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Abstract:

Since his death in 1607, Abraham Fleming has never been completely forgotten about. This
thesis covers all aspects of Fleming’s life. It begins with his time at Cambridge and the
relationships he forged there. It studies his varied and sometimes groundbreaking contributions
to the books associated with him (with a focus on his English texts and translations). It also
covers his ordination into the Church of England and subsequent career as a chaplain to Charles
Howard, earl of Nottingham. It also elucidates his previously unknown life as a curate in the
parish of St Nicholas, Deptford and as a deacon and priest St Pancras, Soper Lane, and finally

his sermons at Paul’s Cross in the grounds of St Paul’s Cathedral.

Fleming’s legacy of at least 52 printed books, which includes original godly protestant treatises,
English translations of Latin and Greek classical works, and books commemorating unusual
occasions, have ensured that his name lived on in bibliographic catalogues. Since the 1950s a

few scholars have considered Fleming’s work on Holinshed’s Chronicles as significant

contributions to the text. However, the subsequent articles that have been written about him

have been narrow in scope and at times unreliable.

Recent studies of Fleming have considered him only as a minor writer, yet this thesis
demonstrates that he was a literary figure of considerable significance. Fleming made an
important contribution to the emerging public sphere, as foregrounded by Jurgen Habermas, that
was lauded by his contemporaries but he has largely slipped from view. Before this doctoral
research little was known about Fleming’s career as a preacher in the Church of England, a
career in which he proved just as diligent as when he was a “learned corrector” of books. The
aim of this thesis has been to throw fresh light on the multi-faceted career of Abraham Fleming

and establish him as a leading figure in late-Sixteenth century political and print culture.



For my mother and father.
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All dates are given in the New Style with the given year beginning on 1 January.
All dates are anno domini unless suffixed with “B. C.”

All spellings and punctuation used in quotations are kept as in the original books and documents
unless clarity of meaning is compromised, in which case punctuation has been altered.

The full titles of Fleming’s works are given at their first mention of the book in the chapter that
deals with that book. Elsewhere in the thesis the titles have been abbreviated. For reference, a
catalogue of all Fleming’s known printed material is provided in Appendix B and each entry
gives the full title and the abbreviated title of the book.

Printed books and journals: where London is the place of publication, London has been omitted
from the references.

DNB refers to Dictionary of National Biography (1885-1900).

ODNB refers to Oxford Dictionary of National Biography (2004).

STC refers to Pollard and Redgrave’s Short-title Catalogue (1986; 1991).

BL is the British Library.

LG is the London Guildhall archive.

LRO is the Lowestoft Records Office.

PRO refers to manuscripts kept at The National Archives.
TNA refers to The National Archives.

Ames is Joseph Ames’s Typographical Antiquities (1749).

AthC is Charles Cooper’s Athenae Cantabrigienses (1858).

BTop is J. Nichols’ (ed.) Bibliotheca Topographica vol. VIII [Antiquities in Leicesteshire]
(1790).

Lowndes is William Lowndes’ The Bibliographer’s Manual of English Literature (1834).

PBR is Thomas Walker’s A Biographical Register of Peterhouse Men and Some of their
Neighbours (1927).

Tanner is Thomas Tanner’s Bibliotheca Britannico-Hibernica (1748).
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Chapter One:

Re-introducing Abraham Fleming (c. 1552 — 1607)

It is surprising that so few historians today are familiar with the author and cleric Abraham
Fleming. In the later sixteenth century his pamphlets, short treatises and a broadside on
popular topical events, as well as his sermons at London’s Paul’s Cross probably made him a
household name, at least in London. Ben Jonson is known to have read Fleming’s English
translation of Virgil’s Bucoliks; he provided materials for the writers Reginald Scot, Raphael
Holinshed, Barnabe Googe and George Whetston, amongst other notable authors. London’s
leading printers, for example Henry Denham, relied on his experience as an editor to rework
their older titles. In later life Fleming corresponded with Archbishop Whitgift, who was
already familiar with his work. He moved on the periphery of Elizabeth I’s court and he
became chaplain to Admiral Lord Howard of Effingham shortly after the Armada was
defeated. Fleming was a licensed preacher, a curate in Deptford and later rector of St
Pancras, Soper Lane, a small parish with links to the wealthy Worshipful Company of

Mercers.

Fleming was well known in his own day as a prolific writer, translator, poet, editor and
indexer. Within two years of his first book being printed, Fleming was listed as a known

author in the 1577 edition of Holinshed's Chronicles.* The antiquary Francis Thynne later

included both Abraham and his brother Samuel in his list of eminent writers. Many of
Fleming’s books ran to second, sometimes third and even fourth editions during his lifetime.
Later editions of his devotional writing were still selling well into the 1620s. Two accounts
of explorer Martin Frobisher’s epic voyages, to which Fleming contributed celebratory
verses, were translated into several languages and sold across Europe.? At least one

antiquary, Francis Peck, is known to have collected his works in the eighteenth century.

! Fleming’s name was included in Francis Thynne’s ‘List of Writers of our Nation’, which was included
in Holinshed’s Chronicles (1577), pp. 1874-6 and on p. 1589 of the ‘Continuation’ in the 1587 edition.

% The first True Report of Frobisher’s expedition was written by crewmember Dionysis Settle in 1577 and
the second by Thomas Ellis, a sailor, in 1578. These are discussed further on pp. 164-7.
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Fleming’s writings were listed in antiquarian and bibliographic catalogues throughout the
eighteenth century. During the nineteenth century, reprints of his two most popular books

were made: a facsimile of Straunge and Terrible Wunder (1577) was published in 1820 (and

most recently in 2010).° Fleming’s translation of John Caius’ De Canibus Britannicus

entitled Of Englishe Dogges (1576) has been regularly reprinted, most recently in 1969,

2005 and 2010.* Fleming was a prominent figure and some of his books have been published
through four centuries, yet Fleming himself has been little studied. His life and works are
important to anyone with an interest in the history of the printed book, the Renaissance in
England, indexing, dictionaries, godly protestantism, preaching, early ‘scientific’ works and

popular culture.

Fleming warrants a close study for three main reasons. Firstly, as a skilled translator, editor
and poet he was involved with 52 known first editions between 1575 and 1589. Almost
everything Fleming published was either written in or translated into English. This made his
books, which ranged from godly treatises to classical texts, accessible to anyone who could
read or listen to a reading. Fleming was keen to educate others and produced a number of
‘pedagogical’ texts, for example Latin-English dictionaries for young children and engaging
introductions to the classics, such as his translation of Synesius’ Bushie Haire (1576).°
Fleming’s texts were sold in a variety of sizes and qualities to suit all purses (as discussed
throughout Chapters Five and Six, see also Appendix B, pp. 241-59). Subsequent chapters
within this thesis will describe book production and explain Fleming’s contribution to the
growing market for printed books during the mid- to late-sixteenth century. He enhanced the
trade for printed books and was regularly commissioned by prominent members of the book
trade, which had sprung up around St Paul’s churchyard and other areas of London such as

Fleet Street. Fleming helped promote literacy, education and book ownership within an

® Abraham Fleming, A Strange and Terrible Wunder wrought very late in the Parish Church of Bongay
(1820 edn); the most recent edition was published on 10 September 2010 by Kessinger Publishing.

* The Latin title of Caius’ original text is grammatically incorrect and should have been written De
Canibus Britannicis.

® See p. 145-7. Abraham Fleming, A paradoxe proving by reason and example, that baldnesse is much
better than bushie haire, &c. (1579).




increasingly cultured population. Today his titles reflect what the people of London wanted
to read and what he thought people should learn in order to promote his moral and religious
views; he promoted the dissemination of new ideas while also supporting the views of the

Elizabethan regime.

Secondly, Fleming is worth understanding because he was a well-respected editor and
indexer who worked with some of the leading printers and booksellers of the day. Important
texts such as the second edition of Raphael Holinshed’s Chronicles (1587) would not have
been produced without his very considerable input. Fleming not only produced small popular
texts for the public sphere; his activities also illustrate the fluidity of the book trade and the
“communication circuit” or local networks between different printers and booksellers.® The
network that existed between printers, booksellers and editors, contributors and censors was

epitomized by Fleming’s work on Holinshed’s Chronicles. Fleming was a pioneer, opening

up the world of exciting, topical and sensational printed texts to a new audience and he

helped revolutionize the way in which books were thought about and produced.

Thirdly, Fleming is important as an interesting social and religious commentator. His news
pamphlets and personal papers can help us to understand some of the religious and political
issues that were prominent during his career. Fleming became a chaplain to Lord Howard of
Effingham, later earl of Nottingham and his wife Catherine Carey. My research has also
revealed that Fleming was a curate in St Nicholas’ Deptford, a parish that was important for
its connection to the English navy and home to the queen’s lord high admiral, Lord Howard
of Effingham. The playwright Christopher Marlowe was buried in St Nicholas’ and Fleming
assisted with, or possibly performed, his funeral. Later Fleming was appointed to the
formerly wealthy but decayed parish of St Pancras, Soper Lane, close to St Paul’s. He most
likely secured this position with a written dedication to fellow Petrean (Peterhouse alumnus)

Archbishop Whitgift, and he was known to Whitgift through the Privy Council’s censoring

® The terms “communication circuit” and “local network” have been discussed by English cultural
historian Professor Daniel Woolf in his book The Social Circulation of the Past: English Historical
Culture 1500-1730, (Oxford, 2003).

10



of Holinshed’s Chronicles. Fleming’s commitment to the reformed church was firmly

established by the time of his ordination. He quickly became a licensed preacher and

delivered eight sermons at Paul’s Cross, a pulpit reserved for influential clergymen.

Historiography:

Most of Fleming’s literary career has been overlooked, as have the last two decades of his
life. It has been said that "sources of information about him are limited".” This is not true for
there is a range of contemporary sources about Fleming and he left countless clues within his
writing from which a great deal can be inferred about the man and the society in which he
lived. Despite this, recent academic articles that mention Fleming still repeat the same
limited ‘facts’. Most of these stem from Thompson Cooper’s outdated entry in the 1889

Dictionary of National Biography (hereafter DNB) and the entry in John Venn and J. A.

Venn's Alumni Cantabrigienses (1922), which was based on Thompson Cooper’s DNB entry

of 1889 and his earlier contribution to Charles Henry Cooper (ed.) Athenae Cantabrigienses

(1858). Both sources greatly simplified Fleming’s life and this thesis demonstrates that there

are numerous omissions in these two brief studies. The recent Oxford Dictionary of National

Biography (hereafter ODNB) entry for Fleming is objective but not fully comprehensive.
Further to this, the majority of studies featuring Fleming focus on his contributions to

Holinshed’s Chronicles. This can be attributed to the fact that Holinshed’s Chronicles is well

known and already well-studied (primarily because of its connection to Shakespeare who
used the book when researching history plays).® Today the 51 other texts associated with

Fleming remain largely unstudied and many of his books are now very rare.

During the eighteenth century Fleming’s books were catalogued by antiquaries who made no

attempt to provide any information or understanding about the man behind the titles. A

" Sarah C. Dodson, ‘Abraham Fleming writer and editor’, University of Texas Studies in English vol. 34
(1955), pp. 51-66, p. 51.

® The Victorian fascination with Shakespeare lead to a version of Holinshed’s Chronicles being produced
that comprised solely the sections that Shakespeare had apparently used — this was called Shakespeare’s
Holinshed. This abridged text has caused confusion as those unfamiliar with the various copies, editions,
books and collections of excised material that represent Holinshed’s Chronicles believe ‘Shakespeare’s
Holinshed’ to be another name for Holinshed’s Chronicles, which it is not.
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facsimile of Strange and Terrible Wunder from 1820 included this early, brief biography of

Fleming:

Of the narrator Abraham Fleming, nothing more is known than that

he was Rector of St Pancras, Soper Lane from October 1593 till

1607, in which year he died. He was probably a school-master... he

appears to have been an industrious author, and most probably

subsisted on the labours of his pen.®
Cooper’s description of Fleming in DNB provided the first detailed biography of Fleming
but Cooper did lasting damage to his subject’s reputation. Labelling Fleming a “poor poet”
but an “excellent and diligent antiquary”, Cooper’s denigration has resulted in fundamental
mistakes that have clouded almost all subsequent studies of Fleming. Cooper’s comments

and opinions reveal more about the Victorian view of what constituted good literature than

they do about Fleming.

It is clear from this research that Fleming was not an antiquary, but because he worked so

extensively on the 1587 edition of Holinshed’s Chronicles it has always been assumed that

he was an antiquary. It is true that he did work alongside antiquaries such as Francis Thynne,
John Hooker, William Harrison and John Stow, but Fleming himself was never a member of
the College of Antiquaries.'® The difference between Fleming and his colleagues is that they
were known to be collectors of manuscripts, very early books, maps and antiquities. Fleming
by contrast is not known to have collected any such items or even to have been particularly
interested in the past. Among his large manuscript collection were just two papers relating to
the defeat of a late Roman Emperor and Roman Triumphal Arches. His other papers (listed
in Appendix C) described contemporary events, while those manuscripts written by Fleming
himself related recent occurrences, his own sermons or personal correspondence. Fleming
did produce scholarly translations of popular classical writers such as Virgil or Pliny, but he

also translated the books of his protestant contemporaries such as John Calvin (d. 1564) or

® Fleming Wunder (1820), preface. This information about Fleming was taken from Newcourt’s
Repertorium. Richard Newcourt’s Repertorium ecclesiasticum parochiale Londinense (1708) vol. i, 519.
1% The College of Antiquaries was founded in 1586 following proposals to form an “English Academy”
and library. The College became the Society of Antiquaries in 1707.
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John Knox (d. 1574). He also contributed to groundbreaking books like Reginald Scot’s

Discoverie of Witchcraft (1584), which in effect denied the existence of witchcraft. When

Fleming did write about current affairs, such as the earthquake of 1580, he was not
committing these events to paper in order to preserve them for future generations as an

antiquary might; rather Fleming exploited events as vehicles for spiritual or moral lessons.

Antiguaries were concerned with collecting, studying and preserving old or antique objects,
often in private collections, and not readily sharing the items in their own collections. This
thesis argues that Fleming was not an antiquary and his main concern was wholly different,
namely to take Latin material and, rather than preserve it, transform the text into something
new that enabled large humbers of people to buy it and access the information therein. He
did this time and time again during his career as a writer. It must be remembered that he was

involved with over 50 printed books of which Holinshed’s Chronicles was just one: one

collaborative project (no matter how large or well-known the project may have become) does
not an antiquary make. It must also be remembered that Fleming became involved in

producing Holinshed’s Chronicles primarily because he was an excellent and diligent

corrector, editor and indexer, not because the Holinshed syndicate was in need of another

contributing antiquary.

The first modern study of Fleming was made by Dodson in 1955.* While Dodson gave an
overview of Fleming’s career, she drew the conclusion like Cooper that Fleming’s written
work was somewhat lacking, particularly in humour. Dodson did not, however, consider two
aspects of his writing. Firstly, whether, given his earnest beliefs and the nature of his subject
matter, was humour was an appropriate device? Secondly, as this thesis argues, Fleming did
in fact produce humorous and satirical books when appropriate. His Bushie Haire (1576), the

proverbs in his dictionaries and his willingness to work on Beehiue of the Romish Church

(1579) clearly demonstrate that Fleming used humour as a device. The value of Dodson’s

synopsis is that it was the first to place Fleming in some context and although the majority of

1 See fn 7, p. 11.
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her article was focused on Holinshed’s Chronicles she did advocate Fleming as the book’s

editor-in-chief.

Seven of the subsequent ten academic articles and books that included Fleming were also

based on Holinshed’s Chronicles.** William E. Miller wrote an article that focused entirely

on Holinshed’s Chronicles entitled ‘ Abraham Fleming: editor of Shakespeare’s Holinshed’."

Stephen Booth’s A Book called Holinshed’s Chronicles barely mentioned Fleming at all

except to support the notion that Fleming was Holinshed’s Chronicles’ editor-in-chief.

Elizabeth Story Donno’s 1989 article ‘Abraham Fleming: a learned corrector in 1586-87’
described Fleming’s activities and role during the year 1586-7 immediately prior to the

publication of Holinshed’s Chronicles.”® Cyndia Susan Clegg’s ‘Which Holinshed’s

Chronicles?’ focused on identifying the differences between surviving copies of Holinshed’s

Chronicles, but did not explore the roles of the men who produced this edition.™

Annabel Patterson’s Reading Holinshed acknowledged that Fleming was “chief editor on the

second edition”. ¥’ However, while Patterson’s book is peppered with short references to
Fleming and his editorial decisions, the total amount of page-space devoted to him was
small. Patterson’s conclusions do not make sense; her comments on Fleming’s character and

contributions are belittling and label Fleming as moralising and dull, yet this thesis argues

12 There are actually 15 modern studies that include Fleming and/or Holinshed’s Chronicles known at the
time of writing but I do not include Christopher Reeve’s popular title A Strange and Terrible Wunder; the
story of the Black Dog of Bungay, (Bungay, 1988); neither do | include my unpublished Masters thesis
‘Religion, Familiars and Abraham Fleming: an attempt to explain the Strange and Terrible Wonder of
1577’ (2001), nor my published article that followed this in Fortean Times issue 195 (April 2005). Amie
Shirkie, a student of English at the University of Saskatchewan has also written an undergraduate
dissertation on early humanist texts, which includes a brief description of Fleming’s Diamond of
Devotion.

