth.

EVANS

42 Tu-d’or, have your Sey-mor, child:

43 Once sessile, ever Cecil’s Vere.
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Antithesis
“While I confess thy writings to be such,
As neither Man, nor Muse, can praise too much, Man, (L) vir = Vere
"Tis true, and all men’s suffrage.” Muse, wp (L) Mus, Muris = Moor

(To the Memory of my beloved, the AUTHOR..., Ben Jonson, First Folio)

The Dedications to the First Folio not only praise ‘Shakespeare’, but demonstrate his Method.

By antithesis, Ben Jonson reveals the two identities of the writer: Man, (L) Vir, and Muse, (L) Musa.
Muse, (L) Musa, with a root in (L) mus is the basis of wordplay on (L) mus, muris: ‘a mouse, rat, weasel’,
(L) mustela: ‘weasel’, (L) musca: ‘a fly’, (L) musica: ‘music’, (L) musso: ‘to murmur, mutter’, (L) mussito:
‘to be silent’ (King Lear 1.1 61), etc.

A prominent device of Euphues (perhaps by Oxford under the allonym ‘John Lyly’) is rhetorical
antithesis. It emerges in mature ‘Shakespeare’ as a dialectical examination of a double self. The writer’s
personal struggle is the same as that of his protagonists against antagonists, and is figured as Thesis and
Antithesis, Propositions and Counter-propositions. Antagonists embody elements antithetical to those of
Protagonists. An antagonists mysterious motives and reasoning (in the hands of the writer) may appear
more interesting than that of protagonists, hence, they at times appear heroic.

We've noted earlier, ‘Shakespeare’ develops stories that parallel Biblical accounts of Cain and
Abel, and of Jacob and Esau. There is one more fundamental antithesis on which all the works are built.
Protagonists are figured rhetorically as having attributes of the Classical god Apollo; antagonists have
attributes of Mercury. The writer’s true identity, Tudor-Seymour / Apollo, is the Sun and the fountainhead
of Music and the Literary Arts. His alter-identity, ‘de Vere’, is figured as Mercury in opposition to Apollo,
and by way of powers derived from Apollo, becomes the well-spring of language and writing. True to
Oxford’s life, ‘Mercury’ obtains by thievery and cunning. As Mercury, ‘de Vere’ is Mercurius-Artaios, and
his false identity has become an object of worship to the usurping Ministers who govern much English
political policy. At times, the Ministers become unified with the writer’s Mercurial alter-ego.

Antithesis is, once more, meant to catch the conscience of the Queen. We suspect the device is
so prominent because ‘Shakespeare’ wants to emphasize that she has not only acquiesced to the loss of
her son’s good name, but also forced upon him a position that is contrary to his interests and hers in
every way. In the untruth of his ‘Vere’ name is an identity that is un-True to the Queen, and cedes her
power to rapacious Privy Councilors.

Antithesis often appears in lengthy banter, as that between IAGO and DESDEMONA in Othello 1.1
109-166. In this example, the theme ranges within the limits of Fair and Foul, Foolish and Wise; and each
of these represent metonyms for a divided identity. Similar examinations will be found at Twelfth Night 1.5
30-132 (OLIVIA and FESTE), All's Well That Ends Well /.7 112-213 (HELENA and PAROLLES), As You Like It
(ROSALINE and TOUCHSTONE), etc.

Time and again, the reader will find Oxford does not blame Dudley or Cecil for his own
failings, particularly his failure to Act. They may have served as agencies in his divided nature,
but finally, the writer accepts blame for allowing them to do so. If he has failed in his duty—if he
has lost the name of Action, if the Less has defeated the More—the culprit is his own hesitation or
indecision. Much work needs to be done on the role these words play in each work. Use the Open
Source Shakespeare Concordance to explore the context of each.

» “Pythagoras the Samian says that the primal elements of all things are in pairs, as finite and
infinite, good and bad, life and death, day and night.” (Varro; On the Latin Language, Bk.5, p.11)

Good and Bad

The ‘Good’ in our writer is represented as the (Latin) merces, merx: ‘goods, commodities’, played
almost anagrammatically as Sce-Mor. The ‘Bad’, we think, plays poorly as (E) male, (L) mas, maris,
punning on (L) male: ‘ill, badly’ < (L) malus: ‘bad’, hence (L) Vir (Vere), virilis. The bottom line: St Maur =
Good, Vere = Bad.
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Ego and Alter Ego

‘Shakespeare’ acknowledges his complex identity. It is the source of both amusement and
anguish—Comedy and Tragedy —and undiscovered History. Let’s be clear once more. ‘Shakespeare’ is
merely a pen name. The true writer believed he was the natural son of England’s great Queen Elizabeth
by Sir Thomas Seymour, Lord Admiral of the Navy; as a child of Seymour he was also King Edward VI’s
only nephew. The possibility he is mistaken about this is virtually nil. He was adopted in infancy, at least
nominally, into the family of John de Vere and into the Earldom of Oxford. In this ‘creation’ of an Oxford
heir lies a loss of true status for ‘Shakespeare’ (O/S). It is primarily the uneasy ‘brotherhood’ of ego and
alter ego— Tudor-Seymour and de Vere—that forms the basis for each conflict in the Shakespeare
Canon. The number of issues developing between the two identities runs the gamut. Competition with the
Crown becomes inevitable when de Vere does the bidding of a ‘ministerial Regency’ under Dudley and
Cecil. The Tudor order must attempt to fend off uncertain revolution, with rightful succession pitted
against ambitious election, trust against envy, honesty against misinterpretation and misinformation,
loyalty against treachery — hence, there’s state policy and a lot of money at stake.

The ego and alter ego is an ancient idea traceable to the Greek classical age. Aristotle, in his
Nicomachean Ethics (Book 9), described ‘another self’ as a friend for whom you wish good things, almost
as you’d wish them for yourself—friends whose thoughts are akin to your own. But our writer finds within
himself a hostile alter ego. The true self of More is fundamentally a benign feudal humanist. His Lesser
‘other self’ is a deceitful tyrant looking only for the Opportunity to overthrow a harmonious peace and to
feed the special interests of his Dudley and Cecil clients. Less is the lesser stooge —a Leicester stooge—
under controlling ministers of the Elizabeth’s Privy Council.

Protagonist and Antagonist
(OED) protagonist / The chief character in a dramatic work. Hence, in extended use: the leading
character, or one of the main characters, in any narrative work, as a poem, novel, film, etc.
2a The main figure, or prominent figure, in any situation; a prominent supporter or champion of a cause.
(OED) antagonist 5b The main character opposing the protagonist in a drama or other narrative.

A characteristic of all ‘Shakespeare’ is the appearance of a protagonist and antagonist who
represent the same individual, ego and alter ego. As covered elsewhere in this essay, both characters
describe facets of the writer; within this scheme we find one character being fundamentally opposed to
the other. The mystery of lago’s “motive-less malignancy” toward Othello (his superior) lies in the dramatic
struggle between the ‘True’ Moor, and the Moor-killer Santiago Matamoros. The “Very” lago (1.1 6)—the
“Vere-y” alter ego of the Moor... the “honest” and “true” lago—turns out to be utterly false. The name Vere
is repudiated if we are attuned to ‘Shakespeare’:

IAGO Othello 1.3 378-82
378 I hate the Moor:
And it is thought abroad, that twixt my sheets sheet, (L) scheda: ‘a leaf of paper’
380 He has done my office: I know not if’t be true; office, (L) tabularium: ‘record-office’
But I, for mere suspicion in the kind mere, (E) obsolete “The sea” (L) sus: ‘swine’
382 Will do as if for surety. surety, (L) vas: 2a ‘One who ensures the performance on another’s part.’

» This sweet jest recurs in ‘Shakespeare’. With the Moor and Iago representing protagonist and
antagonist within the writer, they are each guilty of doing each other’s wives. The jest goes further:
that the MOOR (More) writes behind the guise of IAGO (de Vere), who writes under the guise of others.
“Office” as (L) tabularium (‘place of business’) and (L) partes (‘duty, function’) give reinforcement
to the ideas of literary and sexual adultery.

Likewise, the relentless struggle for supremacy between CORIOLANUS and AUFIDIUS —almost
alike as two peas in a pod—yet with opposing loyalties—is the writer’s struggle: de Vere against Tudor.
We would not guess at their brotherly relationship if CORIOLANUS didn’t tell us openly: “[Aufidius] is a Lion
that | am proud to hunt.” Lion is a metonym ‘inviolate’ that’s used to denote Tudor. Do CORIOLANUS and
AUFIDIUS belong to the same pride? In a way, yes; the Citizens of Rome complain of “The leanness that
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afflicts us” (Coriolanus 1.1 18), referring to their impoverished state and to Coriolanus’ (L) exilis: ‘slender,
thin’ condition. “He’s the very dog to the commonalty” (1.7 26). The use of dog probably refers to wordplay
on (L) canus: ‘grey-haired’, but as here modified with very, tells us he is the Vere ‘breed’ of Grey-heired
(L) canis: ‘dog’.

