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Sleuthing an enigmatic
Latin annotation

What is the end of study, let me know?
Why, that to know which else we should
not know.
Things hid and barred, you mean, from
common sense?
Ay, that is study’s godlike recompense.
(Love’s Labour’s Lost, 1.i.55)

nsolved enigmas stimulate the hu-
U man mind; unraveling them accepts
the de Verean challenge seeking “to
know which else we should not know.”
The enigma in this case is a six-word
handwritten Latin annotation stumbled
across in the University of Hawaii’s micro-
filmed copy of the 1590 edition of William
Camden’s Britannia. A photocopy of the
difficult-to-read penned commentwas read
by a consulting Professor of Latin as “Is
Gulielmo Shakespear Rescio plani nostro”
and translated as “Thus | find out that
William Shakespeare is an impostor.™
Could the annotator be the first anti-
Stratfordian, even an Oxfordian, possibly
asearlyasthe 17th Century? Whenwas the
mysterious commentwritten and whowas
the writer? The hunt was on. As Professor
Rudolph Altrocchi has written:

How mistaken those people are who
think the scholar’s life is nothing more
than a monotonous grind! There are ad-
ventures for the literary sleuth as for the
much more frequently exalted private de-
tective, adventures in books as thrilling as
adventures in life. Indeed, what are books
if not records of adventures in life? And
some old volumes have stories, quite apart
fromthose told in the printed page, stories
full of mystery, romance, even crime. These
adventures reveal themselves only to the
booky explorer, the research scholar.?

The facts

The University of Michigan micro-
filmed the six Latin editions (1586, 1587,
1590, 1594, 1600, and 1607) and two En-
glish editions (1610 and 1637) of William
Camden’s Britannia, using books of its
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own as well as ones borrowed from other
libraries, making copies available to all
libraries in the world. For microfilming
the 1590 Third Latin Edition it used acopy
owned by The Huntington Library in San

“The enigmais a
six word handwritten
Latinannotation
stumbled across ... [in a]
1590 edition of William

Camden’s Britannia.”

Marino, California.® The Huntington had
purchased the volume from Clarence
Saunders Brigham in January, 1922.4
Brigham was President of the American
Antiquarian Society and often volunteered
to fill gaps in the Huntington’s book col-
lections on overseas buying trips, a story
detailed in Don Dickinson’s Henry E.
Huntington’s Library of Libraries.

Thus Brigham merely acted as a pur-
chasing intermediary for the copy now at
the Huntington. The bookseller was never
revealed and the provenance of the book
between 1590 and 1922 is impossible to
trace.’ Camden’s brief description of Strat-
ford-on-Avon appears on pages 452 and
453 of the 1590 edition and reads as fol-
lows:®

Plenior hinc Avona defertur primum per
Charlcott nobilis & equestris familiae
Luciorum habitationem, quae a Charlcottis
iam olim ad illos haereditario quasi
transmigravit: & per Stratford emporiol(
nonelegans [sic. Thiswordwas misprinted;
it should have been “inelegans”], guod
duobus fuis alumnis omnem dignitatem
debet loanni de Stratford Archiepiscopo

Cantuariensi qui templu posuit, & Hugoni
Clopton Pretori Londinési, qui A vonae
pontem faxeum quatuordecem fornicibus
subnixum non fine maximis impensis
induxit.

The key lines with relevance to this
paperare underlined. The English transla-
tion of the paragraph (with the same key
lines underlined) is:

From here the River Avon flows down
more strongly first through famous
Charlcott and the house of the knightly
family of Lucies which long ago passed to
them from the Charlcotts as it were by
heredity, and through the not
(un)distinguished little market town of
Stratford, which owes all of its reputation
toitstwo foster sons, John of Stratford, the
Archbishop of Canterbury who built the
church, and Hugh Clopton, the magis-
trate of Londonwho began the stone bridge
over the Avon supported by fourteenarches,
not without very great expense.