3 William E. Miller, ‘Abraham Fleming: Editor of Shakespeare’s Holinshed’, Texas Studies in Literature
and Language 1 (1959-60), pp. 89-100. The title of this article is slightly misleading since Shakespeare’s
Holinshed compiled by W. G. Boswell-Stone was published in 1907, and obviously Fleming did not edit
this Edwardian book.

14 Stephen Booth, The Book called Holinshed's Chronicles: An account of its inception, purpose,
contributors, contents publication, revision and influence on William Shakespeare, (California, 1968).

15 Elizabeth Story Donno, ‘Abraham Fleming: a learned corrector in 1586-87°, Studies in Bibliography
vol. 42 (1989), pp. 200-11.

16 Cyndia Susan Clegg, ‘Which Holinshed? Holinshed’s Chronicles at the Huntington Library’,
Huntington Library Quarterly Vol. 47 (1992), pp. 559-77.

' Annabel Patterson, Reading Holinshed’s “Chronicles”, (Chicago, 1994).
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that the Holinshed syndicate needed Fleming because he was a spirited, motivated and
dynamic worker (as is demonstrated throughout Chapter Four). Patterson’s book highlighted
the need to re-evaluate Fleming, but even in recent published articles this has not happened.

In 2000 David Wootton, quoting from Patterson’s Reading Holinshed, described Fleming’s

“drab career” as that of a “minor litterateur” whose “varied and insignificant productions
make him an easy target for gentle ridicule”.'® Wootton was inaccurate and his article
arguably fanciful in other ways too. Wootton placed Fleming firmly within a religious sect
called the Family of Love, but it is apparent from contemporary evidence that Fleming was a

mainstream protestant and not a Familist.

This thesis will reveal a very different Fleming from the monotonous character portrayed in
earlier studies. It is apparent that Fleming’s colleagues and contemporaries valued him and
the dynamic expertise that he could bring to book production. Fleming was actually a
spirited writer and often wrote with considerable emotion, as his many prefaces and glosses
demonstrate. Irritated outbursts against his own printers and readers imply that he was a
respected or feared editor actively watching the print shop floor, making sure his texts were
accurate. Fleming was not afraid to condemn shoddy workmanship publicly. In a prefix letter
entitled ‘Ad Philomusos’, Fleming openly castigated one printer, Thomas Purfoote, for being

careless and allowing errors into his Shorte dictionarie in Latine and English (1584).

Purfoote did not remove Fleming’s slur from this edition, which suggests that he was as
careless as Fleming said. However, subsequent editions of this book (on which Fleming did
not work) lack these bitter castigations. Until the Privy Council’s censoring of Holinshed’s
Chronicles there is no evidence that anyone dared to criticize or counter Fleming. He clearly

was not insignificant, drab or ridiculous, as recent scholars have asserted.

'8 David Wootton, ‘Reginald Scot/Abraham Fleming/The Family of Love’, in Stuart Clarke (ed.),
Languages of Witchcraft, (2000), pp. 119-38.
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The most recent published study of Fleming is Clegg’s ODNB entry published in 2004.%
Clegg condensed the busy and varied life of Fleming into seven paragraphs that focused on

the best known and most cited of his works: Holinshed’s Chronicles. This article is similar to

Cooper’s DNB entry before it although Clegg left out the subjective Victoriana and
concentrated on reviewing the man and his literary achievements. Fleming’s fastidious,
committed and dedicated nature is evident in Clegg’s useful article. However, Clegg failed to

shed any new light on Fleming and did not correct the errors perpetrated by her predecessors.

Clegg mentioned Fleming’s involvement with better-known Elizabethan writers such as Scot
and Googe but overlooked Fleming’s other relationships, even though these relationships
resulted in important texts. This gave the impression that Fleming owed his limited success
to these other writers. However, this thesis will demonstrate that Fleming was in fact very
successful in his own right; without Fleming these writers’ books would never have been
finished, ‘polished’ and published in the form in which we know them today. Clegg does not
put Fleming or his texts into a developed context. As a result any sense of Fleming’s works
arising from an involvement with, or reaction to, politico-religious events has been lost. The

emphasis on Holinshed’s Chronicles implies that this was the pinnacle of Fleming’s career,

which it may have been in terms of its sheer size, but this thesis argues that Fleming’s
literary career spanned 14 years of which only three were spent compiling Holinshed’s
Chronicles. It is therefore the dozens of other texts that he wrote or helped produce that
reveal the most about Fleming and Elizabethan literary society; Clegg’s ODNB article and

its predecessors have overlooked these texts.

9 Cyndia Susan Clegg, ‘Abraham Fleming’, in ODNB vol. 20 (2004), pp. 31-3. See also online version:
Cyndia Susan Clegg, ‘Fleming, Abraham (c. 1552-1607)’ [http://www.oxforddnb.com/view/article/9693,

last accessed 10 June 2011].
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One academic study of Fleming that must be mentioned is William E. Miller’s unpublished
doctoral dissertation Abraham Fleming, Elizabethan Man of Letters’.** Miller was enrolled
in the English department of the University of Pennsylvania and, supervised by Allan G.
Chester, submitted his thesis on Fleming in partial fulfilment of his doctorate. Until this
thesis, Miller’s study of Fleming was the most thorough study produced and he attempted to
consider all aspects of Fleming’s life and varied careers. Nonetheless, Miller’s dissertation
contained many gaps and omissions. Furthermore, he provided scant information on areas of
Fleming’s minor publications, dictionaries or events in Fleming’s life that he (Miller) knew

little about. On other subjects, namely Virgil and Holinshed’s Chronicles, Miller

overcompensated. Likewise Miller had plenty to say about Cambridge students in the
sixteenth century but only scratched the surface of important issues such as Elizabethan
printing and allied trades. Perhaps Miller’s biggest limitation was that he was based in the
United States of America with restricted primary sources to hand. This explains his emphasis
on copies of early books housed in American libraries and his limited discussions of texts
kept in English institutions. Miller’s footnotes and acknowledgements suggest that he relied
heavily on contacts in British libraries and archives thus gaining his information at second
hand. Furthermore, Miller wrote at a time before important studies such as those by Patrick
Collinson, which would have added greater depth to his understanding of Fleming’s godly

treatises. Miller’s dissertation is therefore out-dated.

All the studies of Fleming produced over the last century have one thing in common: there
has been confusion over cataloguing Fleming’s “complete” works and to date there is no
definitive answer to the question “on exactly how many books did he work?”” Tanner, for
example, listed 24 titles (including one unpublished manuscript). Cooper claimed that
Fleming was associated with 59 works but only named 22 titles. Clegg’s ODNB entry stated

that Fleming was associated with 57 titles, but named just 12 and mentioned three more.

20 William E. Miller, ‘ Abraham Fleming, Elizabethan Man of letters: a biographical and critical study’
(unpublished: University of Pennsylvania, 1957). | am indebted to Professor Ron Cooley, English
Department, University of Saskatchewan. Without his kind assistance it would have been impossible to
see Miller’s dissertation.
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Clegg at least attempted to vary some of the titles she listed from those usually documented.
Her predecessors typically copied each other’s lists of Fleming’s works without querying or

adding to them. For example, Holinshed’s Chronicles and Fleming’s translations of Virgil

are always listed, whereas his Alphabet of Praiers (1591) is rarely mentioned. This simply

reflects the titles that modern academics think important enough to warrant listing and says
nothing of Fleming’s or his peers’ priorities. From 1575 until 1588 when Fleming worked
within the book trade, he surely came into contact with innumerable texts. Without a
complete and accurate list of the titles he wrote or worked on, the complexity of the
Elizabethan book trade is underestimated; it is also an underestimation of Fleming’s own
range of interests, skill and contacts. Yet creating an accurate and definitive list of complete

works for Fleming has proved problematic.

Rather than try to pin Fleming down to a precise number of titles, it would be more accurate
to say that Fleming is known to have been associated with a certain number of books. He
was employed by the Fleet Street printer Richard Tottell, probably towards the end of the
1570s, and could have anonymously helped edit any number of books printed by Tottell.?*
There are likely to be other published books, rare or lost, to which he contributed and which
have yet to be connected to him, but Fleming almost always identified himself. Of the
printed books that bear Fleming’s initials, name or signature tags (in other words titles that
he is known to have either written or made a contribution to) this thesis puts the figure at 52
(see Appendix B, pp. 241-59). He left a substantial collection of personal papers as well,
which included the transcripts of his eight Paul’s Cross sermons. All of these sermons
(which are discussed on pp. 205-13) were catalogued by Peck prior to 1732 but later lost.
Peck catalogued a further 65 manuscripts which were “in Fleming’s hand”, that is to say
owned by him and given the suffix MS manu Abraham Fleming by Peck. However, not all of
the 65 manuscripts in Peck’s catalogue were necessarily in Fleming’s handwriting, those that

were had been given a different suffix by Peck. Fleming certainly wrote 15 manuscripts

21 Another of Tottell’s employees, Ralph Blower, wrote that he and Fleming were Tottell’s “servants”,
(see pp. 65-6).
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himself because Peck took care to note that these were in Mr Fleming’s writing and not just
in his possession. Fleming may have written more but without finding and comparing the
manuscripts it is impossible to say. These 15 unpublished papers range from personal letters
to the manuscripts for Fleming’s autobiography and plans for his own funeral. The grand

total of Fleming’s known works, published, unpublished and preached, comes to 73 items.*

Whilst some shorter studies have already been made of Fleming’s life and works there are
quite clearly gaps and mistakes within them that need to be addressed. Miller’s dissertation
also needs reviewing, since half a century of ground-breaking research in related fields has
taken place since he wrote his thesis. Contrary to previous thinking, there is a great deal that
can be said about Fleming and his life. He was not the drab and dreary minor character
described by Cooper, Patterson and Wootton. He led a busy life and played diverse roles
within both the literary world and, later, the church. He was often demanding and difficult to
work with, yet greatly respected and at times he showed a sense of humour. Fleming was a
key figure among his colleagues and contemporaries and as such he deserves a full scholarly
study. While his very early years are harder to summarize it is still possible to correct and

amplify previous understanding of his youth, starting with his birth.

Early biography:

Fleming’s birth year has always been assumed to be 1552 because the memorial plaque in
the church where he is buried states that he was about 56 when he died in 1607. His brother
Samuel was the rector of that church and responsible for placing the memorial over the
crypt. The relationship between the two brothers was always a close one. Francis Thynne,

the antiquary and herald, noted in Holinshed’s Chronicles that Fleming and his brother

Samuel were “brethren by one bellie”, a quasi-legal term referring to fratres uterinum

meaning that they were maternal half-brothers.? In 1732 Francis Peck described the brothers

22 A complete list of all the manuscripts belonging to Fleming can be found in Appendix C, pp. 260-6.
2 Francis Thynne, ‘List of Writers’, in Holinshed’s Chronicles vol 111 (1587), 1589.
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as just that: “fratrem suum uterinum”.?* Later in the eighteenth century Bishop Thomas
Tanner, a bibliographer, took “brethren by one bellie” to mean that the brothers were “fratres

gemini” or twins.”

According to his brother Samuel (who was born in 1548), Fleming was born in 1552.
However, early in 1592 Fleming made the following statement in a deposition in the Court
of Chancery concerning a dispute between Thomas Gryffen, John Mable and William
Chapman.”

Abraham Fleming Clerk and preacher Chapleyn to the right

honourable Lorde howard of Effyngham lord Admyrall of Englande.

of the age of xlvii years or theraboutes sworn and ex[amine]d the first
daye of Februarye in the xxxiii year [of Elizabeth’s reign].?

If Fleming’s statement is correct and he was aged 47 in 1592, then he would have been born
in 1543 or 1544. Presumably he read through this deposition and checked his statement
before signing it, so it seems doubtful that he would have missed any major errors,
particularly as by that time he was an experienced learned corrector. It is true that the
majority of people born at this time did not know exactly when their birthday was and
discrepancies of four or even five years are not unheard of.? If Fleming was a twin born in
1548, it is possible that he could have mistaken how old he was when he signed the
deposition. It is also possible but very unlikely that for some reason Fleming was not
baptized when he was born but later in 1552 and this became Samuel Fleming’s point of

reference when he dictated his brother’s memorial plaque.

In the preface to Fleming’s dictionary-index of 1585 he referred to himself as Londinigenam

and Thynne’s brief description in Holinshed’s Chronicles of the Fleming brothers confirms that

2* Francis Peck, Desiderata Curiosa vol. | (1732), 54

% Thomas Tanner, Bibliotheca Britannica-Hibernica (1749), p. 287.

zj The National Archives (hereafter TNA) PRO C24/221 “Gryffen v. Mable et al, 34 Eliz. Regnus’.
Ibid.

%8 Fleming’s colleague Arthur Golding was born in about 1536 but a precise year is not known. Another

of Fleming’s contemporaries, George Gascoigne was born sometime between 1530 and 1535 (one

website even suggests 1525 as his birth year).
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they were “Londoners born”. Fleming, in his manuscript autobiography, said he was living in
London from 1582 onwards and implied that he came back to London in 1576 or 1577.* The
likelihood is that Fleming was born in Holborn. Miller suggested that his father might have been
a prosperous grocer from Holborn called Henry Fleming who died in 1561. The evidence
linking Henry Fleming to Abraham is circumstantial but suggestive that the two men had much
in common, including protestantism.*® Certainly Fleming was familiar with Holborn; he
produced a biography of the area’s greatest public benefactor, William Lambe, and was
associated with a number of students from the Inns of Chancery and Gray’s Inn.* Fleming
never moved far from that parish. In the early 1570s Fleming attended Cambridge but he
withdrew after Michaelmas term late in 1575. Thynne’s biography stated that Fleming came
(surely meaning returned) to London in 1576 or 1577, which would coincide with him leaving

Cambridge.

Fleming’s family must have been at one time middle-class and prosperous. Both boys were
well educated, although by the time Samuel and Abraham enrolled at Cambridge the family
was no longer wealthy. Judging from the brothers’ sound knowledge of Latin and
understanding of Greek, they both went to grammar school. Abraham’s name cannot be
found in any existing school registers although Samuel (who seems to have been the more
gifted of the two) is known to have attended Eton. * Both brothers had a talent for poetry and

although Samuel never pursued writing as a career, his early verses were deemed very good.

% The autobiography is “Abrahami Flemingi de Vita sua succincta & lucida Historia, Anno 1605. a
seipso conscripta. MS. Manu Flemingi”. Boyd’s Inhabitants of London contains no Flemings in London
during the required time period, although Boyd is by no means a comprehensive source.

% Miller, quoting from John Gough Nichols The Diary of Henry Machyn, Citizen and Merchant Taylor of
London from A.D. 1550 to A.D. 1563, (London, 1848), wrote that Henry Fleming made his will on 17
May 1559 and added a codicil on 10 January 1561 that he should be buried “after a decent order without
any vayne pompe”. Machyn recorded that Henry Fleming was buried on 17 January 1561 “in sant Peters
in Cornehylle... cared to the chyrche with-owt syngyng or clarkes, and at the chyrche a sphalme songe
after Genevay, and a sermon and bered contenentt”. The reference to Geneva is almost certainly to the
Psalms in the Geneva Bible (not the re-enacted Elizabethan Prayer Book with its Coverdale Psalms) and
suggests that Henry Fleming was a Calvinist.

*! See pp. 162-3.

% Miller, W. E. ‘Samuel Fleming, Elizabethan Clergyman’, The Library Chronicle, Vol. XXV, No.2
(Spring 1959). Samuel was at Eton in 1563 when Queen Elizabeth escaped plague-ridden London and
stayed near the school; he was one of the schoolboys chosen to contribute to a manuscript book for the
queen and he presented two acrostic poems.
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One of his poems was printed as part of Edward Grant’s Graecae Linguae Spicilegium.*

Grammar school boys learned Latin and some Greek by rote and the brothers were certainly
confident in both languages. Abraham’s later dictionaries suggest that he was competent in
French too. There was also a strong emphasis on discipline within the grammar school.*
Perhaps he was drawing on his own experience when Fleming wrote in 1581 “Foolishnesse

is bound in the heart of a child but the rod of correction shall drive it away”.*®

On 28 August 1565 Samuel went up to Kings College, Cambridge where he completed a
Bachelor’s and then a Master’s degree.*® He was one of the poorer boys awarded a
scholarship and Abraham similarly had to work in Peterhouse Buttery when he was a student
in order to earn his place at university.*” In 1576 Samuel Fleming became tutor to Sir John
Harington, another Etonian matriculated at Kings and godson of the queen. Harington was
respectful, even fond of Samuel and wrote many accounts of his tutor “to whom [he] never
came, but grew more religious; from whom [he] never went, but parted better instructed”. As
his academic record suggests, Samuel Fleming was serious-minded and according to
Harington he was “a grave and learned man and one of verie austere life”. It is likely that
Abraham shared his brother’s dedicated attitude to learning and work but was less naturally

gifted than Samuel, who ranked highly at Cambridge.