CORIOLANUS has something in common with IAGO in Othello. When first arriving on the scene he
offends the mob; a citizen says wryly (and significantly): “We have ever your good word” (1.1 164);
CORIOLANUS replies: “He that will give good words to thee will flatter / Beneath abhorring” (1.7 165) . We
can distinguish the ego / protagonist from his alter ego /antagonist by certain adjectives, usually derived
from fragments of surnames (by timesis): Vere, Tudor, or Seymour, or by some quality that is associated
with a character’s noble title: Ox/Boar, Lion, or Wolf, respectively. “Beneath abhorring” (above) refers to
the Boar that is an emblem of the de Vere Earls of Oxford. We are always on the lookout for rhetorical
tricks which discover some emblem pinpointing the historical identity of a ‘fictional’ character.

More and Less
As Hamlet takes his dying breath he entreats Horatio to inform the survivors:

... [Fortinbras] has my dying voice. Fortinbras, reference to the Stanleys, Lords Strange (?)
So tell him, with th’ occurrents, more and less,
Which have solicited —the rest is Silence.
» This may be an endorsement of William Stanley, 6th Earl of Derby married to Oxford’s daughter
Elizabeth Vere. The Lords Strange apparently pronounced their name Strahng with a hard g.

More and Less name the ego and alter ego, protagonist and antagonist. This idea is raised in Plato’s
Phaedo (15 : 71) and Aristotle’s Rhetoric (Ch. 7), and is a statement of what is a set and what a subset.
Aristotle says the Less are those elements that exist wholly within a larger set he calls More; the More
contains desirable elements in addition. In the present example, More (ego) is everything of the Less
(alter ego) and More as well. Oxford is prepared to play on this classical idea; he is in fact ‘The Maur’ by
birth but, as you know, diminished in infancy.

The clear contrast of More and Less as metonyms for the writer’s split identity appears rarely in
‘Shakespeare’, but individually, the More or Less are abundant, and More is represented by thousands of

examples. Here are “th’ occurrents, more and less’’ as they may be found in Hamlet:

Ex.1 HAMLET
A little more kin, and less than kind. (/.265)
> i.e. ~More kin of More, less kind of Leice. ~
» The Earldom of Leicester was created in 1564, with many of its estates having been appropriated from
the Earldom of Oxford upon the murder of John de Vere (by R. Dudley); Dudley died without heir in 1588.

Ex.2 CLAUDIUS
And with no less nobility of love ... (.2 110) love: (L) amor: wp a’More

Ex.3 GERTRUDE
More matter with less art. (/.2 95) matter, (L) res, wp (E) mater: ‘mother’
» The writer’s true substance is Maur-ish matter, not ‘Leice' artifice. Shakespeare, through the mask
of Gertrude/Elizabeth R, is laying blame for the conflict at the feet of Polonius/Wm. Cecil, and Claudius/
Leicester.

Ex.4 FIRST PLAYER
On Mars’ armour, forged for proof eterne Mars: metonym Thomas Seymour—“god of war”
With less remorse than Pyrrhus’ bleeding sword
Now falls on Priam. (/1.2 430-2)

Ex.5 HAMLET
The less they deserve, the more merit is in your bounty. (/.2 471)
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Ex.6 CLAUDIUS

A very ribband in the cap of youth— very: denotes belonging to Vere/Oxford
Yet needful too; for youth no less becomes needful too: ‘lacking Tu’

The light and careless livery that it wears ... (V.7 75-7) wears: wp Veres; Latin V pron. as W.

Ex.7 HAMLET
Without debatement further, more or less
He should the bearers put to sudden death
No shriving time allow’d. (V.2 45-7) shrive, v.erym. ‘to allot, assign’; ‘impose a penance’

Ex.8 HAMLET
So tell him, with th’ occurrents more and less ... (V.2340)

The most useful tool for confirming this rhetorical device is the Open Source Shakespeare
Concordance. Nowhere are the relationships between words more easily discovered than on that website
published by Eric Johnson and George Mason University. | discovered the ‘Open Source’ only recently
(2015); knowing of it earlier would have made the development of the Ox-Seymour-an hypothesis much
easier.

All and Most
almost, (L) fere; all, (Fr) tout; most, (L) summum
All: Each and every example included; the entirety of a quantity; i.e. St.Maur.
Most: A greater part of the whole, less some unspecified quantity; i.e. Oxford.

Much and More
Much: an uncountable but generous quantity; i.e. Oxford.
More: a countable and comparative quantity; i.e. St.Maur.

Master and Mistress
As found in the Sonnets, the twin identities of Tudor / Seymour — Dur and Mollis — appear
repeatedly as the masculine and feminine, stone and water, within himself.

Sun and Moon
Astraea: ‘goddess of Justice..left the earth in the Iron Age, and was placed among the stars [as] Virgo’
Diana: ‘identified with (Gr) Artemis..sister of Apollo; the virgin goddess of the Moon and hunting’

Moon was a general metonym for Queen Elizabeth |, and performs as a touchstone by which the
reader discovers references to the Queen. In the writer’s scheme, and in State symbolism, Elizabeth was
represented as Diana, the chaste goddess of the Moon, or as Astraea: ‘the Star Maiden’. The Sun / Son is
an Apollo-like figure who’s light outshines even bright ‘Diana’:

ROMEO Romeo and Juliet 1.2 2-6

2 But soft, what light through yonder window breaks?
It is the East, and Juliet is the Sun,

4 Arise fair Sun and kill the envious Moon,
Who is already sick and pale with grief,

6 That thou her Maid art far more fair than she:

JULIET represents St. Maur, the (L) mollis ayre: ‘soft heir’, clearly because she ranks behind the agnate,
or male heir; though she is sole heir, her position is legally less heritable. Her surname Capulet, plays on
(Italian) capello: *hair’/heir; “Juliet is the Son”, and as noted elsewhere in this essay, she weds ROMEO in
an effort to unite in one flesh the writer’s two identities. The differences in family allegiances— Tudor-
Seymour and de Vere, Capulet and Montague, and in a sense, Protestant and Catholic—lead to
annihilation of one or both.
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The Moon is a metonym for England’s Queen because of the powerful influence of the Moon upon
Sea-More — Sea + (Welsh) mér: ‘sea’, and in this instance, the Son. This theme figures most
prominently in A Midsummer Nights Dream, but is important to the The Taming of the Shrew, Sonnets,
The Tempest, Henry V, King Lear, Troilus and Cressida, and Timon. (See: Elizabeth | as a second Virgin Mary,
Peter McClure and Robin Headlam Wells, Renaissance Studies Vol.4, No.1; 1990.)

Night and Day Leicester-Burghley and Ox-Sea (O/S)

‘Shakespeare’ rails against hateful Night with ferocity. As may be expected from other examples
of vehement condemnation, he is himself at least partly the object of attack. There is a facet of the writer’s
identity—Edward de Vere—that serves the purposes of a de facto Regency comprising Grey-Dudley
descendants of the Mary Tudor-Brandon (Suffolk) line of the royal family. The William Cecil family, in the
beginning only servants to Dudley overlords, rose quickly to a position of near parity with them, and
clearly left the queen unable to reconcile their divergent interests. If Dudley was dearer, more valiant, and
more reckless, Cecil was clever and patient — hence the so-called War and Peace Parties contending for
dominance during Elizabeth’s reign (Chamberlin, Frederick; Elizabeth and Leycester, 1939). The pull from
these powerful factions, often opposing each other, left Elizabeth the reputation for “answers answerless”.

The most important facet of our writer’s identity, and one he repeats in each play, is that he must
be acknowledged as the queen’s natural son if he is to be true to his mother, true to himself, and true to
the people of England. As such, he characterizes his true self as Apollo / Sun, allied with Dies / Day and
Aether/ Light, as a contrast to the qualities of a false self in Erebus-Nyx / Darkness-Night of Classical
Myth. The reader will find this dichotomy an extension of the previously mentioned ‘More and Less’, ‘ego
and alter ego’ of the writer (O/S):

The Rape of Lucrece 771-77:
771 “O hateful, vaporous, and foggy night,

~ “O hateful [transient wp (L) invisus: in: ‘without, not’ + visus: ‘seeing, sight’], vaporous [(L) nebulosus:
‘cloudy’, wp by the agency of Dudley (see 1.777); (L) erroris: ‘in error, mistaken’], and foggy [(L) caliginosus:
‘misty’; ‘darkness’, transf. ‘mental darkness, dullness’] night [(L) nox: transf. ‘sleep’, ‘the darkness of a storm’,
‘blindness’; alt. (L) tenebrae: ‘darkness’, ‘the darkness of death’]
~ O un-seeing, cludly, obscuring darkness, ~

772 Since thou art guilty of my cureless crime,
~ Since thou [wp (L) tu] art [anagram, wp tar, hence ‘tu-tar’] guilty [wp (L) sons] of my cureless [wp (L)
sanare: ‘cure’ + less, wp Leices(ter)] crime [(L) maleficium: ‘wrongdoing’; wp (E) male-fiction, man-forming?], ~
~ Since Tudor son of my incurable male-fiction, ~