Thelast printed line on page 452 reads:

quod duobus fuis alumnis omnem
dignitatem debet loanni
(trans. = ...which owesall of its reputation
to its two foster sons...).

Thereisapenned underline (seefigure
1) beneath theword “alumnis”which means
“alumni” or “foster sons” or, as Philemon
Holland translated it in the English edi-
tions of 1610 and 1637, “there bred and
broughtup.”

At the bottom of page 452, below that
underline, is the intriguing handwritten
commentininkwhich, when photographed
directly from the book, is seen to state in
Latin: “et Gulielmo Shakefpear Rofcio
plane nostro.”

Three key words—et, Roscio, and
plané—are now seen differently from the
original imperfect photocopy of the mi-
crofilm and yield an entirely different
meaning.
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Translation of the annotation’s first
Word: “Et”

The first “word” of the annotation is a
Tirolian note for “et”, the Latin word for
“and.” Itisfancily penned but itsmainand
darkest component is similar to the num-
ber “7” and means the same asour modern
printed symbol “&.” The handwritten
shape of such symbols changed over time
until printing presses tended to standard-
ize their design.

Variousabbreviationsand symbols like
the asterisk (*), which connoted poetic
versesregarded asauthentic, can be traced
as far back as Alexandrian Greece in the
fourth century B.C.8Most of us do not know
shorthand but we all use such shortcut
abbreviations and symbols as “part of En-
glish,” e.g.:

1. Abbreviations: “i.e.” = “that is”, de-

rived from the Latin id est; “e.g.” = “for
example”, derived from the Latin exempli
gratia.

2. Symbols: # % & @

The invention ofacomprehensive sys-
tem of shorthand is credited to Marcus
Tullius Tiro, a former Roman slave who
became a freedman and the secretary of
Cicero (106-43 B.C.). Recognizing Tiro’s
high intellect, Cicero encouraged him to
develop a standard tachygraphic (speed
writing) system which could be used to
record Cicero’sdictation and speechesand
also be taught to professional scribes.®

The system rapidly spread. Many Ro-
mans trained special slaves as shorthand
writers. Students learned shorthand to take
down lectures. Even prominent Romans
learned the system, e.g., Cicero himselfand
Seneca (4 B.C.- 65 A.D.) the philosopher,
statesman and writer of nine tragedies who
amplified and codified the system further.X°

So successful was Tiro’s concept and
system that for centuries shorthand was
known as “notae Tironianae” or “Tironian
notes.” Tiro retired to a farm and, before
dying at the age of 100, played an impor-
tant role in preserving the literary works
and extensive personal correspondence of
his close friend Marcus Tullius Cicero.!!

Translation of the second and third
words: Gulielmo Shakefpear

Gulielmo = William. Shakefspear (=
Shakespeare) has a second “s” in the “sec-
retary” style of writing (vide infra) and
lacks a final “e”.

tranfmigranit: & per Sfratfod emporiolunon
* quod duobus {uis alumnis omnem dignitate
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Courtesy of the Henry E. Huntington Library
Figure 1. The intriguing handwritten annotation—apparently never before noted by any
Shakespeare researcher—that the author found in the UMI microfilm copy of Camden’s
Britannia (1590 edition) while researching entries under “Stratford” in all the available
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editions of Britannia (ranging from 1586 to 1637).

Translation of the annotation’s fourth
word: Rofcio

Thesecond letter is definitely different
from every “e” in the annotation and, de-
spiteitssolid black ink center,isan“0”, not
an “e”. The “f” is an “s” in the secretary
hand. Theword, therefore, isnot Rescio but
Roscio. What is the meaning of Roscio, a
word not in any Latin dictionary?

“Roscio” is rarely encountered nowa-
days, and the author is indebted to an
insightful comment by Roger Stritmatter
from the audience when this material was
first presented at the Seventh Annual Ed-
ward de Vere Studies Conference in Port-
land, Oregon, this past April*? (see article
on page 1).