Fleming followed Samuel to Cambridge in November 1570. Fleming was an old student by
Elizabethan standards as most boys went to university when they were as young as 14 years
old. Miller has suggested Fleming was at Cambridge unofficially for some time but did not

enrol until Michaelmas 1570 but lack of funds might have been the reason that went up to

% Edward Grant, Graecae Linguae Spicilegium ex praestantissimis Grammaticis in quatuor Horrea
collectum (1575). The British Library’s copy (shelfmark C.80.a.20), which was dedicated to and
presented to Elizabeth | is a beautiful book, still bound in its original tooled white leather depicting the
queen’s coat of arms and embossed with gold. It is not clear if this is the same text as Grant’s Graecae
Spicilegium in Scholae Westmonasteriensis Progymnasmata (1575), which was dedicated to Lord
Burghley, although Samuel Fleming was not a pupil at Westminster school. See also p. 145.

% park Honan, William Shakespeare: A Life (Oxford, 1999), p. 45.

¥ Abraham Fleming, Diamond of Devotion (1581), p. 200.

% John Venn & J.A. Venn, Alumni Cantabrigienses, part 1, vol. 2 (Cambridge, 1922), p. 587

3" See William E. Miller, ‘Samuel Fleming, Elizabethan clergyman’, University of Pennsylvania Library
Chronicle Vol. XXV (1959), 61-79; p. 63. This is not unusual as Kings was founded especially to take
skilled but poor students from Eton who otherwise would not get a University education.
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Peterhouse as a more mature student. He was matriculated at Peterhouse as a sizar, a less
well-off scholar whose fees were paid by his college and in return he served in Peterhouse
Buttery.® Fleming did not graduate until 1582, twelve years after joining Peterhouse. His
time at university seems to have been a troubled one. One of his earliest translations, Of

Englishe Dogges (1576), was dedicated to his college master Dr Andrew Perne, and Fleming

used the dedication to acknowledge the “relief” he had received from Perne during a “serious
affliction” or illness. It is likely that Perne supported Fleming by lending him books from the
college library and his own private collection, enabling Fleming to translate them into
English and sell them.* Fleming was clearly indebted to Perne and determinedly completed
his degree. After 9 April 1575 he was no longer mentioned in the Buttery Books, which
suggests that he was not in regular residence at Peterhouse. This date coincides with the
publication of Fleming’s first translation, Virgil’s Bucoliks in English, and is about the time
of his “coming to London” as described in his lost autobiography. He might also have stayed
with his brother who was the rector of nearby Cottenham when college life became too
expensive for him, or when plague disrupted the university (as it did during Michaelmas
term 1574-5, although Fleming remained in residence at that time). These interruptions,
commitments in London and his ‘affliction’ go some way to explaining why Fleming took
twelve years to graduate and it is likely that by 1576 Fleming had moved back to London,

since he was no longer in residence at Peterhouse.*

% \/enn & Venn Alumni Cantabrigienses, p. 587. Some unconfirmed evidence from Peterhouse suggests
that Fleming was dismissed from or had misbehaved while working in the Buttery. | do not think this was
s0; there is no evidence to suggest that Fleming ever misbehaved and he seems to have followed his
college’s strict rules when in residence. However, he may have “dropped out” in 1575 (see fn 40, pp. 23-
4).

¥ At that time only the college masters were allowed to access the books in the college libraries. Fleming
would not have been allowed to take out the books himself. Dr Roger Lovatt, Peterhouse librarian, pers.
comm.

“% The Peterhouse Buttery Book recorded that between 1572 and 1575 Fleming only attended five out of
eight terms, which might explain why he stayed in residence to complete Michaelmas term in 1575
despite there being an outbreak of plague and the other students leaving. Had he also attended all three
terms during 1570-1 and again in 1571-2, then he would still only have completed eleven out of the
twelve terms needed to graduate. This suggests that in April 1575 Fleming “dropped out” and worked full
time in London, since his degree had been so punctuated with absences he would not have been allowed
to graduate at that time. A change in the university’s regulations in 1579 allowed students to graduate
with eleven terms instead of twelve. The timing of this new ruling surely explains why Fleming resumed
his interest in Peterhouse the following year and was finally allowed to graduate in 1581. The Peterhouse
Buttery book contains some “cloverleaf” marks or symbols that were only made next to the entries of
Fleming’s name. They are contemporary with these registers. It is not known what these marks (cont.)

23



Once his career as a published writer and corrector was underway, Fleming used his books to
appeal to potential patrons in the hope of receiving donations from them. In 1580 Fleming

dedicated Bright Burning Beacon to Sir William Cordell. Cordell had been Master of the

Rolls and Solicitor-General to Mary I. When he died in 1581, Cordell bequeathed £20 to be
distributed among the poorer students of Oxford and Cambridge Universities. Perhaps
Cordell’s interest in the education of poorer students was the reason Fleming targeted

Cordell with this description of his own modest library:

Staid nevertheless at last, it was my lucke, looking among such

bookes as | have, not manie in number nor great in value, to light

upon a discourse so fit for the time, that | thought | should highly

honour God, and doe great good to this lande if | undertooke the

translation of the same.*
The contents of Fleming’s own library are not known; perhaps it was better stocked than he
led Cordell to believe. This dedication is valuable and unique in describing his small

collection of books. It also reveals the name of one of the books owned by Fleming: Frederic

Nausea’s original Latin version of Bright Burning Beacon.** From this it could be supposed

that his other early translations were also made from “looking among such books” as he had,
which in turn suggests the sorts of texts in which he was personally interested and could
afford. All but two of Fleming’s translated publications were produced when he was still a
student, which implies that many of the originals were borrowed from Perne. Certainly many

of the texts that Fleming translated were present in Peterhouse library or in Perne’s

mean or why they exclusively draw attention to Fleming’s name. I suggest that they were made in 1581
by a registrar who had gone back through the Buttery book highlighting when Fleming was in residency
in order to clarify how many terms he had completed.

! Abraham Fleming’s dedication in Bright Burning Beacon (1580; the full title is given in Appendix B, p.
248). Whether Cordell donated some books or money to Fleming following this dedication is not known.
This was the third dedication Fleming had made to Cordell; the first two dedications were in Panoplie of
Epistles (1576) and Blasing Starrs (1577). In Blasing Starrs Fleming thanked Cordell for “a favour”.
These dedications most likely the reason why in April 1580 Cordell and the other executors of William
Lambe’s will asked Fleming to write a 40-page Memoriall to Lambe, which Fleming was presumably
paid for or might have received a black gown (see p. 154).

*2 Frederic Nausea (c. 1480-1552) had been Bishop of Vienna. Bright Burning Beacon was not, strictly
speaking a translation of a book by Nausea. However, it did include the text from Blasing Starrs that
Fleming had translated in 1577, and Blasing Starrs was originally written by Nausea. Surely this is what
Fleming meant.
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collection. The original library catalogue manuscript to 1589 listed various copies of Virgil,
also Tully/Cicero and Epistles of the apostle Paul, which were all texts translated by

Fleming.

The inventoried contents of Perne’s own library also recorded books that were translated or
transcribed and published by Fleming. These included copies of Roger Ascham’s letters,
Isocrates, a great number of titles by Tully/Cicero, Pliny, Peter Martyr, John Calvin, Stephen
Gardiner (Bishop of Winchester) and several books by Aelian. This evidence makes it more
likely that Perne personally helped Fleming by lending him texts from his extensive private
collection as well as the college’s library. As some of these books commanded high price
tags (one book by Aelian was nearly 14 shillings) it seems very unlikely that Fleming would
have been able to buy his own copies at that time.** Fleming most likely translated classical
texts as part of his Greek and Latin studies and these translations would have made

convenient drafts for printed texts.

The books that Fleming translated or transcribed that were not in either Perne’s or the
college’s libraries were likely to be from his own library. If this premise is correct, then
Fleming owned Virgil’s Eclogues; he also owned Aclian’s Varia Historia (which he

translated from Greek into A Registre of Hystories in 1576); he had copies of letters by Tully

(Cicero), Pliny and others (these he collected in Panoplie of Epistles, 1576). Fleming most

likely had a version of Museus’ sixth-century poem ‘Leander and Hero’ and he surely owned

Caius’ De Canibus Britannicus (1570) since he translated this book in 1576. It is possible he

acquired a copy of Nausea’s older book Quolio alio cometes exploratio (1531) since this was

the progenitor of Fleming’s Blasing Starrs. Synesius’ fifth-century riposte Encomium calvitii

was likely one of the books in Fleming’s library since it was the source for Fleming’s A

Paradoxe prouing by reason that baldnesse is better than bushie haire (1579). It is likely that

** Another book by Aelian from Perne’s library was valued at a more affordable four shillings, but even
this might have been more that Fleming could have afforded whilst a student.
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Fleming also owned or at least accessed a Geneva Bible (1560) as he was familiar with and

quoted extensively from this bible in Diamond of Devotion (1581).

The Grace Book shows that on 13 May 1581 Fleming had attended Peterhouse for twelve
terms, the total number required for quadrennium completum, meaning he had finished his
degree. He must also have debated in the necessary disputations in order to progress to the
last stage of his degree. The gaps in Fleming’s academic career (some probably due to his
serious illness or “affliction”, others due to work) must have been legitimately accounted for
according to the college’s regulations on prolonged absence otherwise he would not have
been entered for the final hurdle: the Reply to Question. Fleming paid a deposit for but never
attended this exam, and consequently the Grace Book recorded that he lost his deposit.
Despite this Fleming was awarded his degree, most likely on 5 April 1582; he came 116™ in
an ordo or rank of 216 students. He was at that time extremely busy in London since
seventeen books written and augmented by Fleming were published in the months prior to

his graduation.

Possibly his interest in godly reform was the reason Fleming elected to go to Peterhouse. It
was a small college with less than a hundred students and a number of Fleming’s peers were
known puritans: Dudley Fenner for example became a controversialist writer; William
Brewster became a puritan Pilgrim Father; William Charke, with whom Fleming was well
acquainted, was expelled from the college for preaching.* Archbishop Whitgift had also
been educated at Peterhouse and, according to Miller’s research, Perne had helped to shelter
Whitgift during Mary’s catholic revival.* This link to Whitgift was likely to have served

Fleming later in his career.

There are no known images of Fleming but occasionally glimpses of the physical man can be

spotted in his writing. One such glimpse from about this time can be found in a preliminary

* Miller, ‘Abraham Fleming, Elizabethan Man of Letters’, p. 12.
** bid. p. 13.
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poem that he wrote in Of Englishe Dogges (1576). It was written when Fleming was in his

mid- to late-twenties. “My forhed is but baulde and bare: but,” he added, “yet my body ys
beautiful”. This suggests that Fleming went prematurely bald or had a receding hairline
(possibly because of the “affliction” and illness he suffered at Cambridge). A receding
hairline was no bad thing since portraits thought to be of Shakespeare depict him with a high,
bald forehead and this signified intelligence and wit. Fleming himself said “the badge of

wisdom is baldness” in his A Paradox prouing by reason that baldnesse is better than bushie

haire (1579), and in drawing attention to his own “baulde and bare” forehead, Fleming
simultaneously highlighted his cleverness and described himself. Never one to suffer insults
and abuses, Fleming often responded thoroughly to his critics and several of his manuscripts

demonstrate this defensive side of his character. In the preface of Of English Dogges

Fleming said his body was beautiful because:

Pleasant flowers in me there are...
And though my garden plot so greene,
Of dogges receave the trampling feete,
Yet it is swept and kept full cleene,
So that it yields a savour sweete.
This garden theme was a popular one that Fleming would return to later in his career when

composing books and letters.

Religion was to play a major role in the lives of Samuel, Abraham and their sister Hester.
Samuel Fleming, ordained at Lincoln in October 1576, was a pluralist rector of Ely,
Cottenham and Bottesford; he was awarded the degree of Doctor of Divinity in the 1590s
and was chaplain to four successive earls of Rutland.*® Abraham too was ordained in 1588
and collated in Deptford then to St Pancras, Soper Lane. He was a chaplain and licensed
preacher. Hester married a clergyman from Harston in Leicestershire called Thomas
Davenport or Damport on 23 January 1587. When Davenport died in 1618, Hester lived with

Samuel as his housekeeper. Samuel died in September 1620 making Hester his executrix and

*® From the early 1590s Samuel Fleming was referred to as ‘Doctor Fleming’ although there is no
surviving record of him obtaining a doctoral degree (see Miller, ‘Samuel Fleming’, p. 67).



she ensured that, in accordance with Samuel’s wishes, his money was used to build
Fleming’s Hospital for poor women in Bottesford. Two months later she married John

Knowles, her brother’s curate. Their marriage lasted until Hester’s death in May 1622.

Evidence suggests that despite their busy lives and the distances that sometimes separated
them, Hester, Samuel and Abraham were close. The brothers’ degrees at Cambridge
overlapped, Samuel starting his M. A. at Kings as Abraham enrolled a few minutes’ walk
away at neighbouring Peterhouse. After leaving Cambridge, Samuel remained nearby at
Cottenham while Abraham moved to London, but they corresponded and exchanged
information about key events in Elizabeth’s reign. For example, as chaplain to the Earl of
Rutland, Samuel accompanied the earl to the Berwick-upon-Tweed negotiations in 1586.
Manuscripts in Abraham’s collection about the negotiations and about the relationship
between Scotland and England surely came from Samuel Fleming and were most likely

given to Abraham with a view to making the ‘Continuation’ of Holinshed’s Chronicles

accurate and detailed.

It is not known whether either brother married. Samuel kept his sister as his housekeeper
before and after her first marriage; it seems likely that he devoted his entire adult life to
learning and the Church. He even died in the pulpit in the midst of delivering a sermon.
Fleming by contrast came to the church later. He was a companion of George Whetston who,
according to his biographer, was known to be a “wild oat sower” around Holborn, although
there is no evidence that Fleming shared his friend’s interest in meeting women and
Whetston later renounced his carefree lifestyle.*’ In the late 1580s or early 1590s when he
was a preacher Fleming probably lived with a male housemate in Wood Street but that did
not preclude him from having a wife and certainly the Fleming brothers did discuss,

hypothetically at least, questions about marriage.*® Fleming was also close to older, more

4" Miller, <Abraham Fleming, Elizabethan Man of Letters’, p. 47. This provides more evidence that
Fleming was from Holborn.

*8 See also p. 209. Shakespeare, for example, is known to have lodged with a married couple in Silver
Street, London.
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sedate role models, for example Dr Richard Caldwell whose death in 1584 was recorded by

Fleming in Holinshed’s Chronicles with genuine sadness and affection.”® In Diamond of

Devotion (1581) Fleming offered advice to husbands regarding the treatment of their wives
and avoidance of women of lesser repute. This may have been based on experience and
matrimony was certainly a topic for discussion between the Fleming and his brother: in 1595
they corresponded on the question of whether a man could take a second wife while his first
wife was still alive.” Other evidence implies that Fleming remained a bachelor; once
ordained he baptized and buried dozens of his parishioners between 1593 and 1607 but his

registers do not contain any reference to members of his own family.

This thesis argues that Fleming was a focused and determined man and not, as the original
DNB and subsequent portrayals suggest, an average student or second-rate character. Despite
illness, financial hardship and the demands of working in London he was determined to be
awarded his degree.* In 1576 when Fleming only had four known translations to his name,

he was listed in the first edition of Holinshed’s Chronicles as one of the ‘Writers of our

Nation’.” To make it onto the list Fleming must have made a noteworthy contribution to the
book trade. Admittedly he was placed fourteenth from last on this long list of writers who
were ranked “according to their degrees, callings and worthiness even as they came to
memory,” but he was listed none-the-less; his name appeared one higher than the noted

demonologist Reginald Scot.

%% See Miller, ‘Abraham Fleming: Editor’, pp. 52-3. Fleming described Caldwell as “so aged that his
number of yeeres with his white head adding double reuerence to his person” and went on to describe
Caldwell’s passing thus: “the good old doctor fell sicke, and as a candle goeth out of it selfe, or a ripe
apple falling from the tree, so departed he out of this world at the doctors commons, where his vsuall
lodging was; & was verie worshipfullie buried.” Holinshed’s Chronicles (1587), p. 1349. The tone and
detail of this passage suggests that Fleming was indeed fond of Dr Caldwell.