773 Muster thy mists to meet the Eastern light,
~ Muster [(L) monstrare: ‘To show, display, demonstrate’] thy mists [(L) nebula: ‘fog, cloud’; wp (L)
nebulo: ‘a good-for-nothing fellow’] to meet [(L) se opponere: ‘to oppose’, ‘to confront’; alt. (L) convolare: ‘to
meet (in haste)’] the Eastern [(L) orientis] light [(L) lumen, lux; the Eastern light is the morning Sun.], ~
~ Reveal thy clouds to oppose the morning Son, ~

774 Make war against proportioned course of time;
~ Make war [(L) bellum gerere: ‘to conduct war’] against proportioned [wp (L) pro: ‘towards’ + (L)
portio, porto: ‘door’, d’Or; hence ‘pro-Tudor’] course [wp (L) tenor: ‘duration’] of time [metonym historic
nickname for William Cecil.]; ~
~ Conduct War against pro-Tud’or duration of time; ~

775 Or if thou wilt permit the Sun to climb
~ Or [timesis Ore] if thou [timesis Tu] wilt [wp will, (L) mos, moris] permit [(L) concedere: ‘allow’] the
Sun [wp Son] to climb [(L) ascendere, regnum accipere: ‘to ascend the throne’, ‘to take the crown’] ~
~ If Tu-d’Or-More it, allow the Son to ascend ~
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776 His wonted height, yet ere he go to bed
~ His wonted [wp (L) solere: wp sole heir, ‘customary’] height [(L) summus: ‘most important’], yet
[(L) nihilominus: ‘nevertheless’] ere [wp heir] he go [(L) meare] to bed [go to bed: (L) cubitum ire] ~
~ His More’s Summit, still lying dormant, ~

777 Knit poisonous clouds about his golden head.

~ Knit [(L) adducere: ‘to draw’ (together), ‘to lead or bring’, see duct, wp duke(d); alt. (L) necto: ‘to
affix, bind, fasten together’] poisonous [wp (L) virus, Vere-us] clouds [cloud, (ME clude: anagram dudley, Dudley]
about [(L) super, supra) his golden [(L) aureus, (Fr) D’or, timesis (Tu)-d’or] head [(L) caput: ‘leader’, (L)
princeps]. ~

~ Bind Vere-ous Dudley round his Princely Or. ~

Once More: The Rape of Lucrece 771-77
~ O un-seeing, cloudy, dull darkness,

772 Since Tudor son of my incurable male-fiction, ~
Reveal thy Clouds to oppose the morning Son,

774 Conduct War against pro-Tu-d’or duration of time;
If Tu-d’Or-More it, allow the Son to ascend

776 His More’s Summit, still lying dormant,

Bind Vere-ous Dudley round his Princely Or. ~

At first glance, relevant themes may be missed amidst the more extroverted rhetorical devices.
The character POLONIUS, at Hamlet 1.2 86-92, tells us something about the circumlocutions and thought
processes of the writer’s father-in-law, William Cecil. His “expostulation”: ‘his claim or proposal’, does not
follow rationally from beginning to end unless Day, Night, and Time have antithetical qualities “what
majesty should be, what duty is”. In fact, they do, if each represents by metonym the proper day/de:
‘origin’, night: the obscurity of ministerial regency, and time: the patient wearing-away of all things by
enforced stillness or resignation. We ask: what hold do certain ministers have on the Crown?

Hence, while we’re impressed by this display of macrologia, what Puttenham calls ‘long language
(The Art of English Poesy, George Puttenham, 1590), the critical thesis-antithesis of Night and Day within the
writer and his lead characters is tied to its chief engineer—Cecil / POLONIUS as Time:

POLONIUS Hamlet 11.2 86-92
86 My Liege, and Madam, to expostulate
What Majesty should be, what Duty is, majesty, (L) amplitudo  duty, (L) debeo: wp de Vere

88 Why day is day; night, night; and time is time,
Were nothing but to waste Night, Day, and Time

90 Therefore, since Brevity is the Soul of Wit, soul, (L) animus  wit, (L) musa, wp mus, muris
And tediousness the limbs and outward flourishes,
92 I will be brief. Your Noble Son is mad. brief, (L) brevia: trop. ‘low’, ‘shallow’  mad, (L) morio

» Is this a commentary, an inside joke, about Cecil’s concern with concrete questions, and avoiding
philosophical speculations on the meaning of life? ... see Alford, Stephen. Burghley,

Death and Life — Mort & Vie

The Heart of the Oxford’s (O/S) Matter is what the Greeks called Telos: ‘End, purpose, ultimate
object or aim’; and is closely tied to the tenets of Existential Philosophy. When we establish our true
identity, we discover a range of purposes, and may direct our life to achieve those Ends. What a muddle
when multiple identities give us divergent aims.
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Death, (L) mors, (Fr) Mort, is a point of stasis, rest, stillness. Death may be accepted as a
peaceful end of authentic being; but a false Life, (Fr) Vie—wp Vere—can mean a life of enslavement.

HAMLET Hamlet 111.1 56-64
56 To be, or not to be, that is the Question:
~ To be [timesis (L) sum], or [timesis or] not to be, that is the Question [(L) quaestio: ‘investigation,
subject of inquiry’; (L) res: ‘matter’, wp (L) mater: ‘mother’, wp (L) rex: ‘king, ruler’]: ~
~ Sum-m’or not to be, that is the matter: ~

57 Whether ’tis Nobler in the mind to suffer
~ Whether ’tis Nobler [(L) generosus, wp genero: ‘to bring forth, produce (of mental productions)’] in the
mind [(L) mens: ‘mind, disposition; heart, soul’; wp (E) man: vir] to suffer [(L) perferre: ‘to bear’; linked with
bearing the Bear—Leicester.] ~
~ Whether tis More engendering in the soul to en-Dure ~

58 The Slings and Arrows of outrageous Fortune,
~ The Slings [(L) funda: ‘the sling stone, missile’; (L) saxum: ‘endeavor’, wp en-de Vere] and Arrows [(L)
sagitta: ‘arrow’; ‘an instrument for letting blood, lancet’] of outrageous [wp out, (L) ex: ‘away from, to the outside
of” + regius: ‘royal’] Fortune [(L) Fors: ‘Goddess of Chance’, ‘fate, luck’; alt. wp (E) force.], ~
~ The en-de’Vers and blood-loss of out-Regius Force, ~

59 Or to take Arms against a Sea of troubles,
~ Or [timesis Or, authors name Tud’Or; (L) aut, vel] to [timesis Tu, authors name Tu-dor.] take [(L) sumere:
‘to take’, wp (E) sum: v.I ‘to reckon or count up’] Arms [(L) arma, armorum: n.5 ‘Heraldic charges or devices..on an
escutcheon’; (L) arma sumere: ‘to take arms’] against [(L) adversus] a Sea [timesis Seymour, authors name.] of
troubles [(L) molestia, wp moles: tropic. I A ‘Greatness, power’, (Welsh) mawr; ; alt. 1.B 3 ‘A mass..of waves’], ~
~ Or to Sum charges adverse a Sea of Mores, ~

60 And by opposing end them: to die, to sleep
~ And by opposing [(L) per adversari] end [(L) finire, terminare] them: to die [(L) mori; emori: ‘to die
out’], to sleep [(L) dormire, somnare; dura quietis: ‘the sleep of death’] ~
~ And by adversary end them: to More, tu-Dor[m] ~

61 No more; and by a sleep, to say we end
~ No more [wp — Without More, without the writer’s true name.]; and by a sleep [(L) somno], to say [(L)
for] we end [(L) finire, terminare; wp caput: ‘head’, ‘extremity’, relates to “consummation” in 1.63.] ~
~ No More; and by a Somnolence, to Sey we head ~

62 The Heart-ache, and the thousand Natural shocks
~ The Heart-ache [(L) dolor, wp Tudor], and the thousand [(L) mille, sescenti: ‘lit. 600; an immense
number’, ‘boundless’; wp? (E) without bound,: (L) saltus: ‘to spring’, hence ‘Ver-less’ | Natural [(L) naturalis: ‘by

birth, (from) the father’] shocks [(E) attainder, (L) attingere: ‘to touch, strike, attack’, ‘accuse, convict, condemn’] ~
~ The Dol’Or, and the Ver-less attainder of the father ~

63 That flesh is heir to? *Tis a consummation
~ That flesh [(L) caro: ‘flesh’, wp (L) caro: ‘dearly’, (ME) deor, de’Or, hence Tu-d’or] is heir to? *Tis [] a
consummation [(L) consummatio: ‘a reckoning together’; 2a ‘To bring to completion, to finish, carry out’] ~
~ That De’Or is heir Tu? °Tis a con-Summation ~