QuintusRosciusGallus(c.126-62B.C.)
was born a slave at Solonium, south of
Rome. Handsome withan elegant carriage,
he moved to Rome to study acting, fre-
quenting the Roman forum to study the
eloguence and delivery of famous orators
including Quintus Hortensius and Cicero.
He became a master of the acting art, the
finest comic actor of his time, so remark-
ably outstanding that Cicero took lessons
from himand the Emperor Sullapresented
himwithagold ring, symbol of equestrian
rank, aunique distinction for an actor. He
even wrote a treatise comparing acting
and oratory. Heamassed afortune from his
acting.B®

In a time of grandeur for Rome and
some of its famous leaders, Roscius was
deemed so supremely peerless that his
name came to symbolize greatness in the-
atrical artistry and, in later centuries, su-
premacy in any field of artistic endeavor,
i.e., aconsummate artist.!

In 18th century England the term
Roscius or Roscian was still applied to

uniquely great actors, e.g.:

1. James Boswell (1740 - 1795), noted
biographer of Samuel Johnson, wrote, “I
was sitting with the great Roscius of the
age, David Garrick.”

2. In Theatre in the Age of Garrick,
C. Price said: “To the eighteenth century,
Garrick was the outstanding actor of mod-
ern times, and to call him ‘Roscius’ as was
so often done was merely toindicate thatin
one respect at least, England could rival
ancient Rome.”®

In his later years, Garrick had the dubi-
ous distinctions of financing the fabrica-
tion of a new statue of “Shakespeare” in
1768 for the north side niche in Stratford’s
Trinity Parish Church (now claimedas “the
original” by Stratfordians), and in 1769
initiating the Shakespearean Festival in
Stratford-on-Avonwhich continuesto the
present day.

Now back to our Latin annotation. The
annotator uses the dative case of “Roscius,”
i.e.,“Roscio,” inaccord with Camden’s use
of the dative case: “.. Stratford, which owes
all ofitsreputation to its two foster sons—
John of Stratford, the Archbishop of Can-
terbury who built the church, and Hugh
Clopton....”

The unknown annotator isadding “and
toourRoscius...”which,inLatin, requires
the dative case.

Was Edward de Vere aware of the quint-
essential actor, Roscius? Yes, indeed! Our
new friend Rosciusisencountered twicein
de Vere’s plays:

(1)3HenryVI (V.vi.10). Henry Vlisabout
to be murdered by Gloucester and asks
him:

(Continued on page 18)
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Sofliesthe reckless shepherd from the
wolf;

So first the harmless sheep doth yield
hisfleece,

And next his throat unto the butcher’s
knife.

What scene of death hath Roscius now
to act?

(2) Hamlet (I1.ii.392). As a group of theat-
rical players arrives at Elinsore Castle,
Hamlet, feigning madness, mocks
Polonius:

Hamlet (aside): I will prophesy he comes
to tell me of the players. Mark it. You
say right, sir, for o’ Monday morn
ing, 'twas so indeed.

Polonius: My lord, I have news to tell
you.

Hamlet: My lord, I have newsto tell you.
When Roscius was an actor in Rome

Polonius: The actors are come hither,
my lord.

Hamlet: Buzz, buzz.

Translation of the annotation’s fifth
word: plané

Plang is an adverb meaning “certainly,”
as used by the great Roman writer of com-
edies, Plautus, who died in 184 B.C. and was
paid homage to by Edward de Vere, who used
plots from Amphitrua, Aulularia, and
Manaechmi in his own plays. Planeé was
used by Cicerotomean “distinctly,” “clearly”
or “intelligibly”—as in “planissime
explicare,” to explain distinctly or clearly.*

Thefifth letter in “plané” isasecretary
“e” (vide infra), notan “i.” The word is not
“plani,” the Latin subjective genitive case
of “planus” describing the source of an
activity, “Shakespeare’simpostoring” asit
was first translated erroneously.*’

The Latin language used a line over a
vowel suchas “i” or “e” to express longness
inpronunciation. By the middle agesithad
disappeared, being replaced by accent
marks to indicate either long vowels or
stressed syllables,'® as used by our un-
known annotator.