*® This is one of numerous manuscripts belonging to Fleming listed by Peck: “Samuelis Flemingi. S.T.P.
Rectoris de Cottenham in Com. Cantab. ad Abrahamum Flemingum. Fratrem suum uterinum, Epsitola
privata, in qua (an Uxor secunda superstite prima, ducenda sit?) Quaestio solvitur xxvi Junii, MDXCV.
MS. Manu Samuelis Flemingi.” Peck, Desiderata Curiosa, p. 54.

* See Miller, ‘Abraham Fleming, Elizabethan Man of Letters’, p.7.

%2 Thynne, ‘List of Writers of our Nation’, Holinshed’s Chronicles (1577), pp. 1874-6. Fleming is towards
the bottom of this list of names, which were “arranged... as they came to memory”. His name was also
included in Thynne’s alphabetical catalogue of writers included in volume Il of the 1587 edition on pp.
1589-90.
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Identifying Fleming’s contributions to books is occasionally puzzling but rarely insoluble
because he initialled and put his name to almost everything that he worked on, be that an
entire book, a poem, a prefix letter or an index.> In Scot’s Discoverie (1584) he wrote under
the pseudonym “Gnimelf Maharba” (Abraham Fleming written backwards). Although he did
not always sign off with his name, Fleming did use Latin mottos and signature tags to close
his writing, for example “FINIS propositi laus Christo, Nescia FINIS”, “Quinquid donatur
ingratis dilapidatur” and “Quod Abraham Fleming” (sometimes abbreviated to “Qd

Abraham Fleming”).

Fleming delighted in word play and frequently toyed with letters, using his name or the
alphabet acrostically within texts. Nowhere is this personalising of texts more evident than in

Diamond and Holinshed’s Chronicles. Other signatures took the forms of a godly Latin tag

or an angry comment for the reader. He did this at the end of his ‘tables’ (indexes) in volume

three of Holinshed’s Chronicles: “If the reader be not satisfied with this table, let him not

blame the order, but his own conceipt”. At times his observations were directed at specific
people, like the unfortunate and allegedly incompetent printer Thomas Purfoote,
uncomfortable reading for the individual concerned but useful in confirming Fleming’s
presence on a text. While the extent of his role as editor-in-chief of the second edition of

Holinshed’s Chronicles is sometimes disputed, it is certain that Fleming provided the

indexes, oversaw much of volume one’s production and contributed numerous passages to

the entire 1587 text. The unique Melton copy of Holinshed’s Chronicles is peppered with

editor’s marks in Fleming’s hand demonstrating his fastidious attention to detail.** The
printed text was also initialled, tagged and signed by Fleming. He was a fanatical

perfectionist expecting the same hard work from others as he did from himself, as his

*% This signing of indexes was, and is, very unusual according to Christine Shuttleworth, former editor of
the journal The Indexer, pers. comm.

** This copy of Chronicles, which takes its name from a previous owner and Holinshed scholar Jerry D.
Melton, is now at the Huntington Library in California, shelfmark HL 478000. | visited the Huntington to
see the handwritten marks for myself. The volumes are from a first print run. There are often dozens of
corrections per page pointing out obvious pagination, spelling and syntax errors as well as minute blots
and other marks that sullied the pages. The vast majority of these marks are by the same hand. They
indicate an exacting, even obsessive personality with extremely high standards.
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derisive comments about Purfoote’s carelessness at the press demonstrated. When

Holinshed’s Chronicles was censored and the Privy Council removed sections of his hard

work, Fleming flared up in writing and wrote angrily to the Privy Council.*

Fleming also adopted two Latin tags, which can be used to identify him. The first was

handwritten in the Huntington Library’s Melton copy of Holinshed’s Chronicles: “Quinquid

donatur ingratis dilapidatur”’, meaning “whatever is given to the ungrateful is wasted”.

It is this handwritten signature tag found among the editor’s corrections that lead some
scholars to believe that Fleming was the main editor behind the 1587 Holinshed’s
Chronicles. The tag appears handwritten over a printed version of his name. Between the
handwritten tag and the printed name is written “quod” meaning ‘says’, the whole phrase
reading “whatever is given to the ungrateful is wasted says Abraham Fleming”.* It is
unclear what Fleming was referring to, perhaps he alluded to the hundreds of hours’ worth of

work that he had given to the Holinshed’s Chronicles project between 1584 and 1587, only

to see large amounts of the text removed by the Privy Council. Certainly in three
unpublished manuscripts Fleming wrote with angry frustration about the “spiteful”
individuals who ordered certain sections to be cut out.”” The tag may have had a godly
message too: whatever had been given was a gift from God and humankind in general was

the ungrateful party.

From 1580 onwards Fleming started using the printed word “FINIS” to close his sections
within books, for example at the end of his “Table of Common places” or index to Certain

sermons in defence of the gospel preached of late by Thomas Cooper (1580). From 1582 this

developed into Fleming’s full signature tag: “FINIS propositi, laus Christo nescia FINIS”,

which means “the end of the discourse but, praise Christ, we do not know the final end”.

*® The letters were catalogued by Peck, Desiderata Curiosa 11, 49-56. See also pp. 117-8 of this thesis.
% Abraham Fleming, The First Booke of the Historie of England’ in Holinshed’s Chronicles vol. II, 2.
The copy referred to is the Melton Holinshed in the Huntington Library, shelfmark HL 478000.

*" Peck, Desiderata Curiosa 11, 49-56. See also pp. 117-8 of this thesis.
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These Latin mottos reveal a lot about the man who devised and used them. Firstly
“Renaissance Latin tags were a lively, thoughtful and quite entertaining way to sign off
having written a long discourse”.*® As discussed above, Fleming has been described as drab,
a poor poet, humourless and some have subsequently labelled him unimaginative. Yet he
could be and was often creative; he frequently displayed irritation and anger. He also showed
an ironic sense of humour in his tags. Secondly, according to Honeybone, “Latin tags are a
sign of being clever and so the aim is to get the reader to puzzle over the meaning or
suddenly to quickly see the meaning. What matters is to show off your learning and spread
knowledge”.> Fleming was learned and seems to have made it his mission to spread
knowledge to ordinary people. He took books on numerous subjects, translated them from
Latin into more accessible English and published them in different formats so that prices

were tiered to suit all pockets, and he proudly put his hame to everything he wrote.

These tags also reveal less wordly aspects of Fleming’s personality. His opinion that
whatever was given, surely meaning divine gifts from God, was received ungratefully and
wasted is entirely in keeping with his religious writing. This sentiment is echoed in his

lengthy Diamond of Devotion, an elaborate series of six allegorical treatises within one

book, each extolling God’s goodness and man’s wastefulness. Likewise the lighter, wittier
tag which Fleming used between 1582 and 1588 epitomised his much repeated view that
mankind would live forever (once in heaven) and therefore would not know a final end. It
also recalled his reformed, protestant belief in predestination: man did not know his final

end, but God knew the fate of all.

In addition to his two Latin mottos, two examples of Fleming’s handwritten signature have

survived. These both appear in a Chancery dispute relating to the case between Gryffen and

%8 Dr Michael Honeybone, pers. comm. Dr Honeybone is an historian and lecturer with an extensive
knowledge of Elizabethan/Stuart Leicestershire. He has been researching and writing about Samuel
Fleming, Bottesford and Belvoir.

% Idem.
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Mabel et al in which Fleming dictated his witness statements and then signed them.® His
hand is fluid yet neat and confirms that he was confident with and used to handling a quill;
this is most apparent when compared to some of the other less competent signatures on the
deposition. Like most clerics or writers, Fleming probably had his own quill and penknife to
hand. Bearing in mind that the same person’s handwriting might vary according to how worn
down the quill was or the quality of the paper used, the letters of these two signatures are
consistent. Fleming spelled his surname with two ms but only wrote one, using an
abbreviation stroke over the middle of the name to indicate that the second m was missing.**
This also confirms that he was fluid and competent with written conventions, as one would
expect from an editor. No other known examples of his actual signature survive although
there are thousands of examples of his editor’s marks and handwritten comments in the

Melton copy of Holinshed’s Chronicles.®® The church registers from St Pancras, Soper Lane

for the years 1593 until 1607 (now kept in the London Guildhall archive) were most likely to

have been handwritten by Fleming as well.

That Fleming wrote or contributed to at least 52 printed texts, some of which were very
large, is not in question and that 47 of these texts were produced over a period of just thirteen
years is equally certain. Fleming was a driven man who had a genuine interest in three
‘genres’ of book: scholarly texts, religious handbooks and ‘occasional’ books that described
specific events or occasions (the latter two were often linked as strange events were viewed

by pre-enlightened society as portents from God).

Fleming’s first years as a writer reveal a predominance of scholarly texts that he translated
from Latin into English. This is likely to reflect the fact that he was still at Cambridge and
immersed in studying such books. His understanding of these texts would have made him a

good translator and punctilious editor of them. The known texts are as follows: Virgil’s

8 PRO C24/221, “Gryffen v. Mable et al, 34 Eliz. Regnum’.

® His name has been written variously as Flemming, Flemmyng and occasionally Flemyng but more
usually as Fleming, the spelling used in this thesis.

%2 This is the copy in the Huntington Library in California, shelfmark HL 478000.
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Eclogues into English verse Rythmical (1575); The Bucoliks of P. Virgilius Maro drawne

into plaine English verse by A Fleming student (1575); Aelian’s A Registre of Hystories

(1576); Panaplie of Epistles. Or a looking glass for the vnlearned. From Tully, Isocrates,

Pliny etc. (1576); Certaine Select Epistles of Cicero &c into English (1576); and, Historie of

Leander & Hero by Museus (1577). After 1577 Fleming ceased translating classical authors’
works for over a decade until he returned to Virgil’s Bucoliks together with Georgiks in

1589.

His early work translating scholarly writings was equalled only by Fleming’s penchant for
popular ‘proto-journalism’ that commemorated major events and occasions. He contributed

to Dionysis Settle’s True report of Martin Frobisher's Voyage (1577) that celebrated

Frobisher’s unsuccessful expedition to find the Northwest Passage; he produced Of all

blasing starrs in Generall (1577) to commemorate the passing of a comet. His original

pamphlet A Straunge and Terrible Wunder (1577) reported a savage dog attack in Suffolk.

The pamphlet showcased Fleming’s fast-paced and sensationalist style coupled with his
ardent godly beliefs, and it denotes a turning point in his literary career. While popular texts
were still being produced, from 1578 until 1583 there was a marked predominance of purely
godly titles with which Fleming was associated. It is worth noting that his popular

publications at this time, for example his only broadside An epitaph [...] vpon the godlie life

and death of the right worshipfull Maister William Lambe (1580) also included a strong

godly element.

Perhaps the most interesting year of Fleming’s publishing career was 1580, during which
eleven Fleming-related titles were printed: one dictionary, five popular texts and five godly
books. Fleming’s religious fervour reached its peak in 1581 when he had a hand in seven
published texts, all of them godly. They are as follows: the second edition of Footepath of

Faith leading to the Highway of Heaven with the Bridge of Blessednesse and Diamond of

Devotion; he collated Manuall of Christian Praiers made by divers devout & Godlie men

such as Calvin, Luther, Melanchton into English; he also translated Jerome of Ferrera
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(Savoranola) Meditations on the 31* and 51* Psalms; he edited and corrected Hutchin’s

David’s Sling against great Goliath; Fleming contributed the ‘Godly and Fruitful Prayer’ and

marginal notes in Latin to Jacobus Wittewronghelus’ De vera Christiani hominis and he also

contributed a letter to Golding’s English translation of the same book entitled True beleefe

of a Christian man. This letter, which was addressed to John Aylmer, Bishop of London, has

been allocated a separate STC number to the rest of the book, which has complicated
understanding Fleming’s involvement on the text (particularly as in the past there has been

confusion between the Latin and English versions of De vera Christiani hominis).

After 1581 Fleming’s literary productivity waned. He helped to produce only one book in

1582, an English reworking of St Augustine’s Monochamie of motives in the Mind of Man

or a battell betweene virtues & vices. In 1583 Fleming indexed two books, although one was

very large: Golding’s The sermons of M. John Calvin upon Deuteronomie; and, The

Common Places of Peter Martyr by Anthony Marten. The latter comprised six lengthy parts

which must have tested Fleming’s indexing skills while preparing him for an even greater

test to come: Holinshed’s Chronicles. The last two years of Fleming’s literary career saw

him return to scholarly texts, Latin/English dictionaries, and further translations of Virgil.

The physical forms of the books that Fleming worked on were as varied as the subjects he
wrote about. He produced a single-sided broadside, the Epitaph to William Lambe (1580).

He wrote short pamphlets such as Straunge and Terrible Wunder (1577). Fleming wrote

much longer treatises such as Diamond, which was palm-sized yet had over 300 pages.
These titles were entirely Fleming’s own creations. Some of the titles associated with him

were collaborations; the most obvious example of this would be Holinshed’s Chronicles.

Fleming wrote the English translations of the poems in Scot’s substantial volume Discoverie
of Witchcraft (1584) and it is possible that he also edited this book for the printer William
Brome. There was another quiet period in Fleming’s publishing career between 1584 and
1587. Again it is very likely that he was almost exclusively involved in compiling and

editing Holinshed’s Chronicles (1587), and was simply too busy to produce much else.

35



Fleming’s titles were produced in a multitude of sizes ranging from folio through to very
small sextodecimo for his devotional pocket books. His roles on each book were equally
varied and it seems that Fleming could be called on to finish and embellish another author’s
book in order to make it print-worthy and marketable. He wrote and contributed dedicatory
letters, poetry, indexes and recommendatory verses. He could translate and he could ‘correct’
or edit to a very high standard. No project was too small or too large for Fleming’s
capabilities, no task was beyond his experience and he was more than capable of single-
handedly producing his own original texts. He was clearly a perfectionist willing to point out
his colleagues’ failings publicly. This must have made Fleming difficult to work with and
might even have filled some printers with apprehension. Despite this he was a real asset to
any printing house and enjoyed long associations with the leading printers of the day. It is
the many and varied texts to which Fleming contributed to will be explored in the following

chapters, beginning with one of Fleming’s earlier printed books.

36



Chapter Two:

A Straunge and Terrible Wunder (1577)

The pamphlet entitled Straunge and Terrible Wunder wrought very late in the parish church

of Bongay was written by Fleming in August 1577 and printed soon afterwards. It was
twelve pages long and octavo in size (approx 9cm wide and 14cm long). Within the Wunder
pamphlet’s pages was an account of two ‘strange and terrible’ incidents that took place in
Bungay and Blythburgh in Suffolk. A cross between tabloid front-page news and a zealous
sermon, Wunder was intended to be popular and cheap. It included a woodcut illustration of
the sinister dog that was the pamphlet’s main character, and Fleming closed this account
with ‘A Necessary Prayer’. Today Fleming’s 1577 Wunder pamphlet survives as a unique
copy in the British Library.? Yet Fleming’s black dog story is well known and still provides
a modest income from tourists visiting Blythburgh and Bungay’s churches. The dog remains
Bungay’s town mascot to this day and a modern weathervane featuring the black dog with

staring eyes and a lightning flash overlooks the town square.

The Wunder pamphlet is one of only two printed items by Fleming that can be dated almost
precisely.® The severe thunderstorm described in the pamphlet took place on 4 August 1577
between nine and ten o’clock in the morning. It is unlikely that Fleming witnessed the event
himself, but news it reached him quickly. The pamphlet was in circulation within four weeks
of the storm, although Wunder might have been produced more quickly than that and could
have been available to buy within days rather than weeks of the event it portrayed. Certainly
Fleming was the first person to have described the event and he did so with considerable zeal

and imagination, blending fact with fiction to produce something sensational.

% The British Library has the only original copy of the pamphlet that | have been able to find at the time
of writing. The Bodleian and Folger Libraries each have a reprinted version from 1820. In 1937 another
reprinted version was produced that is more common. There is a microfilm of the BL original 1577 copy
in the University of Saskatchewan.

% The other was his broadside Epitaph which was written after Lambe’s death on 21 April 1580 and must
have been in circulation before the funeral on 6 May as the date and place of Lambe’s funeral were
advertised in the broadside.
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The Wunder pamphlet actually relates two events linked by the same storm. The first of the
events in the pamphlet took place in St Mary’s church, Bungay, ten miles from Norwich. On
Sunday 4 August 1577 during morning service “there fell from heaven an exceeding great
and terrible tempest sodein violent [...] which fell with a wonderful force [...] not simply
raine but also of lightning and thunder”. The roaring of the thunder and the “rare and
vehement” lightening flashes robbed the congregation of their wits while “things void of life
[...] shook and trembled”. Bungay had been struck by a severe summer storm during which
the “whole church was so darkened Yea with such palpable darknesse, that one persone

could not perceive another”.