64 Devoutly to be wished.
~ Devoutly [(L) pie, sancte: ‘religiously’, ‘saintly’] to be [wp (L) sum, modified in a ‘saintly manner.]
wished [(L) velle, wp vel: ‘or’]. ~
~ Saintly St.-mor. ~
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HAMLET (continued) Hamlet I1l.1 70-7
70 There’s the respect
~ There’s the respect [(L) reverentia: ‘fear, awe, reverence’, wp re-Ver-ence] ~
~ T’ heir is the re-Ver-ence ~

71 That makes Calamity of so long life:
~ That makes [(L) facere: ‘to make, to do’] Calamity [(L) clades: ‘destruction, defeat’; wp (Gr) xAddog:
(E) clade: ‘branch’, n.2 ‘A group of organisms that have evolved from a common ancestor’] of so [timesis St., So,
first syllable Seymour.] long [(E) adj.l ‘a great in extent in duration’ = (E) more: adj., n.3 ‘Greater in duration’;
(Welsh) mawr] life [(L) vivere]: ~
~ That makes common branch of St. Maur-Vere: ~

72 For who would bear the Whips and Scorns of time,

~ For who would bear [(L) perferre, durare: ‘endure, tolerate’] the Whips [(L) verber: ‘a lash, whip’, wp
Vere-Bear, the imposition of Vere identity by Leicester; alt. (L) lorum, lororum: ‘whip(s), lash’, wp two-d’or.] and
Scorns [(L) contemptus: wp (con)temptus/tempus] of time [meronym William Cecil, “all devouring Time”, from (L)

sessilis: ‘belonging to sitting’, ‘sedentary, immobile’], ~
~ For who would en-dure the Vere-Bear and Contempts of Cecil, ~

73 The Oppressors wrong, the poor mans contumely,
~ The Oppressors [(L) tyrannus: ‘a cruel or severe ruler, a despot’] wrong [(L) iniuria: ‘injury’, nefas:
‘wickedness’], the poor [(L) egens, egenus: ‘destitute, void’, ‘indigent, needy’; wp e, -prefix: ‘without’ + genus:
‘birth, descent, origin’, hence ~ without origin ~.] mans [(L) virilis: I 2c¢ ‘belonging to a person’] contumely [(L)
contumelia: ‘Insolent reproach or abuse’], ~
~ The Tyrants injury, the bastard’s abuse, ~
» Oppressor may refer to the Dudley/Cecil overlords, or may be an ambiguous slight of the Queen.

74 The pangs of dispriz’d Love, the Lawes delay,
~ The pangs [(L) dolor] of dispriz’d [(E) disprized, dispraise: /a ‘To depreciate, undervalue’] Love [(L)
amor], the Law’s [(L) regula: ‘rule, example’; wp (L) regulus: ‘A king’s son, a prince’] delay [(L) mora], ~
~ The dolor of depreciated A’Mor, the Prince’s Mora, ~

75 The insolence of Office, and the Spurns
~ The insolence [(L) insolentia: ‘unusualness, strangeness’, ‘want of moderation, arrogance’; wp insolo:
‘exposure to the sun’ (son).] of Office [(L) munus: ‘a service, employment, duty], and the Spurns [(L) repudiatio:
‘refusal to accept, rejection’] ~
~ The strangeness of Service, and the rejection ~

76 That patient merit of the unworthy takes,
~ The patient [(L) tolerans: ‘of what is endured’] merit [(L) meritus: ‘worthy, deserving’] of the
unworthy [(L) indignus] takes [(L) sumere], ~
~ That enduring worth of the unworthy takes, ~

77 When he himself might his Quietus make
~ When he himself [(L) ipse: ‘very, just, precisely, self, in person’; Shakespeare’s first word! “Even as the
Son”.] might [(L) possum: ‘to be able’] his Quietus [(L) Part. quies: ‘repose, cessation’, (L) sessio, sessilis, wp
Cecilis, ~ forcing Cecil into a state of repose.] make [(L) facere, (It) fare: ‘to do’] ~
~ When he himself might his Cecilis do ~
» The writer very ambiguously notes he may end his troubles by either killing himself, or killing Cecil.

78 With a bare Bodkin? Who would these fardels bear,
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~ With a bare [(L) merus: ‘mere’, wp Bear, referring to the arms of John Dudley: ‘Bear & Ragged Staff’.]
Bodkin [/ ‘A short pointed weapon; a dagger, stiletto’]? Who would these fardels [(L) onus; 2b A burden or load
of sin or sorrow’] bear [], ~
~ With a Bear dagger? Who would these burdens bear, ~
» Again ambiguous: the Author (Mere) may make Cecil sessile, or incite ‘The Bear’ to do it.

79 To grunt and sweat under a weary life, ...
~ To grunt [(L) grunnio: ‘a grunting of swine’] and sweat [(L) sudare, sudor: Trop. ‘toil, severe labor’]
under [(L) sub: ‘under, in rank or merit’] a weary [wp Vere-y; V pronounced as W in Latin.] life [(L) vita: II.B ‘A
life, a way or mode of life’, ‘an existence’], ~
~ To grunt and sweat under a Vere-y existence, ~
» “To grunt and sweat” refers to the Boar, emblem of the Earldom of Oxford, and the killer of Adonis.

Once More: Death

HAMLET Hamlet 111.1 56-64

56 ~ Sum-m’or not to be? that is the matter:
Whether ’tis More engendering in the soul to en-Dure

58 The en-de’Vers and blood-loss of out-Regius Force,
Or to Sum charges adverse a Sea of Mores,

60 And by ad-versary end them: to More, tu-Dor[m]
No More; and by a Somnolence, to Sey we head

62 The Do-UOr, and the Ver-less attainder of the father
That D’Or is heir Tu? ’Tis a con-Summation

64 Saintly St.-mor.
Life

70 T’heir is the re-Ver-ence
That makes common branch of St. Maur-Vere:

72 For who would en-dure the Vere-Bear and Contempts of Cecil,
The Tyrants injury, the bastard’s abuse,

74 The dolor of depreciated A’Mor, the Prince’s Mora,
The strangeness of Service, and the rejection

76 That enduring worth of the unworthy takes,
When he himself might his Cecilis do

78 With a Bear dagger? Who would these burdens bear,

To grunt and sweat under a Vere-y existence ... ~

Love and Hate — A’mor & O’di-um / In-vid-eo

Antithetical Love and Hate are quibbled in the following passage from Romeo and Juliet. Here,
“much to-do with hate” (1.174) refers to the uproar and argument associated with the origin of ‘O’[xford]'s
identity; yet there’s even more fuss with ‘amor’—a Maur. As always, the problem is an existential one.
Our writer is ‘some person O’ of nothing first created, and by this fact, that person “is not what it is”:

ROMEO Romeo and Juliet 1.1 174-81
174 Here’s much to do with hate, but more with love. to do, timesis Tudo[r]
Why then, O brawling love, O loving hate, 0, timesis O[xford] brawl, (L) rixare hate, (L) odi

176 O anything, of nothing first create!  anything, (L) aliquid: ‘some person’, wp (L) liquida moles: ‘the sea’
O heavy lightness, serious vanity,

178 Misshapen chaos of well-seeming forms, well-seeming: seem + (L) vel (pron. well), hence seem-or.
Feather of lead, bright smoke, cold fire, sick health,
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180  Still waking sleep, that is not what it is!
This love feel I, that feel no love in this. feel, (L) sentire: ‘to feel the force of’

War and Marriage
war: (OED) 1b mransf. and fig., ‘ Applied poetically or rhetorically to any kind of active hostility
or contention between living beings, or of conflict between opposing forces or principles’
marriage: 5¢ ‘An intimate union; a merging or blending of two things’

‘Shakespeare’ uses the word marriage in a figurative sense. What has been marred—what has
been impaired or disfigured—may be repaired by marriage. Hence, war and marriage are antithetical
forces of destruction and creation. Our writer explores language to strike at the very heart of meaning.
His interest goes much deeper than attraction, mutual affection, or contractual matters; a wife, (L) matrita,
must join her husband, (L) maritus, to complete their souls in marriage, (L) mariagium. By this, we
suspect Oxford intends to demean contracted marriages, as that between himself and Anne Cecil.

Of course, ‘Shakespeare’ speaks of his own peculiar circumstance in this; but his beautifully
stated longing for two fleshes and minds to become ‘one’ has spoken to many generations of readers,
and finds high expression in the Sonnets and Comedies. Perhaps nowhere else is the philosophic core of
marriage more precisely and literally interpreted. Any impediment to the unity of man and wife—any
external loyalties or foreign attachments—put a strain on the marriage. An alien identity (i.e. de Vere) is
the writer’s particular hindrance; somehow, by recognizance or acknowledgement, that identity must be
embraced or else ... Most of us are familiar with how close to tragedy Shakespeare’s comedies come.