Translation of the sixth word: nostro
Nostro means “our” in Latin.
We can now see that the complete,
correct translation of the annotation is:

And certainly to our Roscius, William
Shakespear.

So what Camden is saying in the 1590
entry under the town of Stratford-on-Avon
isthat the otherwise rather undistinguished
market town owes its reputation to two
eminent local sons, John, who became
Archbishop of Canterbury, and Hugh
Clopton, whobuilt Stratford’s lovely bridge.
The annotator is adding his opinion that
Stratfordalso certainly owes its reputation
to “our” Roscius, William Shakespeare.

Relevant history of
English handwriting

Thesecretarial hand wasan indigenous
English creation—developing from the
small handwriting characteristic of the
reign of Henry V11 (1485-1509). Fancy and
difficult towrite but popular because of its
graceful appearance, the secretary hand
was well established in England by 1525
and became the working hand both of
scribes and businessmen in the 1500s,
lingering into the first half of the 1600s.%°
AsMartin Billingsley said in his 1618 analy-
sisofhandwriting, The Pens Excellence:?°

The secretary . . . is so termed (as |
conceive) because itisthe Secretaries com-
mon hand; and partly because itis the only
usual hand of England, for dispatching of
all manner of businesses.

The italic hand appeared in Italy in
1423 and was officially adopted by the
Vatican’s papal chancery in 1431. It ap-
peared in England in the early 1500s and
rapidly spread. Why? Because of its greater
ease and clarity and because emigrating
Italian writing teachers dominated Euro-
pean and English handwriting and print-
ing styles in the 16th century.?

The italic hand soon became favored
by scholarsat Cambridge, including Roger
Ascham, who tutored the future Queen
Elizabeth I in calligraphy as well as Greek
and Latin from 1548 to 1550, when Eliza-
bethwas 15t0 17 yearsold. Having learned
the secretarial hand first, she was adept at
both scripts, as were Francis Bacon and a
number of Elizabethan nobles.?? Edward
de Vere and his nemesis, William Cecil,
used the italic hand.

Therewasacontinuing battle between
the two handsin England in the late 1500s
and 1600s, written documents and letters
oftenshowinganintermixture butwiththe
italic hand increasingly predominating.?

Ardent Stratfordian Giles Dawson of
the Folger Shakespeare Library summa-
rized the demise of the secretary hand: “By
1650 itwas well on its way towards extinc-
tion, and by 1700 it had vanished not
without a trace, but vanished as a distinct
hand.”2*

Analysis of the annotation’s
handwriting: can it be dated?

Our annotation is a mixture of secre-
tarial and italic hands. The two secretarial
letters are the “e” and the “f =s”.

Theclearly secretarial “e” appears four
times in Gulielmo, Shakespear (twice),
and plane. Each ofthese “e’s” hasahorizon-
tal slash near the top which isformed by a
broad separate stroke of the pen, quite
distinctive from an italic “e,” which is the
sameasour printed “e” today. Theitalic“e”
iswell exemplified in personal letters writ-
ten by Edward de Vere.? The secretary “e”
persisted longer than all other secretarial
letters as the italic script took over.?

The“f” (seefigure 1) asthesixth letter
in “Shakespear” and the third letter in
“Roscio” is a definite secretarial “s” in
form, quite different from the italic “s,”
which looks exactly like our modern
printed “s.” The “f” persisted so long in
mixed scripts that it is given less diagnos-
tic value in dating than the secretarial
“e_”27

The “t” in nostro is flourished but not
clearly secretarial.?

Inthe 1500s the “i” isusually accented
rather than dotted, so the dotted “i” in
Gulielmo and in Roscio favors a date in
the 1600s or later.