Fleming continued in the pamphlet, “Immediately hereupon appeared in a most horrible
similitude and likenesse [a dog] of a black colour”. This apparition struck such fear into the
congregation that “they thought doomes day was already come”. Having manifested itself,
Fleming’s dog or “the devil in such a likenesse” ran through the church. Then it “passed
between two persons, as they were kneeling in prayer, or so it seemed, wrung the necks of
them bothe at one instance” and “where they kneeled they straungely died”. The same dog
then “passing by another man [...] gave him such a gripe on the back that therewith all he
was presently drawen together and shrunk up, as it were a peece of leather scorched in a hot
fire: or as the mouth of a purse or bag drawen together with a string”. Happily this man

“dyed not” which Fleming thought “amasing” and “mervelous in the eyes of men”.

The clerk of the church, who was up a ladder clearing the gutter, was “smitten down” by a
thunderclap but sustained no further injury. Possibly the inclusion of this detail is an oblique
reference to an act of divine displeasure because the clerk was clearing the gutter during a
Sunday service and not inside the church worshipping God. The storm raged on. “The
Rector, or Curate of the church being partaker of the peoples perplexitie, seeing what was
seen and done comforted the people, and exhorted them to prayer”. Lightning struck the
steeple, “all the wires, the wheeles and other things belonging to the Clock, were wrung in

sunder and broken in peces”. Surely this was a terrifying ordeal for those trapped in the
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darkness of the church but then the dog vanished as quickly as it had appeared. For those
who doubted the dog’s existence Fleming insisted that it had left the stones of the church and

the church door “mervelously rented and torne as it were the marks of his clawes or talans”.

The ordeal was over for those in St Mary’s parish Bungay, but the dog’s work was not done.
Almost simultaneously a second incident took place in Holy Trinity church, Blythburgh,
seven miles from Bungay. Fleming recorded this second attack with vigorous brevity in the
Wunder pamphlet:

The like thing entered, in the same shape and similitude where

placing himself on a maine balke or beam whereon sometime the

rood did stand, sodainly he gave a swing downe though the Church,

and there also, as before, slew two men and a lad, and burned the

hand of another person that was among the rest of the company, of

whom divers were blasted.

This mischief thus wrought he flew with wonderful force to
not little feare of the assembly, out of the church in a hideous and
hellish likenes.

Fleming attempted to give credibility to his account, closing the narration with “These things

are reported to be true yea by the mouthes of them that were eye witnesses of the same”.

Fleming’s description of the tempest and the hellish dog greatly struck his contemporaries.

Certainly the pamphlet circulated among, and captured the imagination of, his well-educated
peers. Sir John Harington, poet and godson of the queen (and the pupil of Fleming’s brother)
named his pet dog “Bungay”. ® In 1579 John Louthe reminisced about the story of the storm
and the black dog’s appearance.®® In 1581 the events first described by Fleming were added,

along with “a sulphurous stenche”, to Doome warning all men to the judgement, a

posthumous reprint of Konrad Lykostene’s Prodigiorum ac ostentorum chronicon printed by

Ralph Newberie.®” This account was taken directly from the Wunder pamphlet and Newberie

® Harington’s Bungay “lacked only the talent to shake golden ducats out of his ears”. A portrait of
Harington’s spaniel was depicted on the title page and preface of Orlando Furioso (1592; 1634).

% See “The reminiscences of J. Loude or Louthe, addressed to J. Foxe in 1579 in J. G. Nichols (ed.)
Narratives of the days of the Reformation, chiefly from the manuscripts of John Foxe the Martyrologist;
with two contemporary biographies of Archbishop Cranmer (1859).

87 A facsimile of Lykostene’s Doome warning is in the British Library, BL WP.9530/404.
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added “The copy written to the Printer by Abraham Fleming” to the end of this edition.®
Fleming was the recognized authority on the Suffolk tempest and it is likely that Newberie
added Fleming’s name to the 1581 text as it would not only lend that authority to the text but
also make it more popular because in 1581 Fleming’s popularity peaked and his writing was

sought after.

Fleming was considered a reliable source regarding the tempest of 1577 and this reputation
served him well in later years. However, it is unlikely that he witnessed the events first hand
since he made a mistake: Fleming claimed that the door of St Mary’s church was clawed by
the black dog when, in actual fact, it was a door in Holy Trinity, Blythburgh that bore the
talon marks (and still appears to do s0).%® In other publications, even those produced quickly,
Fleming was fastidious about correcting details such as these. Had he been present at Bungay
or Blythburgh at the time of the storm there is no doubt that his account would have been
more accurate. Therefore he must have relied upon someone else who brought oral news of

the storm to London.

Despite orally transmitted flaws, Straunge and Terrible Wunder was not wholly incredible at

the time it was written, and much of what Fleming described can be substantiated using the
churchwardens’ accounts and registers. There are also marks still visible in the door of one
church as Fleming described. However, Fleming’s inclusion of the “hellish” hound is
obviously a figment of the imagination and contemporary references to Fleming’s phantom
dog are rare. In 1580 John Stow wrote of the terrible thunderstorm and damage to the
churches of Bungay and Blythburgh, but made no mention of any hounds. Stow was well

known for his accurate and objective chronicles and gazetteers, and as such was a trusted

%8 BL WP.9530/404, p. 403.

% The claw marks look more like a pair of burns, which might be consistent with a lightning strike.
However there is a similar pair of marks on the opposite door as well, strongly suggesting that these
grooves were in fact wear-marks made by door furniture, not a giant dog nor lightning.



source.” Likewise, Holinshed’s Chronicles (1587) documented the storm and resultant

damage and human losses but, like Stow, the unidentified author of this excerpt did not

mention a dog.

On Sundaie the fourth of August betweene the houres of nine and ten
of the clocke in the forenoone, whilst the minister was reading of the
second lesson in the parish church of Bliborough [Blythburgh] a
towne in Suffolke, a strange and terrible tempest of lightening and
thunder strake thorough the wall of the same church into the ground a
yard deepe, drave downe all the people on that side above twentie
persons, then renting the wall up to the veustre cleft the doore, and
returning to the steeple, rent the timber, brake the chimes, and and
fled towards Bongie [Bungay] a towne six miles off. The people that
were stricken downe were found groveling more than halfe an houre
after, whereof one man more than fortie yeares and a boie of fifteen
yeares were found starke dead; the other were scorched. The same or
like flash of lightening and cracks of thunder rent the parish church
of Bongie, nine miles from Norwiche, wroong asunder the wiers and
wheeles of the clocks and slue two men which sat in the belfrie, when
the other were at the procession of suffrages and scorched an other
which hardlie escaped.”

Fleming himself had overseen Holinshed’s Chronicles’ production and may even have

written this dog-free version (although stylistically the language and somewhat archaic
spelling are not consistent with Fleming’s writing). However, it was Fleming’s lurid
pamphlet that initially claimed to offer accurate details of event of 1577 in which “an

horrible shaped thing” descended on the churches. The phantom black dog was left out of

Stow’s Chronicles and Annales and omitted from Holinshed’s Chronicles, since in reality

there had never been “an horrible shaped thing” in either church. Unlike some of the more

spiritual or speculative books featuring the dog, Holinshed’s Chronicles and Stow’s Annales

were intended to be objective and accurate. Having said that, Stow’s Survey of London,

which was also intended to be objective and accurate, includes an account very similar to the

one described by Fleming in Wunder."

70 John Stow, The Annales of England, faithfully collected out of the most autenticall Authors, Records
untill 1592 (1592), p. 1154.

™ From “The Continuation of the Chronicles of England’in Vol. I1l of Holinshed’s Chronicles (1587),
1270.

"2 See pp. 44-5.
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The accounts in Wunder, Holinshed’s Chronicles and Stow’s Chronicles and Annales are

identical in every respect apart from the phantom dog. The very first account of the incident
was written at the time of the event in the church records. In St Mary’s, Bungay the
churchwarden’s account book for August 1577 recorded a payment made to “...iiii pore
whomen that layed forthe the Bodyes of the ii men that were strycken deade with in the
steple of the churche at the great tempest that was the iiiith of August in anno domini mccccc
Seventy & Seven”.” In the margin next to this entry another hand has written “Md. A great
terryble & ferfull tempest at the tyme of procession upon the Sondaye such darkness, Rayne,
hayle, Thunder & lightnyng as was never seen the lyke”.”* The storm that claimed these lives

had been an exceptional one.

In 1579, two years after the tempest, a further entry was added to the churchwardens’

accounts:

Itm. Pd. to a carpenter for vii Dayes worke with meate and wages for
mendyng and Reparing the chynlyng of the steple wyndow at the east
syde the was Broken & Jeareyd in pecs at the great tempest of
Thunder & lightnyng that was at Bungaye the iiii of August beyng
Sondaye in An Domini 1577 when ii of the parishners were strkyn
dead in the Belhouse & Dyed so other of the Parshners strycken
down to the grounde & some hurt in dyverse placs of ther leggs &
feet to the great feares of all the parishnres.”

In the margin next to this entry in a contemporaneous hand was written “THE TEMPEST OF
THUNDER?”. The five deaths, the other two men’s injuries and the damage to the churches
had been caused by the extreme storm. The parish burial register for 1577 also records,
“John Fuller & Adam Walker slayne in the tempest in the Belfry in the time of prayer upon

5 76

the Lord’s Day the iiii of August”.

™® Lowestoft Records Office (hereafter LRO) 1116/E1/1, f. 166 [Churchwardens’ accounts book for
1579].

™ Ibid.

™ Ibid.

® LRO 116/D1/1.
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The addition of the fabled dog makes the pamphlet unique among Fleming’s books. He did
not embellish any other texts in this way and it was unusual for Fleming to stray from the
facts as he saw them when commenting on any event. The reason for this is that a dog was
most likely part of the story by the time news of the storm in Suffolk reached Fleming in
London. Domestic dogs were allowed into churches with their owners so finding a dog in a
place of worship would not have seemed unusual to Fleming. However, Fleming

embellished the dog to make it a more suitably awe-inspiring vehicle for his godly message.

For centuries pet dogs had been allowed into churches with their masters or mistresses, a

practice that continued into Tudor and Stuart times.

In David Loggan’s late seventeenth century engravings of Cambridge
there are dogs everywhere... King’s has a dog on the lawn and two
fighting inside the chapel (Christ’s and Trinity, by contrast, employed
a special servant to keep dogs out of the chapel).”’

In Elizabeth’s reign parishioners took their pet and working dogs to services with them and
sometimes these dogs became unruly. For this reason churches such as St Mary’s in Bungay
employed “dog whippers”. The whipper was a man specifically employed to remove ill-
behaved animals that disrupted church services by literally whipping them out of the church.
If a dog was particularly dangerous or uncooperative the whipper would grab it with “dog
tongs”, large pincers made of iron, and drag it out of the building. Whipping was an on-
going necessity; an entry in the Bungay accounts for 1575 reads “Item for whipping dogges
out of the church for i half yeere”.”® In 1577 Bungay’s whipper was John Hindes and he
regularly received payments “for whipping dogges out of the churche”.” There is additional
evidence that a dog whipper’s assistance was required around the time of the storm on 4

August 1577. Written just a few lines above the entry describing the tempest was “Itm paid

" Keith Thomas, Man and the Natural World: Changing attitudes in England 1500-1800 (1979), p. 102.
® LRO 1116/E1/1, f. 158. (See also the illustration of a Paul’s Cross sermon on p. 272 of this thesis.)
79 Ihi

Ibid. f. 162.
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to John Hindes for whipping dogges owt of the church at prayerr tyme”.® Two further

payments were made during 1578.

The evidence in this thesis means that a realistic account of what happened in St Mary’s
Bungay on 4 August 1577 can now be constructed. There was an unusually fierce storm that
caused severe damage to the church. Lightning or falling masonry killed two parishioners.
Domestic dogs were very likely in the church on 4 August 1577 and it is more than likely
that these dogs reacted to the tempest by becoming distressed and behaving badly. Perhaps
such a dog running about in the confused darkness of the nave, its shape distorted by
lightning flashes and shadows, had been mistaken for something more sinister.?* By the time
news of the event was printed and sold the dog had become the horrible beast illustrated on

Fleming’s pamphlet.

Whilst it was inspired by a pet dog, Fleming’s black dog is a literary device with its roots in
a number of traditions. The idea for the dog may have come from closer to Fleming’s

London residence. In his Survey of London Stow noted he had “oft heard my father report”

of this storm and apparition at St Michael’s Cornhill, and was also told of this incident by
“one of the [bell] ringers [who] lived in my youth, whom I have oft heard to verify the same
to be true”. On St James night (no year given) during a tempest, an “uglie shaped thing”
appeared in St Michael’s Cornhill. The “thing” left deep claw marks “like those of a lion” in

a stone windowsill.®?

Stow does not give an exact date, but the incident apparently happened
within living memory of the man who told Stow the tale when Stow was a boy. This places

the apparition in St Michael’s somewhere in the early sixteenth century, well before

% RO 1116/E1/1, f. 158, f. 166.

8 There are strong similarities between the symptoms of Fleming’s victims and those experienced by the
“bewitched” residents of Salem, Massachusetts in 1692. It has been suggested that the mass hysteria of
Salem was caused by the residents accidentally eating ergot-infected rye bread. Ergot is a naturally
occurring fungus containing toxins and hallucinogens that can infect crops during damp summers. Its
victims ‘saw’ large cats and dogs and suffered sensations of being burned or bitten in their hands and feet.
The research carried out for this thesis suggests that in Suffolk the summer of 1577 had indeed been
warm and damp although there is not enough evidence to demonstrate whether or not the people of
Bungay were suffering from ergotamine poisoning and had imagined seeing and being bitten by what
they construed to be a monstrous dog in the already charged atmosphere of this storm.

8 Stow, Survey of London, (2005 edn), p. 179.
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Fleming’s pamphlet, but if Stow was aware of such mythology then Fleming most likely was
as well, and it may have inspired him when he wrote Wunder. Details such as the
accompanying storms, rents in the church stones and the description of the “uglie” and
“horrible” shaped creatures are very similar. It is perhaps worth mentioning that St James’
day was one of the most important national celebrations in catholic Spain, so perhaps it is
more than coincidental that Stow’s “uglie shaped thing” appeared on that “popish” day, just
as it was more than coincidental that Fleming’s black dog had targeted the rood of Holy

Trinity, Blythburgh, a key feature of pre-Reformation churches.

The roots of Fleming’s dog most likely go back for centuries before Stow’s ugly apparition.
The Saxons had a plethora of wolf- and dog-related words to describe heathens, killers and
villains. Medieval England had also had its legends of frightening dog-wolf hybrids and
monstrous dog-bear cross-breeds and this deep-rooted wealth of dog-lore, both oral and
written, was familiar to educated men like Fleming. He was certainly aware of the types of
dogs commonly described in the British Isles. In 1576, the year before writing Wunder he

translated John Caius’ De Canibus Britannicus from Latin into English. Fleming’s Of

Englishe Dogges (hereafter Dogges) became a best-seller and ran to several editions (the

most recent in 2005). There are a number of creatures to be found among the pages of
Dogges, each with a quality or characteristic that surely came to Fleming’s mind as he wrote

about the East Anglian phantom.

Fleming may have been inspired by the incredible swiftness of the “leporarius” or

greyhound. The dog in Wunder is explicitly described as being incredibly swift; it appeared

to “fly” within the church in Bungay and then appeared almost simultaneously seven miles
away at the church in Blythburgh. However, Fleming found the greyhound’s temperament

“to be wonderful by the testimonies of histories”. The greyhound was no killer but other
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breeds were not as good natured.® The “Tumbler” or vertagus was used to lull prey into a
false sense of security, dancing about “circlewise” to fool its target before suddenly
“griping” them. The Wunder pamphlet dog also ran about “griping” people, but the Tumbler
was “somewhat smaller than a grehound” and more interested in luring “connyes” [rabbits]
from their “connyeburoughs” than attacking people.®* Fleming had also translated Caius’
description of a “Nyghtcurre” (Canis furax). It sounded sinister enough, but this type of dog
simply “smel[t] out connyes in the night”.%* None of these three breeds was the hell-hound in
Wunder, but a mixture of these three animals would have created a very fast dog capable of

“griping” people in the darkness.

A more likely inspiration for Fleming’s black dog was the “Bloudhounde” or Sanguinarius.
Large and ugly enough to be the horrible vision purportedly seen in the churches, it had
“lippes of a large syze and eares of no small length” and a habit of chasing “beasts both alive
and dead”. This breed was described as “greedy” and lay hidden in “wylde woods” where it
“lurke[d] in hollow holes”. Bloudhoundes were ceaseless pursuers of felons. Their owners,
Fleming assured his readers, kept them in “close dark channels” by day and only let them out
by night. They also had great “swiftnesse”.