Likewise War, as (L) Mars, can be a marriageable entity. The pairing of Mars and Venus was
natural to the Romans, and to our More (0/S), marriage naturally calms the contending armies of France
and England (Henry V), and ends ‘merry wars of wit’ (Much Ado About Nothing); it may also remedy the
writer’s seemingly “cureless” loss of ‘good’ name’—if Mars will ‘marry’ Venus and legitimize their son
A’'mor. War and Death is the hopeless conclusion to competing claims—as between HAMLET and
LAERTES, or CORIOLANUS and AUFIDIUS—that are not negotiated peaceably.

Time: Chronos and Hora

In ‘Shakespeare’, Time is an important abstract metonym representing the agency of change
and decay, “all-devouring”, “never-resting”; it is a “bloody tyrant” (Sonnets). Time is ‘Janus-faced’,
showing in one aspect a ruthless governor, and in another, a seemingly benign ministerial servant. We
suggest that TIME represents a historical individual in the life of our writer and in Elizabethan politics.
Based on our survey of the Canon, TIME and POLONIUS are the same, both representing the Queen’s
Treasurer William Cecil (from 1572). Shakespeare rails against Time / Cecil in Lucrece (925 - 1022)
speaking mostly of his capacity to degrade what is good, or to render that ‘good’ inactive — “let the world

slide. Sessa!” (It. cessa: ‘cease’); wp Ceci[l] (see The Taming of the Shrew Ind.1 5).

Time, with characteristics of the god Chronos of Classical Myth, devours his ‘children’ as they are
born—a coincidence with Cecil’s position as Master of the Court of Wards (from 1561). Cecil was licensed
to recover the costs to the Court of managing the Estates of orphaned nobility; and he exercised his
license with a heavy hand. He assumed the position of de facto Regent, and our writer was forced to
entreat William Cecil, and his son Robert, to give handouts:

VENUS Venus and Adonis 11.127-132
“The tender spring upon thy tempting lip tender, (L) mollis, moles, meton. ‘A mass’  spring, (L) ver
Shows thee unripe; yet mayst thou well be tasted: well, (L) vel: ‘or’, wp Tud’or, Seym’our
Make use of time, let not advantage slip; time, (L) tempus, (archaic) tempestas
Beauty within itself should not be wasted. beauty, (L) venustas
Fair flowers that are not gathered in their prime fair, wp (It) fare: ‘to do’

Rot, and consume themselves in little time. rot, wp (L) rota: ‘rotate’ — (L) versare: ‘twist’
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Historical Note:
“Burghley was immensely powerful and very rich. For the year 1572 his steward recorded receipts
of £5,653, of which the staggering sum of £2,674 was spent on building work at Theobalds [his residence
in Hertfordshire]. The poorest Lord in England (Cecil) possessed riches few could even dream of.”
(Burghley, William Cecil at the Court of Elizabeth I, p.198, Stephen Alford, 2008)
» When we realize the most powerful noblemen in England, the Duke of Norfolk and the Earl of Oxford, earned
less than £3,000 per annum from their vast estates, we understand the strength of Cecil’s hold on the frugal Queen.
It should be considered: the Queen'’s often-mentioned miserliness was under the gaze of Cecil, as he funneled large
amounts from the State Treasury into his private accounts.

As described in The Rape of Lucrece, Time is the agency of destructive aging. The writer, under Cecil’s
influence, is rendered sessile or still by “Misshapen Time”:

The Rape of Lucrece 925-31

“Misshapen Time, copesmate of ugly Night copesmate: 3a ‘an accomplice in cheating’
926 Swift subtle post, carrier of grl_sly care, grisly, (L) teter: ‘horrid, shameful’, wp Tudor

Eater of youth, false slave to false delight, false, wp (L) falsus  slave, (L) verna: ‘house slave’
928 Base watch of woes, sin’s packhorse, virtue’s snare; packhorse: metonym Wm. Cecil

Thou nursest all, and murder’st all that are. all: (L) totus: wp Tudors  are: wp R[egius]
930 O hear me then, injurious shifting time;

Be guilty of my death, since of my crime.
» Night: metonym The ‘colorless’ political forces of Puritanism: John and Robert Dudley.
Opportunity: meronym Weakness of Monarchy caused by Elizabeth Tudor’s affair with Thomas Seymour;
or, Elizabeth Tudor’s failure to admit to her marriage with Seymour after Katherine Parr’s death.
Time: metonym William and Robert Cecil.
» The writer confirms the guilt of the Cecils in ‘creating’ a crime for which the monarchy is punished.

As always, ‘Shakespeare’ records his existential struggle.

The Rape of Lucrece describes the rape of Princess Elizabeth (and England) by Night,
Opportunity, and Time. While it would be tempting to assume TARQUIN represents Sir Thomas Seymour
(the writer’s father), COLLATINUS may represent Seymour; that is, there are several hints in the Canon
that point to a private marriage between Sir Thomas and Elizabeth, perhaps following the death of
Seymour’s wife, Katherine Parr. Here is an example from Hamlet:

HAMLET Hamlet 11l.1 147-9
I say we will have no more marriage. Those that more marriage: ‘marriage of Mores’
are married already —all but one—shall live. The rest
shall keep as they are. To a nunnery, go. nunnery, (L) monacha, wp (E) monarchy

This is political allegory. The non-sequitur outbursts of PRINCE HAMLET are included because they further
the autobiographical underpinnings of the play. ‘Shakespeare’ flings taunts at his mother’s conscience.
Seizing on such unsanctioned maneuvers as GERTRUDE’s hasty marriage, the agencies of Night and
Time—i.e. Edward Seymour and William Cecil—become rapists of England’s Treasury; and the Queen is
indirectly complicit by ‘jumping in bed’ with the conspirators.

Time, with Night and Opportunity are intermediaries in The Rape of Lucrece. TARQUIN, Prince of
Rome, may hold the dark impulse to rape, but the hour and the occasion (Opportunity) must converge.
These accomplices work together against the ‘good’ (L) mers, and fated (Moira). According to the general
scheme in classical myth, intercession by Zeus might restore hope for LUCRECE (and by extension her
progeny—the writer), but ‘Shakespeare’ writes as if LUCRECE / Elizabeth has chosen ‘suicide’ for the
House of Tudor; usurpers will be allowed to take the Queen’s ‘portion’: her right to name a successor.

The antithetical ideas of Chronos (mostly destructive aging), and of Hora (the well-regulated
progress of Seasons), are just as we find in Classical Mythology. Time is figured as the Summer Season
—(the Sommer, Seymour Sea’s-Son) when the writer is guided by his native and proper soul. Conversely,
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it will appear as Winter when he acts as E.Vere (Fr. hyver) and under the ‘counterfeit’ influence of his
powerful father-in-law, William Cecil.

For example, RICHARD, DUKE OF GLOUCESTER, later RICHARD lIl (Richard Ill), notes his unlikely
accession to the throne from the ‘Winter of our Dis-Content’—i.e. the simulated (Fr) Hyver, or E.Ver—
usurping the royal ‘ore’ of ‘Glorious Summer’. Richard puns on our and ore: n.7 ‘Grace, favour, mercy’,
thus playing on Sey-mour. The nickname Time (given to Cecil), indicating covetous Chronos, may refer to
Cecil’s spider-like patience and is used in negative contexts throughout Shakespeare’s Canon. Some
historians say Cecil’s fondness for clocks is the source of the epithet. (Asquith, Clare. Shadow Play, p.299.
2005; also, docent at Burghley House, Stamford, UK). The Horae of our writer derive, | suspect, from the
Tud’or-Seymour name, and from his birth by ‘Venus’ (Elizabeth R). Lovers of mythology will detect the
classical god Vertumnas—Ilike Proteus, a shape-shifting god—in Shakespeare’s personification of the
Seasons.

The respective positions of Night—Opportunity —Time in Lucrece may be taken as an indication
of their importance. These are the usurping conditions in the Roman State ... and of the English State.
Though Time is listed last, Cecil and his son Robert were the most immediate to Oxford during his
‘Shakespeare’ period, since Robert Dudley died in 1588. His successor, Robert Devereaux, made an ill-
conceived bid to restore the Grey-Dudley hold on the Monarchy, and failed.

Historical Note: Again, we sense allegory in The Rape of Lucrece. TARQUIN likely represents Lord Protector Edward
Seymour, brother of Lord Admiral Thomas Seymour. Though the Tudor-Seymour affair may have allowed the Opportunity,
Edward Seymour appointed the time and place for Theft. The Protector’s men accosted John de Vere on August 2, 1548 (two
days after our writer’s birth?), and evidently coerced marriage between the 16th Earl of Oxford and Margery Golding. Fearing the
growing power of Thomas, especially in possession of a royal heir (our writer), Somerset executed his brother, and a few months
later made a desperate move to seize the person of King Edward VI. He left our ‘Shakespeare’ with an uncertain identity.

Chronos and Occasio

(L) Occasio: ‘a favorable moment, opportunity, occasion’

Season is Shakespeare’s metonym for a quality within himself as the ‘Son of the Sea— (Welsh)
Moér’, hence the Sea’s Son. We understand from ‘Shakespeare’: not all Time is usurping or corrupting;
there is ‘a window of opportunity’, an occasion or season, when ‘the time is ripe’ for desired outcomes.
The elements of Time, including Opportunity, are found in The Rape of Lucrece 741-1022.