Handwriting analysts try to decide the
earliest and latest dates for a piece of
writing. Given the important caveats that
handwriting analysis isan inexact science
and thata sample of sixwords isextremely
small, the author’s experts state that the
overall predominance of the italic hand
(30 out of 35 letters = 86%), mixed with
secretarial “e’s”and “f’s,” suggest that our
annotation was most likely written be-
tween 1620 and 1650.%

Summary and Conclusions

1. The ink annotation found on page
452 of the Huntington Library’s copy of
William Camden’s 1590 Third Edition of
Britannia correctly reads: “et Gulielmo
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Shakespear Roscio plané nostro.”

2. In English this reads: “and certainly
to our Roscius, William Shakespeare.”

3. Handwriting analysis suggests the
annotation waswritten between 1620 and
1650.

4. By hisannotation, the book’s owner
isdeclaring himselfa Stratfordian since he
isattributing Stratford-on-Avon’s reputa-
tion to Shakespeare as well as to its two
foster sons, John, Archbishop of Canter-
bury and Hugh Clopton, the only two
Stratford “alumni” thought worthy of note
by Camden.

5. 0wners of any book except the Bible
in those days were certainly members of
the educated class, especially the owner of
abook in Latin who wrote a Latin annota-
tion. Thisdoes not mean he was a member
of the nobility, since most members of
Edward de Vere’s University Wits were
fluent in Latin and none were nobles, and
since other bright commoners like Ben
Jonson knew Latin. The identity of the
annotator will never be known.

6. Since there is no evidence that
Shaksper of Stratford was a famous actor
and little or no valid evidence that he was
an actor at all, this reference to “Roscius”
raises an interesting question. Just what
did the annotator know about Shaksper of
Stratford? He believes Shaksper is famous
enough to be mentioned as an important
foster son of Stratford, but inwhat capacity?

If the annotator knew the works of
Shakespeare, why not call him “Our honey-
tongued Ovid” or “Our mellifluous
Virgilianwordsmith?” Inthe vast majority
of cases, “Roscius” has been used to refer to
greatactors, including Shakespeare’s two
usages in 3 Henry VI and Hamlet. Calling
Shaksper “Roscius” would seem to indi-
cate that, despite the lack of evidence,
there were some who thought he was an
actor and thatactingwas how he “made it”
in London.

7. The annotation, likely written so
soon after Shaksper of Stratford’sdeath in
1616, does confirm the remarkable early
success of what Oxfordians view as Will-
iam Cecil’s clever but monstrous conniv-
ance: forcing the genius Edward de Vere
into pseudonymity and promoting the il-
literate grain merchant and real estate
speculator, William Shaksper of Stratford,
into hoaxian prominence as the great poet
and playwright, William Shakespeare.

Final comments

In addition to the obvious reminder
that one must always make certain that
research material is copied with uncom-
promised technical accuracy, sleuthing a
crypticsix-word Latinannotationina 1590
book led to edification in the following
scholarly arenas:

1. Paleography, the study of ancient
writing.

2. Thewonderful intricacies of Lingua
L atina, the Latin language.

3. The historical origins and development
of shorthand.

4. Thelifeof Tiroand hishistorically
important association with Cicero.

5. Thelife of Quintus Roscius and use of
the terms “Roscius’ or “Roscian” for
supremely gifted artistsin any field,
especialy actors.

6. Study of Elizabethan handwriting, the
evolution of the secretary hand and its
demise, and the supremacy of theitalic
hand up to the present.

7. The techniques of handwriting analysis

in chronological dating.

All of the these derivatives represent a
rather bountiful harvest from six words
hastily scribbled more than 300 years ago.
Edward de Vere's viewpoint on literary
studyand researchisonceagain confirmed:

Study is like the heaven'’s glorious sun.
Love’s Labour’s Lost (1.i.84)

The author is indebted to Stephen Ta-
bor, Curator of Early Printed Books, Hun-
tington Library, for sage and helpful ad-
vice.
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