In the borders of England and Scotland these kindes of Dogges are

very much used and they are taught and trayned up first of all the

hunt Cattell as well of the smaller as of the greater growth and

afterwardes... they are learned to pursue such pestilent persons as
plant theyr pleasure in such practises or purloyning.®

8 Abraham Fleming, Of English Dogges (1576), p. 9. Greyhounds were considered to be good dogs as
demonstrated in the legend of “St Guinefort”, popularly called the patron saint of children. Guinefort, a
greyhound, saved a baby from a wolf by hiding the child under a cradle and wounding the wolf. However,
the greyhound’s master, unable to find his child and seeing the dog covered in blood, assumed Guinefort
had eaten the baby. He killed the dog and only realized his mistake when the baby started crying. A cult
developed around “Saint Guinefort” although it was never acknowledged by the Church. See
ghttp://www.fordham.edu/halsall/source/guinefort.asp], last accessed 29 December 2011.

* Fleming, Dogges, p. 11.

& |bid. p. 12.

% |bid. pp. 7-8.
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With time and training the bloudehound became “cunning in running” and also gained

“forsight what is to be done”.*’

Fleming also wrote about “Dogges of a course kind [...] Of the Mastive or Bandogge in
Latine Villaticus or Catherarius”. These were “vaste, huge, stubborn, ougly and eager, of a
hevy and burthenous body [...] terrible and frightfull to beholde and more fearce and fell
than any Arcadian curre [a hybrid of Dogge and Lyon]”. Fleming’s mastiff was described as
heavy and “of little swiftnesse”, but had other characteristics found in the Wunder dog. For
example it was certainly big and strong enough to worry a man. The Bandogge was used to
guard farms “against robbers, night wanderers, spoylers” and

to take the bull by the eare, when occasion requireth. One dogge or

two at the uttermost, sufficient for that purpose be the bull never so

monsterous, never so fearce, never so furious, never so stearne, never

so untameable.®®
The mastiff was also used for bear and bull baiting and Fleming’s later accounts of spectator

sports in Holinshed’s Chronicles revealed that he was a fan of bull and bear baiting. The

mastiff fought “without any collar to defend their throats” and was trained by men armed
with swords, clubs and pikestaffs as this “render[ed] the dogge more sturdy and strong”. It
was kept in chains to guard property and it had a formidable bark. If Fleming had borne one

specific breed in mind for the horrible monster in Wunder, it was most likely the mastiff.

Many characteristics of the Wunder dog have been described already. Fleming was aware of
wanton dogs of enormous size such as the bloodhound and mastiff. These animals were
unafraid, bold and aggressive, while other breeds provided the incredible speed and ability to
seek quarry in the dark which made the Wunder dog so fantastical. Fleming’s dog was also a
messenger bringing a warning from God, since he also implies that those killed by the

phantom animal were victimized for a reason: they only “seemed” to be praying. There is a

8 Fleming, Dogges, pp. 9-11.
% |bid. pp. 25-8.
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hound in Dogges, which Fleming described, called Canes defensores or “Defending
Dogges”. Like a darkly vengeful Greyfriars Bobby, Canes defensores “stay[ed] by its master
even if its master is dead”. It endured “famishment and tempests” to watch over his master’s
“carkass” then killed his murderers “or else by barking, by howling, by furious jarring and
snarring and such like meanes betrayeth the malefactor”.*® However, according to Fleming,

there was a more deadly kind of defending dog.

The third [kind] are deadly, for they flye upon a man without
utterance of voyce, snatch at him, and catch him by the throate and
most cruelly byte out colloppes of fleashe. Feare these kinds of
Curres (if thou be wise and circumspect about thine owne safetie).*

There existed an extensive and well-known repertoire of popular breeds from which Fleming

could have concocted the hellish dog-like creature that appeared in his Wunder pamphlet in
1577. Since Dogges was written as a serious guide to dog breeds, it is interesting that these
somewhat unlikely crossbreeds should be included, as their addition suggests that
Elizabethans believed in monstrous hybrids living “within the coastes of this country”. The
first of these “other dogges™ was a feasible wolf-dog hybrid. The second was a less-likely
cross between a dog and a fox. The third was Urcanus, a fabulous cross between a bear and a
mastiff, and this creature seems to have struck fear into the heart of the author:

The Urcane which is bred of a beare and a dogge...

Is fearce, is fell, is stoute & stronge

And byteth sore to fleshe & bone

His furious force indureth long
In rage he will be rul’de of none.

The passage continued:

This dogge exceedeth all other in cruel conditions his leering and
fleering lookes, his stearne and savage visage maketh him in sight
feareful and terrible, he is violent in fighting & where-soever he
setteth his tenterhooke teeth, he taketh such sure & fast hold that a
man may sooner teare and rend him in sunder then lose him and

& Fleming, Dogges, p. 30.
% |bid. p. 32.
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separate his chappes [...] and may (I think) be companion with
Alexanders dogge which came out of India.”

Fleming knew a great deal about different types of dog, both real and mythical. It was this

knowledge that inspired him when he wrote the Wunder pamphlet, which is unusual in that it

has an illustration of the black dog on its title page. The woodcut on the front page of
Wunder looks more like a bear than a dog. This illustration is small but clear, the wavy hair
of the dog’s coat can be seen as can its tiny eye, its ear and small, sharply pointed claws.
This suggests that the woodcut was not an old, worn one from Godly’s existing stock but that
the illustration had been made especially for the pamphlet, possibly to Fleming’s own

specification (see p. 267).

Fleming’s Wunder dog can clearly be seen as embedded in a long tradition of using dogs as
metaphors. Each breed described in Dogges had its own characteristic actions and, whenever
possible, Fleming included a moral explanation for a breed’s behaviour. The book worked on
two levels: as a spotter’s guide or handbook for those interested in dog breeds; and, as a
work steeped in moralising comments. Wunder also worked on two levels. Firstly the
pamphlet claimed to record accurately a newsworthy event in much the same way that a
newspaper would today. On a second, deeper level the pamphlet was a social commentary
with a clear message: God used His agents, in this case a dog, to punish those who were

sinful, and interpretations such as this were conventional.

In pamphlets such as these the divine message interpreted and conveyed was almost always a

doom warning. This is true of the Wunder pamphlet in 1577. In keeping with most of his

works, and certainly his later devotional writing, Fleming started the Wunder pamphlet with

a godly preface to the reader, hinting at the cautionary tale that was to follow:

°! Fleming, Dogges, pp. 35-7. It is likely that Fleming, as Caius had done before him, drew on Pliny’s
classical natural history as crossbreeding wolves with dogs to produce war-dogs was known to the
Romans and their predecessors.
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Among men it is growen in custome, to have forwarnings of

afterclaps, as beacons built on hills... Alarum belles serving to the

same purpose [so that] every man can arme himself, when hazard is

at hand to save him. Jesus, how painefull and venturous wee bee.
The pain and adventurousness which he deplored referred to sinful men straying from the
path of true faith. Fleming emphasized the point in his next paragraph: “God warneth us by
signes from heaven, by fierie apparaunces from the aire, by wonders wrought on earth
Straunge and unusiall”. God was not happy that men had strayed from the true path, hence
unusual phenomena and supernatural ‘alarm bells’ had been witnessed. The pamphlet was
intended as a warning, or at least Fleming’s interpretation of an event served as a warning.
The world according to Fleming had fallen into chaos, “miserable murthers [...]
insurrections [...] detestable treason on this side the seas, by tumults and uprores between
Princes of forreigne nations”, and there was a genuine fear of God wreaking “Sodomiticall or
a Babylonian destruction”. Fleming went on “The occasion that I have wrote this warning

was a wonder lately wrought in Norfolke”.%

Fleming’s reaction to the events he went on to describe was a common one, as Keith Thomas
has noted: “it was customary for national disasters to be regarded as God’s response to the
sins of the people”.* The storm alone would have been warning enough, but Fleming added
the “horrible shaped thing”. He described his dog as “the devil in such a likenesse (God
knoweth all and worketh all)”, indicating that the dog had been created and sent by God.
This divine agent “passed between two persons, as they were kneeling in prayer, or so it
seemed, wrung the necks of them bothe at one instance [...] where they kneeled they
straungely died”.** Fleming may have meant that the dog seemed to pass between the people
at prayer. Alternatively, and more likely, he meant that the people only seemed to be praying.

He described this double death as “a wonderful example of Gods work, no doubt to terrifie

%2 Today Bungay and Blythburgh, the two towns in which the incidents took place, are actually just within
the Suffolk border.

% Keith Thomas, Religion and the Decline of Magic (1971), p. 96.

* Fleming Wunder, p. 11 (italics my own).
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us, that we might feare him for his justice”. In other words it was necessary for worshippers

to be genuine and truly believe in God when they prayed, or punishment would follow.

Fleming felt the need to create a spectacular pamphlet including not only an extreme
tempest, two damaged churches, five deaths and several injuries but also a fabulous dog.
Compared to a less devastating event such as a monstrous calf born with two heads, the level
of warning described in the Wunder pamphlet suggested that some very serious crisis was
afoot. The inclusion of the churches indicates that it was most likely a religious crisis. The
summer of 1577 had, so the godly held, presented God with good reason to vent a
tempestuous warning. The English church was in turmoil following the suspension by Queen
Elizabeth of Archbishop Grindal, a hero to godly protestants, earlier that summer.* There
would therefore have been a sizeable and worried readership wanting to find out the latest

portents and their meanings.

Fleming himself and the pamphlet’s printer Francis Godley had to strike while the iron was
hot. Godley was likely to be experienced in producing and selling such pamphlets and
booklets, since the earliest reference to him related to a 1562 ballad about a monstrous child
born in Chichester.®® An opportunity such as the storm just weeks after Grindal’s fall was
too good to miss. Fleming worked fast in order to seize upon this catastrophic event. News
reached London where Fleming conceived and wrote the 2,000 word text. He had it typeset,
illustrated and printed, then circulated. The whole process could not have taken longer than
three weeks because on 2 September the Privy Council noted a pamphlet about a “straing
accident” in Bungay.”" In reality production was probably much quicker than that and rapid
circulation was necessary for a number of reasons. Primarily, the account was topical and a

pamphlet purporting to contain a warning about a resolved or old situation would have been

% patrick Collinson, Archbishop Grindal 1519-1583: The Struggle for a Reformed Church (1979).

% Tessa Watt, Cheap Print and Popular Piety (Cambridge, 1991), p. 266. Watt’s reference to this ballad
about a monstrous child is not referenced clearly, her implication being that it was published with Wunder
as one title under one STC number (6177). In her main text she also implies that Wunder was a “tiny one
sheet octavo,” which it was not. Wunder’s STC number is 11050.

7 See pp. 52-3.
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yesterday’s news. Secondly, Fleming worked quickly in order to stamp his godly

interpretation onto the event before another religious group used it (one catholic writer
named Roland Jenkes did produce an alternate version although this was banned by the
Bishop of London). Fleming wanted to make the most of the terrible event to produce a

lucrative, popular publication before anyone else did.

There was probably another reason why Fleming responded so promptly to the incident in
Suffolk. Other agencies were at work to ensure that interpretations of divine acts that could
have been damaging or embarrassing to the establishment were swiftly blocked. The Privy
Council desired that all printing was licensed, even though many publications were not
registered, in an attempt to reduce the number of unwholesome or anti-establishment
pamphlets circulating in London. Queen Elizabeth had suspended Archbishop Grindal in
June 1577 and there had been outrage among the godly. Fleming’s pamphlet warning about
the tempest and divine messenger in Suffolk followed early in August and was not licensed,
nor was it “seen and allowed”, meaning the Privy Council were aware of and had approved
the text. This suggests that Fleming wanted to produce this little book and sell as many as
possible before it was noticed and risked being recalled by the Privy Council. Fleming’s
pamphlet was not banned; however at least one other pamphlet about the terrible deaths in

Suffolk was recalled with harsh consequences for its author.”

The timing of the tempest, which followed Grindal’s suspension so closely, would have
made the event seem more significant. This almost certainly explains why the account in the
pamphlet is so spectacular when compared to other contemporary versions of the event. The

account incorporated into Holinshed’s Chronicles, for example, which does not seem to have

been written by Fleming but was almost certainly edited by him, is staid and objective. The
recently consecrated Bishop of London, John Aylmer, was alerted to a pamphlet account of
the storm. On 2 September 1577, less than a month after the tempest, this entry was recorded

in Acts of the Privy Council:

% See fn 100, p. 53.
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Unlicensed Publications: A letter to the Bushoppe of London

signifienge unto him that where there hathe been latelie published to

pamphlettes, the one concerning a straing accident sade to have

happened within the parishe church of Boungy, neere unto Norwich,

and the other towching the late mortalitie at Oxforde.”
Superficially this seems to refer to Fleming’s pamphlet and under Fleming’s name in STC
the entry for Wunder (number 11050) says that the Privy Council looked into the unlicensed
printing of this pamphlet. Wunder is rare and survives as a unique copy today. This could be
explained by the Bishop of London having recalled and destroyed the print run. However,
two pamphlets were mentioned by the Privy Council but no authors were named, so there is

a possibility that this entry may not refer to Fleming’s pamphlet at all. A similar pamphlet

appeared in Rouen the year after Straunge and Terrible Wunder was produced, and the

development of this second, French pamphlet can be traced to a catholic printer called
Roland Jenkes. In 1577 Jenkes wrote a pro-catholic account of a series of deaths in his home
town of Oxford, for which Jenkes was condemned and harshly punished for sedition.'®
Jenkes fled England for France where he settled in Rouen and opened a new print shop.
Rouen was known as a safe haven for catholic exiles, particularly printers, and a culture of
expatriate literature developed there. Here in 1578 Jenkes produced a pamphlet entitled

Histoire Mervelleuse, which was a word-for-word translation of Fleming’s Wunder.

However, Jenkes removed the godly prayer Fleming wrote to close the account and replaced
it with a catholic ending: “preserver tousiours en sa saincte foy Catholiques Apostolique &

Romaine”.’ The two pamphlets mentioned in Acts of the Privy Council are therefore likely

to be Jenkes’ English precursor to Histoire Mervelleuse which also contained the account of

a Strange Mortalitie in Oxford. After these were recalled and Jenkes was punished for

% John Roche Dasent, ed., Acts of the Privy Council of England, Vol. X, 1577-1578, (HMSO, 1895), 25.
The mortality of Oxford, which was also recorded in a letter dated 4 August 1577, involved the
mysterious deaths of at least 70 people, perhaps from plague. See John Strype Annals of the
Reformation, vol. I1, part Il (Oxford, 1826), 139.

100 jenkes was nailed to a pillory by his ears and then cut free, which would have been extremely painful
and left him disfigured for life. See R.B. McKerrow (ed.), A Dictionary of Printers and Booksellers in
England, Scotland and Ireland, and of Foreign Printers of English Books (1968), p. 156.

101 «persevere in His holy Catholic Apostolic and Roman faith”, this is the very last paragraph in the
pamphlet.
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sedition in 1577, he exiled himself to France and published the French version of Wunder
and the deaths in Oxford. It seems that Fleming’s godly interpretation of the event was an

agreeable one; the Wunder pamphlet did nothing to impede his career as a writer.

Why Jenkes translated Fleming’s pamphlet word-for-word is not known, but he might have
acted out of jealously or spite, motivated by a sense of unfairness at his treatment when
Fleming had escaped punishment. Rivalry and jealousy existed beween writers and printers
as the Stationers’ registers contain numerous instances of fines and compensation meted out
to settle copyright disputes. The punishment Jenkes received certainly demonstrates the
swiftness with which the Privy Council could act and the harsh treatment of those who
defied the establishment, particularly during the crisis following Grindal’s fall. Bishop
Aylmer was known for his severity with anyone who differed from him on ecclesiastical

questions, whether puritan or catholic.

To understand the wider significance of the tempest happening in Suffolk, it is necessary to
appreciate what had happened within the Church prior to 1577, particularly in Suffolk where

Fleming’s pamphlet was set. By the time Fleming wrote Wunder, England had endured five

decades of religious upheaval. The unrest had started with Henry VIII’s schism and
dissolution of the monasteries followed by Edward VI’s radical reformation. Next came
Mary’s bloody counter-reformation during which around 300 protestants were burned; a fifth
of the victims were from Suffolk. Finally Elizabeth’s religious compromises made possible a
period of comparative stability, although this stability was difficult to maintain in East

Anglia.

Many case studies from Suffolk demonstrate the turmoil and paranoia that peaked at this
time. In 1550 the churchwarden of St Mary’s Priory church, Bungay paid his man Edward

Molle “for taking away the high altar”, which was not needed for protestant worship under
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Edward V1.1 However, under Mary the church accounts in Bungay show that as late as
1558 some catholic images were restored:

Itm paied to Edward Molle and his man for a daies worke for setting

uppe the ymages of St. Marie and St. John on the Roodlofft.'*
Rood screens were important features in pre-Reformation worship. Fleming’s fictional black

dog targetted the rood screen of Holy Trinity church and ran up and down on top of it,

thereby drawing attention to this contentious part of the building.