The rare moment of Opportunity, (L) occasio, in which one’s objective is most easily reached,
may also mean the unfortunate moment of loss for another. In Lucrece, the heroine’s reputation for
chastity places her in a position of having to make a choice: death or dishonor. As allegory, we see
England’s Queen in the same bind—assuming she was coerced in some manner—she would rather deny
her own son and bring an end to the Tudor dynasty, than admit to conspiracy with Thomas Seymour.
Elizabeth’s crime of ambition is the occasion, the Opportunity, for downfall. This Occasio is famously
described in Ecclesiastes 3:

“To every thing there is a season, and a time to every purpose under the heaven.” Bibie KJv

Our writer discusses the idea in Julius Caesar:
BRUTUS Julius Caesar 1V. 3218-25
218 There is a tide in the affairs of men
~ There is a tide [(L) marinus aestus: ‘raging sea’] in the affairs [(L) res: ‘matter, affairs’; (E) race: fig. 4a
‘A persons progress through life, or some part of it’] of men [(L) homines] ~
~ There is a raging sea in the race of men ~

Which, taken at the flood, leads on to fortune;
219a  ~ Which [(L) uter], taken [(L) sumere] at the flood [(L) aestus accessus: ‘approaching tide, rising tide’; wp
aestas accessus: Summer’s approach], leads [(L) ferre] on to fortune [(L) fors]; ~
219b  ~ Which, taken at the flood [(L) aestus accessus: ‘flood tide’, tide approach; wp aestas accessus:
Summer’s accession.], leads [(L) praeire: ‘precede’, ‘command’] on to fortune [(L) fors: ‘luck’; (L) fortuna: ‘high
position’, ‘good fortune’]; ~
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~ Which, taken at Sommer’s Accession, commands good fortune; ~

220 Omitted, all the voyage of their life
~ Omitted [(L) omittere], all [(L) totus, wp Tudors] the voyage [(L) navigatio, cursus] of their [wp t’heir]
life [(L) vivere] ~
~ Omitted, the Tudor course of t’heir life ~

Is bound in shallows and in miseries.
~Is bound [(L) obligare: ‘to put under legal or religious obligation’, (L) vincire: ‘to be in bonds, fetter’] in
shallows [(L) levis: transf. ‘light, trifling, unimportant’] and in miseries [(L) maeror: ‘mourning, grief’]. ~
~ Is fettered by insignificance and mourning. ~

222 On such a full sea are we now afloat,
~ On such a full [(L) refertus: ‘crammed, stuffed’, wp (L) re: ‘two’ + fer: ‘dur, iron’ + tus: Tu; from (L)
refercio.] sea [(L) mare] are [wp R(egius): ‘royal’] we now [(L) iam: ‘now, already’] afloat [(L) navigare, innare: wp
(L) in: ‘without’ + are: ‘R’(egina)], ~
~ On such a Tu-dur Maur we R(egius) already without R(egius), ~

And we must take the current when it serves,
~ And we must take [(L) capere: ‘seize, take’] the current [(L) fluminus: ‘flow, stream’, ‘a river’, wp (E)
river: n.2 ‘One who splits or tears something’] when it serves [(L) servire: ‘to be a servant or slave’], ~
~ And we must seize the river when it slaves, ~

224 Or lose our ventures.
~ Or [timesis Or, the second syllable of Tud’or.] lose [(L) orbare: ‘to bereave, to deprive of’; wp on (L)
orbis: Two-d’or, Orb + R(egius)] our [rimesis Our, second syllable of Seymour.] ventures [(L) audere: ‘to dare’; (L)
audire: ‘to hear’, wp ‘to heir’]. ~
~ Or dispossess our To-dar heir. ~

Once More, built on Latin, the most enduring foundation the writer could find:

BRUTUS Julius Caesar V. 3 218-25
218 ~ There is a Re-ging Sea in the race of men
Which, taken at Summer’s Accession, commands good fortune;
220 Omitted, the Tudor course of t’heir life
Is fettered by insignificance and mourning.
222 On such a Tudur-Maur, we R(egius) already without R(egius),
And we must seize the river when it slaves,
224 Or dispossess our To-dar heir.

The memorial quality of ‘Shakespeare’ is captured here in word wit. The writer, as BRUTUS, perceives a
prime season in life when opportunities (L. occasio) are laid out before us. Such a high tide, (L) aestus
accessus, with transitive wordplay on aestas accessio: ‘Summer’s approach’, is when our chance of
success is greatest for what he aptly described as ‘our ventures’, (L) audacia: to dare’ : Tu-dur. Several
words are well chosen reinforcements (rhetorical emphasis) for their purpose: tide, flood, voyage (of life),
shallows, full sea, afloat, current — Sea : (Welsh) Médr : Sea-More. Again, the materials of composition are
within the writer’s name: Tudor-Seymour. Together they capture the Anglesey, Monmouthshire, Somerset
earth of which he’s made; hence, ‘Shakespeare’ delivers both the experience of the individual, and that
which is common to all men. Despite the double purpose, there are no compromises in the writer’s art;
no matter how many times we hear these words, we experience a sort of thrill. This is perfect rhetoric.
Does a memorial layer diminish the philosophic expression in the slightest? Obviously not.

The Occasion for a desired outcome is not always beneficial to each party. An Opportunity for
one’s profit may come at expense to another; the moment of greatest opportunity is morally relative if one
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must lose for another’s gain. This is the situation in which the Sea’s Son (0/S) finds himself as the hapless
child of other’s crimes. The treasonable union in rape of Sir Thomas Seymour and Elizabeth Tudor, was
not opportune for them nor for their son, yet created the occasio for the Cecil family. The power they
assumed over the Crown was used by the Cecils and Dudleys to accumulate personal wealth, yet to the
general populace it meant political and religious oppression. This is that to which ‘Shakespeare’ refers in
The Rape of Lucrece 876-78 & 883-89 . The lamb (1.877) likely represents both Princess Elizabeth (n.7 2b
‘One who is..innocent”), and Christ (3a ‘The Lamb of God’, see Bible, John 1:29):

876 “O opportunity, thy guilt is great! thy, your: th’or, ore, our; (Welsh) ty: ‘house’
"Tis thou that execut’st the traitor’s treason;
878  Thou sets the wolf where he the lamb may get; wolf, metonym for males of the Seymour family.

. lamb, see text above.
“Thou mak’st the vestal violate her oath’

884  Thou blow’st the fire when temperance is thawed;
Thou smother’st honesty, thou murder’st troth,

886 Thou foul abettor, thou notorious bawd,;
Thou plantest scandal, and displacest laud.

888 Thou ravisher, thou traitor, thou false thief,

Thy honey turns to gall, thy joy to grief. honey : sweet, wp (Fr) suite: ‘those that follow’

Our writer notes the seasons individually—as Winter, Spring, or Summer—often and without
exception, in reference to himself. The Spring is an obvious metonym for the writer’s less identity: (L) ver,
Vere; the Summer is the same for his more identity: [St] Maur : Sommer. Spring represents the bud of
something better to come; Summer is the full-blown rose—life at its fullest and the moment of Occasio.
Winter is the season of his dis-Content, or his identity-less state as a (Nothing) bastard, rendered inactive
by his (Middle French) hyver and the name E.Ver. This likely indicates (L) e: prefix ‘destitute of some
feature’ + ver: ‘Spring’, i.e. ‘without Ver’; this would suggest Winter is devoid of any living element of Vere
or Seymour; and again we note how Shakespeare insists on some clever wordplay to reinforce his
testamentary art.

It's not unreasonable to ascribe metaphoric values to the distinct seasons; but with our writer,
literal definitions suffice. This is true of all rhetorical devices used in Shakespeare.

» See analysis of Richard Il 1.1 1-8 soliloquy at Noema (p.137) for a more detailed example.

Historical Note: Shakespeare tells us much of his story, but there are a few gaps that he may have chosen not to reveal. The
following is our guess as to what happened to the ‘full Sea’ whose ‘flood’ was not taken.

It appears there was a season in Oxford’s early manhood when he was willing to be set on the throne if his mother should die.
Perhaps Lord Burghley would manage the accession if Oxford married his daughter Anne? Oxford would have to truly accept his
role as the great Earl of Oxford for this ‘election’ to be achieved. The imprisonment and execution of Thomas Howard, 4th Duke
of Norfolk, seems to have been the moment of betrayal that killed our writer’s cooperation with his father-in-law. We wonder if
Oxford did not quietly acquiesce to the plan and the death of Norfolk, being temporarily seduced by Burghley. He might then
have repudiated the plan, and himself, for being duped into complicity and stiliness. If elevated to the throne, Oxford (0/S) might
easily be murdered, with the Cecil’'s holding his heirs in Regency.

Here are more antithetical pairings worth examining:
All and Nothing Something and Nothing Better and Worse
Hard and Soft (durand mollis) Rough and Smooth Red and White

Emphasis — Reinforcement — Redundancy
emphasis: 1./ rhetoric “The use of language in such a way as to imply more than is said;
an instance of this; a meaning not inherent in the words used, but conveyed by implication.” (OED)
emphasis: ‘Giving prominence to a quality or trait by conceiving it as constituting the very
substance in which it inheres.”  Rhetorical Figures, Garrett P.J. Epp, Univ. of Alberta: Emphasis.
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reinforce[ment]: ‘To enforce the sense of anything by a word of more than ordinary efficacy.’
(The Art of English Poesy, George Puttenham, 1590)

redundancy: 6b Linguistics ‘The presence of grammatical, phonetic, or other features of a
language that permit comprehension even if some elements are misunderstood or lost; the fact..of
predictability in a language. (OED)

‘Shakespeare’ is more than aware his language is difficult. One of his strategies to reduce
ambiguity is to reinforce indeterminate words with more precise terms nearby. Pay close attention to
words that change apparent context, or repeat the intended meaning in nearly synonymous, though more
specific terms:

Ex.1 The Tempest 1.2 124-30
STEPHANO » meaning of name Stephano: [it. ‘that which surrounds or encompasses’; fig. ‘crown, wreath’
124 Here! Swear then how thou escapedst.

~ Here [wp here / heir]! Swear [(L) (imperative) iure: wp dur, seeks thou to produce Tudur] then how thou
[(L) tu] escapedst [(L) liberatio; alt. (L) partum (of birth) ‘delivery’, ‘to release, set free’, (E) deliverance]. ~
~ Heir! Dure then how Tu delivered. ~
» This is important. It appears to comment on the narrow escape made by the Tudor-Seymour infant
at birth. This is a sort of ‘inside joke’ on the nature of Trinculo’s ‘narrow’ escape, and his very first swim
from sea to shore — Mare to Ora.

TRINCULO » meaning of name Trinculo: (Italian) trincare: ‘to knock back’, chug down wine or beer.
125 Swum ashore, man, like a duck. I can swim like a duck, I'll be sworn.
~ Swum [(L) nato, natare: ‘to swim’, wp (L) natio: ‘being born, birth’] ashore [(L) litoreus: ‘of the shore’,
wp the Taurus; alt. (L) ora: wp Or: ‘gold’], man [(L) vir: ‘man’], like a duck [wp (L) dux].I can swim [(L) nato,
natare: ‘to swim’, wp (L) natio: ‘being born, birth’] like a duck [wp duke], I’ll be sworn [(L) iure: wp Dur’ed]. ~
~ Born Or, Vere, like a Duke. I can bear like a Duke, I’ll be Dure. ~
~ Born the Taurus-Vere, like a Duke. I can bear like a Duke, I'll be Dure. ~
» The often repeated message to Mom is that the writer’s allegiance changes with his identity.
He can be a de Vere Duke with loyalty to Dudley / Cecil, or a [Tu]Dur Duke, loyal to the Queen.

STEPHANO
126 Here, kiss the book. [Gives him drink]
~ Here [wp heir], Kiss [(L) basiare: ‘to kiss’, wp bassiare: ‘to lower’] the book [(L) liber: transf. ‘book’,
wp (L) liber: ‘free, independent’]. ~
~ Heir, lower your liberty. ~
~ Heir, seal your oath. ~ [Gives him drink]

127 Though thou canst swim like a duck, thou art made like a goose.
~ Though thou [wp (L) Tu] canst swim [(L) nato, natare: ‘to swim’, wp (L) natio: ‘a being born, birth’]
like a duck, thou art [anagram Tu-tar, Tudor] made [(L) creare: ‘To be created’, ‘to beget, bear’] like a goose [(L)
anser: fig. ‘imbecile, (L) moria: foolish, ‘a fool’, a ‘More’]. ~
~ Though Tu can be borne like a Duke, Tu-tar created like a More. ~

TRINCULO
128 O Stephano, ha’st any more of this?
~ O [timesis probably invoking O(xford)] Stephano [meaning: ‘Crown’d’], ha’st [wp have’ St.] any [wp
some] more [timesis More, writer’s surname; wp (L) muria: ‘salt liquor, brine’] of this? ~
~O0-Crown’d, ha’ St. More of this? ~
~ O Stephano, ha’ St. Maur of this? ~

The use of more in 1.128 speaks emphatically the name transferred as goose in the previous line.




Shakespeare —Oxford—Tudor-Seymour—0O/S 176

In this fragment, double-entendre develops within the context of political succession. To relieve the reader
of any doubt about the meaning of ‘goose’, TRINCULO interjects non sequitur and redundantly: “ha’st any
more of this?” — Do you see? a goose is a fool, and a ‘more’ is a fool. A duke is a (L) dux, not a duck;
and (L) nato: to swim’ makes excellent wordplay on (L) natio: ‘birth’.

What do we take away from this passage? CALIBAN, TRINCULO, and STEPHANO are facets of the
writer. TRINCULO may act like a clown, and his head may turn / ‘swim’ like a Vere, but he looks like a
More. STEPHANO, who is (according to his name): ‘that which encompasses’, is the cover for what lies
beneath.

Reinforcement is used both to emphasize and add certainty to meaning. The logical sequence of
ideas and action—called rhetorical configuration —serves the same purpose. If action and ideas ‘follow’
each other, they reinforce one another. If statements or questions are interjected that do not logically
follow a discussion, we have a more secretive kind of emphasis called non sequitur (see p.219). Watch for
what appears to be an abrupt change of subject. In a world in which the artist is creator and god, there’s
usually purpose and some clarification involved.

In Cymbeline we are shown the Vere-y character of the monster IACHIMO (James) who has
planted in LEONATUS’ mind a poisonous rumor of IMOGEN’s infidelity:

Ex.2 Cymbeline 1i.2 1-4
PISANIO

How? Of adultery? Wherefore write you not
~How [(L) ut: anagram Tu]? Of adultery [(L) adulterium: la ‘lllicit sexual intercourse’; (L) adulteratio: 1
‘Corrupting, contaminating, or debasing; the practice..of making something poorer in quality’]? Wherefore

[(L) interrog. cur] write [(L) describere] you not ~
~ Tu? Of debasing? Cur! Write you not ~

2 What monsters her accuse? Leonatus,
~ What monsters [(L) morio; (L) monstrum: ‘a wonder’, (MFr) monster: ‘pretender, claimant’; (L)
portentum: ‘predict, presage’; ‘portent’; wp A portent of Porta: ‘door’, d’Or.] her accuse [(L) insimulare: ‘to
charge, accuse, esp. falsely’; wp (E) insimulate: 2 “To feign, simulate’]? Leonatus [(L) leo, leonis: ‘lion’ + natus
(nascor): ‘to be born’; refers to Tudor lineage.], ~
~ What Mores insimulate her? Lion-born, ~
~ What One-d’Ors charge her falsely? Lion-born, ~

O master, what a strange infection
~ O [timesis, metonymy The first letter of Oxford; addressing ‘O’.] master [(L) dominus: wp Do-minus,
suggesting the writer’s lesser identity: To-do minus ?], what a strange [(L) alienus: ‘not belonging to one’]
infection [(L) contagio: ‘touch, contact’; ‘a touching of something unclean, contagion, disease’; alt. con: 4 prefix
‘with, together’ + (L) tagax: ‘thievish, given to pilfering’] ~
~ O[xford] master, what alien disease ~

4 Is fall’n into thy ear! What false Italian ...
~Is fall’n [(L) ruere, ruo: ‘fall down, collapse’, wp ruo’n / ruin] into thy ear [wp heir]! What false
[(L) falsus, wp false + sus: i.e. false swine, false Boar] Italian [(L) Italia: ‘for Vitalia, from vitulus, for the abundance
and excellence of its cattle; (L) vitulus: ‘bull, whence Italia’, see A Latin Dictionary, Lewis and Short; reference to
Oxford as ‘Italian’.] ... ~
~ Is ruin to thy heir! What false Ox ... ~

Once More:
~ Tu? Of debasing? Cur! Write you not
What Mores insimulate her? Lion-born,
O[xford] master, what alien disease
Is ruin to thy heir! What false Ox ... ~
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» Oxford, called ‘the Italian Earl’, accuses his lesser self for crimes of false accusation against his
wife. His love of things Italian prove this an attribution to false Italians — those not truly Italians / cattle—
and not to the Italian people.

Ex.3 Hamlet 1.4 13-16
HORATIO
12 Is it a custom?

~ Is it a custom [(L) mos, moris: ‘way (-wise), manner’]? ~
~Isita More? ~
HAMLET

13 Ay, marry, is’t,
~ Ay [(E) 1 ‘As an affirmative response to a question’], marry [(E) interjection 1 ‘Expressing surprise,
astonishment’] is’t [wp i’st. combined with “marry” forming the writer’s name: St. Maur.]; ~

~ Yes, St. Maur-y, ~

14 But to my mind, though I am native here
~ But to my mind [(L) mens: wp (L) Vir], though I am [(L) sum] native [(L) nativus: ‘natural, not
artificial’] here [wp here / heir] ~
~ But to my Veres, though I am natural heir ~
» Within the writer’s divided identity, St. Maur is natural, de Vere is artificial.