The Marian restoration of the saints’ images in Bungay triggered a fresh wave of protestant
dissent. Some East Anglians deliberately courted heresy charges. The sole surviving court
book for the Archdeaconry of Sudbury indicates that acts of petty religious defiance were
rife. These ranged from refusing to attend services, refusing to genuflect to the rood and
privately using the Tyndale translation of the Bible, which had been banned since 1543."%
Diarmaid MacCulloch has documented numerous seditious incidents such as regular
meetings of reformers, often over a hundred strong, and one parishioner from Lidgate
shocked the townspeople by declaring that there was no devil in Hell.'® During Mary’s reign
the communities of Suffolk gradually developed their deep-rooted anxieties and religious

unrest that formed the core of the event Fleming was to present in his pamphlet.

Suffolk was therefore a divided county when Elizabeth came to the throne. Mary’s catholic
revival had proved “a trauma which had forced people to take sides” and “was bound to have
left dangerous tensions”. While the laity of Stoke-by-Nayland defended conservatism, the

people of Bury were only too happy to demolish their “Images, Roodes, Roodloftes and

1921 RO 1116/E1/1, f. 79.

1% bid. f. 105.

104 |bid. f. 176. Note the refusal to genuflect to the rood. The rood was a key symbol of the catholic faith
and references to it appear time and time again during this period. Bishop Nix apprehended four
shoemakers from Eye who were intent on burning the rood of Eye Priory Church (ibid. £.155). In his
Wunder pamphlet, Fleming stated that the black dog ran up and down the beam where the rood once
stood.

195 Diarmaid MacCulloch Suffolk and the Tudors: Politics and Religion 1500-1600, (Oxford, 1986), p.
176.
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other superstitious monuments”.*® Similar acts of religious vandalism raged for another
decade and in Bungay the long-suffering Edward Molle was contracted for a third time; the
churchwardens’ accounts made a note of his wages this time “for taking downe the [saints’]

ymages” while his colleagues broke them up and destroyed the altar.'"’

In 1559 the queen appointed Matthew Parker as Archbishop of Canterbury. Parker had been
Anne Boleyn’s chaplain and, although he had held radical opinions, he followed Elizabeth’s
policy of compromises. Others likely tried to follow Parker’s example. In the west country in
1562 “one peace-keeping parishioner asked his neighbours to cease their quarrelling over a
rood screen, the removal of which had recently been ordered: ‘let us agree to have it down,
that we may be like Christian men again of holy time’”.'*® Other individuals were not
prepared to compromise and this is particularly true of Suffolk in which Fleming’s pamphlet
was set. Throughout the 1570s reformers objected to Counter-Reformation Catholicism
abroad because of its priestly caste and rituals. They also objected to Elizabeth’s church;
although not Roman, in their opinion it was not fully reformed.*® Some towns, for example
Ipswich under the radical aegis of Sir Francis Walsingham, were relatively stable. Other
areas, such as Bury St Edmund’s, were not. This constant jockeying for power between
people of different religious persuasions resulted in ongoing clashes throughout these
decades. To puritans, the whole country had been corrupted by the Devil, by “wolves and
foxes” that crept out in the absence of “good shepherds”.*® “The bishops are to blame”,
wrote one chronicler in 1577, “they admit, they say, unworthy men. See the craft of Satan,

falsely to charge the worthiest pillars of the church with the ruin of the church”.**!

106 MacCulloch, Suffolk and the Tudors, p. 182.

197 Christopher Reeve A Straunge and Terrible Wunder: the story of the Black Dog of Bungay
(Bungay, 1988), p. 12.

108 C. Marsh, “Piety and Persuasion in Elizabethan England’ in Nicholas Tyacke (ed.), England’s Long
Reformation, 1500-1800 (1998), p.161.

109 Reeve, Bungay, p. 12.

119 Strype, Annals, p. 145.

11 bid. p. 146.
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The townsfolk of Bungay were divided on religion. Some remained covertly catholic, others
supported Elizabeth’s compromises while the puritans lurked on the sidelines. In 1575
extensive repairs to St Mary’s church were needed following what was surely an act of

zealous vandalism.

Itm paid to the glaser for a pain of glasse in the west window cout
viii foote; Itm paid to the same for the lytle pain of glasse in the
north window cout one foot; Itm paid to Hampsher for viii oz Barre
of yron for the west window & for mendyng and other Barre & hook
for the church gate; Itm paid to the glaser for mendyng all the
windows in the bodye of the church & for sowder.*?

Less than two years after these repairs were made, the tempest described by Fleming caused
further upheaval, although the parishioners persisted in carrying out wanton acts of
destruction in the weeks before the storm. One long passage in the churchwardens’ accounts
described how two puritan supporters named Fylld and Mannock attacked the rood, a
devisive symbol of pre-Reformation belief. On “the last day of Aprill” 1577, two church
reeves, John Mannock and Edward Fylld, were cited for destroying the Rood, despite being
forbidden to do so.™® John Edwards recorded the incident in the church register and
described the rood as being “very comlye & decentlye made, according to the queen her
majesties Laws”."* The reformers’ argument continued as next to John Edwards’ entry is

written in another hand “Jhon. Edward here Lye for it was full of Immagery not defaced”.*”

Despite these often heated exchanges, normal church services continued. The next entries

were “for Breade & wyne for the communyon the second of aprill [...] the xv of aprill xvi &

xvii april, the xviii, xix & xxth of apryll [and] for skoryng the communion cups”.™*®

"2 RO 1116/E1/1, f. 160.

2 Ipid. f. 162.

14 |bid. In Reeve’s Bungay the note is transcribed as ‘Thos. Edwards here lye...” with the comment that
Thomas Edwards was a shoemaker. The Parish Burial Register does mention a “Thomas Edwards sen[ior]
shoemaker” who was interred on 1 March 1581 (LRO 116/D1/1, f. 15). However, Reeve mis-transcribed
the name in his book: the marginal note actually says Jhon [John] and the same John Edwards is
mentioned again on f. 162 “In Primis payd to John Edwards for ingrosing the church book — xii d”. John
Edwards’ name reappears on subsequent pages as well.

5| RO 1116/E1/1, f. 162.

1% 1bid. f. 160.
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However, a later entry from the same book suggested that those in favour of further reform

had at last destroyed the saints’ images. Mr Nobbes was paid to clear up the mess:

Itm paid to nobbes the sexton for makyng cleane the churche after the
pulling downe of the partycon [rood] betweene the chancelle &
church [...] contrarye to a comandement before sent by the Lord
Bisshopp off norwiche by one John Bowbright his man to the
inhabitance.*"’

A marginal note says “Taking down the great organ”. No reason is given for taking the organ
down, but there were no ensuing payments made for a new organ, neither were there
payments for repairing the old one.™® This is significant as organ music had been a key part
of catholic church services and, while queen Elizabeth was not averse to church music, it
was a tradition despised by the “hotter” sort of protestant reformists. Further entries probably
support the systematic eradication of catholic decoration in the church: “Itm paid for a
cheldor of lyme [...] Itm paid to beckit & his mane for xxiii daies work and for their borde at
i d the daye for whiting the church [...] Itm paid for lyme to white with all”.*"® This might
simply have been maintenance work, but almost certainly the whitewash was intended to

cover up popish church decoration.

The situation came to a head after Edmund Grindal became Archbishop of Canterbury.
Elizabeth asked him to encourage the clergy in his archdiocese to conform by wearing the
surplice, but Grindal objected. Neither would Grindal suppress “prophesying”. As Collinson

has explained:

The crisis arose from Grindal’s hostile reaction to a suggestion that
the number of preachers might be ‘abridged’ and from his outright
refusal to transmit a royal command for the suppression of the
learned ‘exercises’ of preaching and conference known as
‘prophesying’. These meetings were devoted to studying and
debating the passages used by those who had preached, and could
also involve members of the godly laity, in the hope of improving the
learning of all present.'®

U7 RO 1116/E1/1, f. 164.
118 Ipid. f. 162.

1191 RO 1116/E1/1, f. 162-3.
120 Collinson, Grindal, p. 232.

58



Archbishop Grindal saw no harm in prophesying but the queen suspected that these meetings

were the prelude to trouble. Although asked on several occasions to stop the meetings Grindal
stubbornly replied in writing to the queen that he would rather offend her than offend God. He
was suspended in June and kept under virtual house arrest at Lambeth Palace, so to all intents

and purposes thereafter England had no Archbishop of Canterbury.**

It is known from parish records that St Mary’s church in Bungay suffered vandalism in the
weeks following Grindal’s suspension. Strange portents and phenomena that were viewed by
many people as signs of God’s anger also occurred during the weeks after Grindall’s fall. For
example, a “blazing starre” or comet shaped like a horse’s tail was seen across the land,
causing consternation and prompting the queen to take advice from her astrologer Dr John
Dee.*? There was also the tremendous thunderstorm described in Fleming’s Wunder
pamphlet that wrecked the churches of St Mary’s, Bungay and Holy Trinity, Blythburgh
shortly after Grindal’s suspension. The burial records for St Mary’s Bungay described the
deaths of Adam Walker and John Fuller, the two men killed by “the Tempest of Thunder”
that also destroyed the church steeple. So unusual and unnerving was this tempest that it was
mentioned in the margin alongside an entry in the accounts book next to details of the

payments for repairing the clock, also damaged in the storm.

Fleming wrote Wunder just two years into his publishing career. Yet he had already
produced or contributed to at least eight published translations of other writers’ books

including Virgil’s Eclogues and Bucoliks, and Select Epistles of Cicero as well as Of

Englishe Dogges. The Wunder pamphlet stands out among these early texts because it was

written by Fleming and it demonstrated Fleming’s own godly beliefs. This thesis argues that

Wunder is also significant because prior to 1577 Fleming was busy but relatively unknown;

121 Collinson, Grindal, p. 236 and p. 248.

122 Strype, Annals, pp. 151-2. There is also a reference to the queen consulting Dee about this blazing star
in Benjamin Woolley, The Queen’s Conjuror: the Life and Magic of Dr Dee (2002), p. 93 and pp. 161-2.
Fleming produced a treatise about the comet, see p. 138 and pp. 155-9 of this thesis.
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after Wunder was printed, his career took off and he began working with some of London’s

renowned writers and printers.

Fleming’s pamphlet claimed that the fabulous was true, and his credulous readers might even
have believed that God sent a messenger in the form of a dog. The dog proceeded to weed
out the sinful members of a congregation before it drew attention to the empty rood beam.
Almost simultaneously, a second congregation seven miles away was attacked. Yet this
apparition was almost certainly invented by Fleming, who drew on existing myth and his
own knowledge of dogs in classical literature, derived from his earlier Dogges, to create a
fabulous devil in canine form. No other accounts or records of the storm included a black
dog. Fleming’s story was such a powerful one that his black dog remains to this day the
emblem of Bungay. When Fleming created the black dog, he might have been motivated by
money since a pamphlet featuring both an extreme tempest and a fabulous creature was
much more likely to sell than an ordinary account of a storm. However, he possibly regretted
embellishing his elaborate tale and any official attention it might have brought him through
Jenke’s plagiarism. Fleming never alluded to the fabulous dog in any of his future writing;

neither did he ever write another fantastical pamphlet like Wunder. Despite this he was one

of the pioneers of popular printed books.

Fabulous and supernatural events had always been commented on, but Fleming’s Wunder
was an accessible book produced for the public sphere. Furthermore, a study of the titles in
the Stationers’ registers suggest that Fleming’s fabulous pamphlet was published at least

three years before this literary genre of really took off.?®

He knew how to capitalize on an
event and had the ability to write quickly and effectively. He understood what everyday
readers wanted to read and created a series of affordable texts on a range of themes to suit

the market, without being patronising or over-simplifying the texts he produced. Wunder is

123 It was not until 1580 that the Stationers’ registers started recording further fabulous titles based on
strange phenomena, such as the birth of ‘monsters’. See pp. 160-1.
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unique in that it represents the only known text by Fleming to be printed on the Continent;
even if Fleming would not have approved of its catholic orientation it still introduced him to
foreign readers. His compelling writing style in Wunder demonstrates Fleming at his urgent
best, writing directly to his readers and capturing their attention. Yet Fleming’s ability to

judge the market and his readers, plus the Wunder pamphlet’s popularity (possibly even

notoriety) proved to be the vehicle which took him away from cheap, popular texts. After
1577 Fleming was destined to move in more elevated and educated circles, as will be seen in

the following chapter.
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Chapter Three:

The Footepath of Faith and the Diamond of Devotion

In 1581 two small but lengthy devotional tracts by Fleming were on sale in St Paul’s

Churchyard. The first was entitled The Footepath of Faith leading to the Highway of

Heaven. Compiled and made by A. Fleming and by him newlie altered and augmented

(hereafter Footepath). The second book was called The Diamond of Devotion cut and

squared into six severall points; namely 1. the footpath to felicitie. 2. a quide to godliness. 3.

the schoole of skill. 4. a swarme of bees. 5. a plant of pleasure. 6. a grove of graces (hereafter

Diamond). Whilst they shared much content, the books were different in layout and in the
way their content was arranged. They were both published in the same year but by different
printers and for different sellers. The books had a superficial lack of similarity and were
different in appearance, which presumably led to a considerable difference in the price of

each title and meant that there was room for both Footepath and Diamond on the market.

In spite of these differences Footepath and Diamond had much in common beyond their
author. The first chapter of Diamond was called ‘Footpath to Felicity’, similar in both sound

and meaning to Footepath of Faith. Duplicating the word “footpath” in the title and subtitle

of respectively Footepath and Diamond has caused muddled cataloguing and confusion in

some institutions as to whether they were one and the same book. This confusion has been
exacerbated by the content of the two books. Almost all of the text in Diamond was taken
directly from Footepath and reused word for word, although the order of use was greatly

altered.

Footepath was undoubtedly written first. When the earliest known edition was printed by
Henry Middleton in 1581 the title included the phrase “newlie altered and augmented”
suggesting that this Footepath had an antecedent, most likely printed three years earlier when
the title was registered with the Stationers’ Company in July 1578. This is supported by

evidence in the Stationers’ register that Edward White was selling a book called Footepath of
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Faith in 1580. Therefore the earliest surviving copies of Fleming’s Footepath were printed a
year later in 1581 and are second editions. Also that year Denham printed the first editions of
Diamond (although Diamond was not registered with the Stationers’ Company until

1587).1

The layout of Footepath is hard to follow despite being “newlie augmented”. The finished
text appears rushed as though it was produced quickly in response to an event or sudden
niche in the market for palm-sized “comfortable”, spiritual guides. By comparison the
appearance of Diamond suggests that greater time and thought was invested in compiling
this text, as one might expect in a book produced in the quality print shop of Denham.'® The
content of the two books, the prose and poetry itself, remained almost identical. Fleming in
his role as author did little to the text of Footepath when he remodelled it to form Diamond;
instead Fleming in his role as learned corrector cut Footepath down and re-ordered its
chapters and sections. As a result Diamond was a more considered book. The intricate

relationship between Footepath and Diamond, not to mention the contexts within which they

were produced and the relationships between the people they connected have, until now,

never been explored.

The Footepath of Faith

Prior to writing Footepath the majority of Fleming’s literary outpourings had been short
‘pamphlets’, translations or contributions to other writers’ books. Footepath represents his
first lengthy devotional work. It also represents his first wholly original piece of devotional

writing as Fleming’s previous projects were largely translations of existing Latin works into

124 The Stationers’ registers are useful but these years might mean little as registering with the Stationers’
Company had little bearing on when books were actually printed. A search of the registers reveals that
this was quite usual. Many titles were registered and never printed at all while other books associated
with Fleming were printed but never registered, for example Scot’s Discoverie of Witchcraft (1584).
Other titles were printed first and then registered later (as was the case with Fleming’s 1589 translations
of Virgil’s Georgiks and Bucoliks). Arthur Golding’s True beleefe of a Christian Man (containing a
prayer and letter by Fleming) was printed in 1581 or 1582 but not registered until 1615 when it was
reprinted.

12> Here a parallel can be drawn between Footepath/Diamond and another ‘pair’ of Fleming’s texts. In
April 1580 Fleming produced his broadside Epitaph as an immediate response to Lambe’s death. Later
that year Fleming wrote the longer and more detailed Memoriall [...] of W. Lambe. Epitaph was clearly
quickly produced while Memoriall was far more considered and detailed.
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English. During Fleming’s lifetime Footepath was only printed once. After his death two
further editions were produced. The existing first and second editions of Footepath (1581
and 1619) were sextodecimo in size and share the same STC number, 11039. Despite the
book’s pocket-sized dimensions, Footepath’s 442 leaves teemed with devotional words,
comforting thoughts and spiritual advice. The third and last known edition printed in 1624
was slightly larger in size at duodecimo and was allocated its own STC number, 11040 as it

had a slightly different title to the 1581 book (the 1624 edition was called Footpath of Faith

rather than Footepath of Faith).