15 And to the manner born, it is a Custom
~ And to the manner [(L) more] born [(L) natus, gnatus; perhaps wp on agnatus: ‘relationship reckoned
through males only’], it is a Custom [(L) mos, moris] ~
~ And to the More agnate, it is a More ~

16 More honored in the breach than the observance.
~ More [(L) plus, amplius: ‘more’] honored [(L) honoratus: ‘esteemed, respected’; (Italian) stimare, wp
St. Maur] in the breach [(L) perfringere: (of walls) ‘to break through’] than the observance [(L) mos, moris:
‘habit’, hence ‘manner, custom’]. ~
~ More respected through the Mure than the More. ~

Once More:
HORATIO Hamlet 1.4 13-16
12 ~Is it a More?
HAMLET
Yes, St. Maur-y,
14 But to my Veres, though I am natural heir
And to the More agnate, it is a More
16 More esteemed through the Mure than the More.
Ex. 4
LAUNCELOT The Merchant of Venice 1.2 33-5
33 O heavens, this is my true begotten Father, who sand, (L) harena, wp heir + ne: ‘not’
34 being more than sand-blind, high gravel blind, blind, (L) caecus: wp ‘unable to Sea’, (Welsh) mor
35 knows me not. I will try confusions with him. confusion, (L) confusio: ‘mingling, combining’

This example clearly demonstrates the relationship between “being more”, suggesting (L) sum +
More / St. Maur, and “sand-blind” alluding to the purblind Amor (Cupid), son of Venus, and thereby
identifying characters in the subplot with the writer.
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‘Shakespeare’ is a virtuoso with language. He has the sort of facility with words that certain
savants have with music, and such a light touch that his scholarship appears an extraordinary virtue, (/t)
virta: ‘moral worth’. It’s a skill acquired by perseverance and sheer determination:

Sonnet 81
13 You still shall live (such yirtue hath my pen) virtue: ‘moral worth’; worth, wp ver-th
14 Where breath most breathes, even in the mouths of men. men: (L) vir

The lesson is clear. Get out your dictionaries and join the party.

Emphasis

Emphasis, or reinforcement, is often used by ‘Shakespeare’ to pinpoint the source of his passion
—his name and blood. The famous set-piece below, spoken by HAMLET, proceeds from the word
“Seems”, but ““ *Tis not alone” — there’s ‘more’. Though he doesn’t use the words, he implies both more
and moor through periphrasis. Beyond his clothes of mourning is something obscure within him. Again,
the writer memorializes his name, a'Mor, “supposed as forfeit to a confined doom.” (Sonnet 107.4):

HAMLET Hamlet 1.2 76-86
76 Seems, madam? Nay, it is. I know not “Seems.”
~ Seems [first part of ‘Seymour’], madam? Nayj, it is. I know [(L) scio; wp on scion] not Seems [timesis
first syllable of ‘Seymour’]. ~
~ Seems, madam? Nay, it is. I heir not “Seyming” ~

77 "Tis not alone my Inky Cloak, good Mother,
~ ’Tis not alone [(L) solum] my Inky [ad].3 ‘as black as ink; extremely black or dark’; wp ‘dark’ or
‘black’; ‘Moorish’] Cloak [r.3a ‘that which covers over and conceals; a pretext, pretence, outward show’], good
[wp ‘goods’, (L) mers, merx; (E) mercery: (L) merceria: ‘commodity seller’] Mother [(L) mater], ~
~ ’Tis not only my Moorish Guise, mercery Mother, ~

78 Nor Customary suits of solemn Black,
~ Nor [wp anaphora nor: ‘..used as a correlative to introduce a subsequent negated word, phrase, or clause’]
Customary [(L) solitas, more; pun on ‘like the sun’, or ‘son’] suits [(L) vestis, wp (L) actio, causa: ‘legal suit’] of
solemn [(L) serius,; wp constellation Serius, the wolf or ‘Dog Star’; referring to Seymour; alz. (L) solum: ‘the lowest
part, base’; ‘sole’, wp soul] Black [(L) pulla vestis: ‘dark-colored or black clothing’, signifying mourning.]. ~
~ N’Or More actions of wolfish Mourning, ~
» Lines 78-81 use anaphora with the repeated ‘nor’ to note the loss of gold, (Fr) Or, in the subject.

79 Nor windy suspiration of forc’d breath,
~ Nor [wp anaphora nor: ‘..used as a correlative to introduce a subsequent negated word, phrase, or clause’]
windy [(L) ventosus: ‘changeable, inconstant’] suspiration [(L) sus: ‘pig’ + (L) spiratio: ‘breath’, ‘spirit, soul’;
relates to the Oxford Boar] of forc’d [v.3a ‘to constrain by force (whether physical or moral); to compel; to
overcome the resistance of ] breath [pun on ‘air’, or ‘heir’], ~
~ N’Or inconstant boar-spirit of compelled soul, ~

80 No, nor the fruitful River in the Eye,
~ No, nor [wp anaphora nor: ..used as a correlative to introduce a subsequent negated word, phrase, or
clause’] the fruitful [(L) frugifer, fertilis: ‘profitable’; wp (L) ferax: ‘fruitful, (L) ferus: ‘wild’, ‘a lion, boar, stag’]
River [wp (L) divellere: ‘to tear asunder’; pun (L) di: ‘In the general sense: twice, double’ + (L) vel: ‘or’, hence Tu-
d’or] in the Eye [refers to the ‘sun’, or ‘son’; i.e. ‘eye of the sun’], ~
~ No, n’or the feral re-Vere in the Son, ~

81 Nor the dejected havior of the Visage,
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~ Nor [wp anaphora nor: ‘..used as a correlative to introduce a subsequent negated word, phrase, or clause’]
the dejected [(L) maeror: ‘sorrow, sadness’, ‘morose’; alt. (L) demissus; ‘lowly’] havior [(OFr) aveir, I ‘a having’,
‘possession’; alr. 2 ‘bearing, behavior, manner’] of the Visage [(L) facies; ‘face’; 8a ‘An assumed appearance..a
pretense or semblance’], ~
~ N’Or the morose bearing of the Face, ~

82 Together with all Forms, Moods, shows of Grief,
~ Together [(L) una; joined, one] with all [(Fr) tout; pun on Tudor] Forms [(L) facies: ‘faces’], Moods
[(L) animus: ‘dispositions’], shows [(L) monstro] of Grief [(L) dolor], ~
~ One with all Forms, Manners, pretenders of Tudor, ~

83 That can denote me truly. These indeed Seem,
~ That can denote [(L) designare; ‘designate’] me truly [(L) vere]. These indeed [(L) vero; facere: ‘to be
serviceable’] Seem [rimesis ‘Seymour’; (L) ferre: ‘act’], ~
~ That can designate me Vere-ily. These do Seym, ~

84 For they are actions that a man might play:
~ For they are [refers to the Royal ‘R’ as signed by Queen Elizabeth I] actions [(L) factum, factio: ‘a
doing’] that a man [(L) vir] might play [(L) agere: ‘act’, ‘bear’]: ~
~ For they R doings that a Vere might act: ~

85 But I have that Within, which passeth show,
~ But I have that Within [wp fimesis (L) introrsum, inner Ore-Sum, Sum-Ore], which passeth [(L)
excedere: ‘to go beyond’, more than.] show [(L) monstro], ~
~ But I have that inner Ore-Sum, which is more than pretending ~

86 These, but the Trappings, and the Suits of woe.
~ These, but the Trappings [(L) ornamentum], and the Suits [pun on ‘legal suit’] of woe [(L) moeror]. ~
~ These, but the Ornaments, and Suits of More. ~

Once More:
76 ~ Seems, madam? Nay, it is. I scion not “Seyming”
’Tis not only my Moorish Guise, mercery Mother,
78 N’Or More actions of wolfish Mourning,
N’Or inconstant swinish-spirit of compelled soul,
80 No, n’or the feral re-Vere in the Son,
N’Or the morose bearing of the Face,
82 One with all Forms, Manners, pretenders of Tudor,
That can designate me Vere-ily. These do Seym,
84 For they R doings that a Vere might act:
But I have that inner Ore-Sum, which is more than pretending,
86 These, but the Ornaments, and Suits of More. ~
And another fine example of reinforcement:
ANTHONY Anthony and Cleopatra 1l.11 1-6
Hark! The Land bids me tread no more upon'’t, land, (It) landa: ‘moor’ mno more, reinforce. Land
2 It is asham’d to bear me. Friends, come hither, bear, (L) ferre, wp fare: ‘to do’
I am so lated in the world, that I lated, / ‘overtaken by night; 2 ‘delayed’, (L) mora world, (L) orbis
4 Have lost my way for ever. I have a m