Footepath was registered with the Company of Stationers by William Hoskins. Hoskins
served a long apprenticeship with the highly regarded printer Richard Tottell, for whom
Fleming had worked in the late 1580s. Hoskins’ apprenticeship ended in 1571 when he was
freed and began his career as both a printer and a bookseller. Not only was he associated
with Tottell but later Hoskins went into partnership with the printer Peter Short. Short was
the successor of Denham, which explains why Denham printed the earlier editions of
Fleming’s Diamond but the later editions were produced by Short. Like Hoskins, Denham
had also been an apprentice of Richard Tottell. It was surely because the fine quality of
Fleming’s written work was familiar to the former apprentices Hoskins and Denham that

Tottell employed Fleming as his editor or learned corrector in the late 1580s.

Understanding the associations between different printers and sellers is valuable in
deciphering why the different editions of Fleming’s books seem to have passed between
different presses and shops. In this way Footepath (and also Diamond) can reveal a great
deal about the way in which printers and sellers operated, farmed out and recycled their
existing books. It also sheds light on how writers and learned correctors networked in order
to get work with printers and sellers, as in Elizabethan London it was often the sellers who

decided what should be written and then farmed their ideas out to their house writers.
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Hoskins intended to print and/or sell Footepath when he registered the title with the
Stationers’ Company on 23 July 1578. It would seem that he did produce at least a limited
first run of Footepath that was on sale in 1580 but this has not survived. On 25 April 1580
Fleming’s Footepath re-entered the Stationers’ Company register, which shows the title had
been assigned to the bookseller Edward White senior. Middleton produced the first surviving

edition of Footepath of Faith “newlie altered and augmented” in 1581. Edward White then

sold it from his shop The Gun at the North Door of St Paul’s Churchyard.

No other editions of the early Footepath are known to have been produced during Fleming’s
lifetime. However in 1619 the book was reprinted with a slightly different title, Footpath of

Faith leading to the Highwaie to Heauen with the Bridge of Blessednesse by Ralph Blower

of Fleet Street.’®® There is evidence that Blower knew Fleming personally, since in the
dedication to William Totthyll (son of the noteworthy printer Richard Tottell) that Blower
added to the 1619 edition he described himself and Fleming as having been Tottell’s
“servants” or apprentices. However Fleming was a university graduate and, according to the
early book trade expert Peter Blayney, there are no known incidents of university educated
“learned correctors” completing the required seven-year apprenticeship in addition to their
degrees.'” Blower on the other hand is known to have been Tottell’s apprentice as confirmed

in contemporary records and more recent research into the book trade.

Examining the dates that Blower was apprenticed to Tottell and the dates that Fleming was
in a position to work in Fleet Street an overlapping period becomes apparent. McKerrow
states that Blower started his apprenticeship with Tottell possibly in 1585 or more likely in
1587.'® An apprenticeship lasted around seven years therefore Blower would have been

freed in around 1594 or 1595, which is precisely the year that he did take up his freedom and

126 Blower’s last entry in the Stationers’ register was in 1618 and he died before 1626.
127 H H

I had the good fortune to meet Professor Peter Blayney to discuss at length the role of apprentices and
learned correctors with him. See also Peter Blayney, Bookshops in St Paul’s Cross Churchyard (1990).
128 McKerrow, Dictionary, pp. 39-40.
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started his own business on Fleet Street near Middle Temple Gate, initially selling books but

later printing them too.

It is likely that at some point during Blower’s apprenticeship in Tottell’s Fleet Street print
shop Fleming also worked there as a learned corrector, the equivalent of a modern copy
editor. Tottell is likely to have employed graduates and apprentices as well as
undergraduates to perform the variety of tasks associated with book production in his busy
printing house. Therefore Fleming might have been associated with Tottell before he was
awarded his degree in 1581. However, a printer of Tottell’s considerable reputation most
likely wanted a more experienced graduate as a corrector and from 1581 Fleming was a
graduate with several years’ experience as both a writer and indexer. There is some evidence
to support this theory: Fleming was actively involved with 39 titles between 1575 and 1581,
but from 1582 onwards there was a steep decline in the number of books that Fleming put his
name to. A possible explanation for this might be that Fleming was working anonymously
for Tottell and therefore had less time available for his own projects that bore his name.
Coincidentally the surviving books that were printed by Tottell were godly and scholarly,
and these were the kinds of titles that Fleming himself was writing or contributing to from
1581-2. Whether, as Blower suggests, he and Fleming were both in Tottell’s employ from

the time Blower’s apprenticeship started in 1585 is doubtful as in the mid-1580s Fleming

was most likely compiling Holinshed’s Chronicles; he might not have been working
exclusively on this book but it is unlikely that he had time to collate and edit this text and

also work for Tottell at that time.

Blower’s dedication is valuable because it is currently the only evidence we have that
Fleming did work with Tottell. As such it allows us to fill a gap in Fleming’s career and also

say something of Fleming’s status and abilities as a writer and corrector. Cooper did Fleming
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a disservice when he described him as just an antiquary and poet, and a “poor poet” at that.'®

Unfortunately Cooper’s synopsis of his abilities clouded subsequent academic views of
Fleming. Clegg’s recent summary of Fleming is more considered but still perpetuates the
opinion that Fleming was at best “serviceable [...] despite strong Protestant and anti-Papal
sentiments”.**® His contemporaries, including the foremost printers of the day, clearly
thought a great deal more of Fleming, and his popularity was because of his strong godly

protestant sentiments, not in spite of them.

While the sextodecimo format and the main text of the 1619 Footepath remained the same as
the original, Blower had added considerably to the prefaces of the book. This edition
included several pages of academic calendars and tables of significant historical dates and
memorable events. Blower and Clarke leave us in no doubt that the readers of the 1619
edition were not only educated but included academics and clerics in need of such data. In
much the same way that modern pocket diaries contain conversion tables, public holidays
and other handy reference material, surely this edition of Footepath was designed to be
carried in a pocket or satchel so that the book was to hand, referred to for daily spiritual

guidance and of use to scholars as a reference tool and calendar.

Blower’s last entry in the Stationers’ Company registers was made in March 1618 but that
does not mean that he had stopped working in 1618, as this edition of Footepath printed a
year later demonstrates. The 1619 Footepath is, though, a significant one because Fleming
had been dead for twelve years when it was printed and Blower was reaching the end of his
own career in the book trade. Footepath was most likely the last book Blower printed and he
probably died shortly afterwards. The original Footepath had been out of print for 30 years.
It is testament to Fleming’s reputation that Blower made a point of mentioning Fleming in

the dedication; it is also testament to the on-going relevance of this book that the elderly

123 Thompson Cooper, ‘Abraham Fleming’ in DNB, vol. XI1X (1889), 271-2.
130 Clegg, <Abraham Fleming’, pp. 31-3.
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Blower prepared his presses one more time and produced another edition of Fleming’s

131

Footepath, which was sold by John Clarke.

It is unlikely that Blower printed this book solely in memory of Fleming. Many of Fleming’s
books were printed and sold to coincide with events or recent phenomena. It is possible that

his 40-page Wunder pamphlet was ready for sale within a week of the terrible thunderstorm

that it portrayed. Similarly Fleming’s Epitaph was commissioned, written, printed and sold
within days of Lambe’s decease. While other scholars persisted with translating Virgil’s
Aeneid, Fleming was the first to translate the agrarian Bucoliks into English in 1575;
possibly this was a response to the occasional crop failures and fear of famine that
periodically affected England during Elizabeth’s reign. Publications such as these
demonstrate that Fleming was an opportunistic writer with his eye on current affairs,
although Fleming himself did not necessarily profit from these texts. When his English
translation of Nausea’s Blasing Starrs was written in 1577 it commemorated a “hairy star’” or
comet which was seen over London in November of that year. In 1618, eleven years after
Fleming had died, Blazing Starres was reprinted for two sellers because another comet was
seen over England.**? This coincided with the severe unease that had swept across James’

realm following the outbreak of the Thirty Years War in Europe.

There was no coincidence that certain titles and topics were more popular in certain years.
Reprinting a godly book like Footepath in the year 1619 was equally significant. During the
previous year a clash between predestinarian Calvinists (favoured by King James) and
Arminians favouring free will had occurred at the Synod of Dort, and religion was once
again a high priority not just in England and Scotland but across Europe. Also in 1618 a

religio-political war had broken out across Europe. It was seen not so much as a

31 Almost nothing is known about John Clarke except that, according to McKerrow’s Dictionary, he was
active in 1608. Footepath of Faith provides evidence that Clarke was still actively selling books 11 years
later in 1619, although by 1624 Footpath was being sold by White.

132 This was STC 18413.3 and 18413.7; see pp. 157-9. All the books mentioned in this paragraph are
discussed in more detail throughout Chapter Five.
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straightforward battle between catholics and protestants but rather a fight between the

fundamental forces of good and evil.

James had made considerable efforts to avoid war between his kingdom and Catholic
Europe, particularly Spain. In 1618 James relaxed the recusancy laws to alleviate the
harassment of Catholics. Also in 1618 James executed the unfortunate Walter Raleigh who,
ill and confined to his quarters, had been unable to stop his crew looting a Spanish town
whilst looking for gold in South America. Before war broke out James had been negotiating
a Spanish match for his son and heir Charles, and even contemplated Charles’ resultant

offspring being brought up as Catholics.

Despite trying to maintain a peaceful ecclesiastical impartiality and making considerable
efforts not to antagonize the Catholic emperor, James found himself involved in this
European war. His daughter Elizabeth had married Elector Frederick, a protestant who in
August 1619 had left his reformed Rhineland Palatinate in order to become the elected leader
of Bohemia. Bohemia was, though, important to King Ferdinand, who was one of the
Awustrian relations of the Catholic Habsburg dynasty. Three days after Frederick had accepted
the Bohemian crown, his opponent was declared Emperor Ferdinand Il. The Spanish
Habsburgs had rallied to the aid of the Austrian Habsburgs and Frederick’s protestant forces
were quickly defeated. By late 1620 James’ daughter Elizabeth and Frederick his son-in-law
had fled Bohemia; they had also lost the Rhineland and were living as refugees in The
Hague. There was a real danger that England and Scotland would be drawn into this pan-
European war, later called the Thirty Years War, and a tangible fear that Catholicism would
again dominate England. A godly protestant and “comfortable” book such as Fleming’s

Footpath was needed to soothe its readers and reaffirm protestantism’s cause in England.

A further edition of Footpath was printed in 1624. This may have been concurrent with King
James’ agreement that Prince Charles and Buckingham should negotiate Charles’ marriage

to the French Catholic princess Henrietta Maria. In the previous year negotiations to match
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Prince Charles with the Spanish Infanta came to nought (much to the delight of the English
crowds who greeted Charles’ return from Spain, sans fiancée, with cheering and fireworks).
Charles’ proposed marriage to Henrietta Maria resulted in a genuine fear that he would

convert to Catholicism. (A similar national apprehension had probably prevented Elizabeth
marrying the Catholic duke of Anjou.) England would not tolerate the idea of a Catholic on

the English throne and turned once again in 1624 to Footpath for godly consolation.

This last version of Footpath was slightly larger than the last, being duodecimo in size, and
has its own STC number. The 1624 edition had been assigned to Edward White. White
senior died in or before 1612 so the White in question must have been his son who was also
a bookseller. However records suggest White junior died in 1624 because Mistress White
assigned her property to E. Allde on 29 June of that year. Possibly the 1624 edition of
Footpath was printed and sold by Allde, although it seems more likely that White was still
alive when Footpath was reprinted and intended to sell the printed books himself once they
were finished by Allde. This enables the assignation of Footpath to Edward White Jr to be

narrowed down to sometime between New Year’s Day (then in March) and June 1624.

The original Footepath was divided into several sections. These sections were subdivided
and given indicative headings to aid the reader in finding what they were looking for. On
occasion the subsections were divided further. The first instalment and, at 266 pages, the
longest was the section from which the book took its title: ‘The Footpath of Faith leading to
the Highway to Heaven’. The next much shorter section was entitled ‘Bridge of
Blessednesse’ and comprised 30 pages. The third section ‘Christian exercises short sweet’
was followed by ‘A necessarie and right godly praier’, and this was further divided into ten
subsections. The fifth section ‘Exhortations or lessons Alphabeticall that is to say in the
order of the ABC crisse crosse row single’ contained 24 verses each beginning with a
sequential letter of the alphabet. There was no letter ‘j” in the alphabet as the letter ‘i’ was
used for both ‘i’ and ‘j’; the letter ‘z’ was not included either. Within this fifth section was

also ‘Exhortations or lessons Alphabeticall [...] crisse crosse row double’, which contained
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48 alphabetically arranged verses (again the two ‘j” and ‘z’ verses were left out). The last
subsection in this fifth chapter was ‘Exhortations or lessons Alphabeticall [...] crisse crosse
row treble’ made up of 75 acrostic verses, three for each letter of the alphabet (this time
Fleming included three ‘z’ verses; as previously ‘i’ still stood for both itself and ‘j’). The
following section was entitled ‘A Hive of Bees’. The penultimate chapter was called ‘Graces
to be said before and after meals’, and the concluding section in Footepath was ‘Handfull of

Holy Hymnes and Spirituall Songs’.

Footepath was dedicated to Sir George Carey, 2™ Baron Hunsdon. Fleming’s decision to
dedicate his first lengthy and original devotional work to Carey was a bold one, for Carey
was the son of Anne Morgan and Henry Carey, the queen’s personal bodyguard. As well as
being close to the queen for protective reasons, Henry Carey was widely accepted to have
been the illegitimate son of Henry VIII and his mistress Mary Carey (sister to Anne Boleyn
and wife of William Carey, Esquire of the Body to Henry VII1). Therefore it is possible that
Henry Carey had been Elizabeth’s illegitimate half-brother and George Carey was Elizabeth
I’s nephew. Regardless of whether or not Henry V111 was his grandfather, Carey was still a
cousin of the queen through his Boleyn grandmother. As one of Elizabeth’s few living
relatives, the queen valued his counsel and he was a court favourite. By dedicating Footepath

to Carey, Fleming surely hoped that his devotional book would come to the queen’s notice.

As well as dedicating Footepath to Carey, Fleming added a dedication ‘To the Christian
Reader’. This reveals who he anticipated his audience to be: Christians, meaning godly
protestants. The acrostic poem (which spells “Abraham Fleming” vertically) suggests that
his readers would be not only educated enough to be able to read “verse rhythmical” but also

well-read enough to see Fleming’s acrostic signature in the text.

The dedication to the reader also describes the way in which Fleming viewed himself in

relation to his readers:
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Loe here a short lesson,
whereon if thou looke

Thou shallt perceiue quickly,
the summe of this Booke.

Fleming described the dedicatory poem that followed as a ‘lesson’, a word loaded with
biblical and educational meaning. Fleming’s audience was likened to a congregation
listening to a sermon or lesson from the Bible. Although Fleming was not ordained until
1588, he probably saw himself as a teacher or conduit through whom his readers became his
students; the “A, B, C” format of ‘Schoole of Skill’ (the third chapter in Diamond) supports
this notion, as does the corresponding chapter in Footepath, which was called ‘Lessons
Alphabetical’.**® Other texts by Fleming also had an educational theme, particularly the work
he did on his dictionaries for students and “yong beginners”.** Of greater comparative
relevance here is Footepath because it contains pedagogical terminology such as
“instructions” to his Christian readers. One section was entitled ‘Christian exercises short

and sweet’, a term reminiscent of the classroom.**®

The Diamond of Devotion

Diamond was a pocket-sized duodecimo book and at 320 pages in length it was a slimmer
volume than Footepath. There were five editions of Diamond. The first edition was printed
in 1581 by Denham and sold in his shop at Paternoster Row, the lane that ran along the north
edge of St Paul’s churchyard. This first edition has the STC number 11041. On 9 January
1582 Denham was ordered to make a payment to White, the bookseller who had been

assigned Footepath in 1580. Diamond and Footepath appear to have been different texts but

Diamond did actually consist of large sections of Footepath. Sometimes the recycled
passages had been altered, given different sub-headings and re-ordered although the content

and wording remained recognisable. However, other sections were direct copies of the text.

133 Fleming, Footepath, 1619 edn, pp. 359-78. The copy referred to here is BL 4400.f.2.
3% This is discussed on pp. 193-5.
135 Fleming, Diamond, 1602 edn, pp. 180-207. The copy referred to here is BL C65.aa.19.
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Modern writers own the copyright to their work so by today’s standards this would not have
been problematic because Fleming had, after all, written both books. In Elizabethan England
however, it was the booksellers who owned the copyrights to any books they sold. In
printing Diamond Denham had committed a breach of copyright because the book borrowed
heavily from Footepath. White was aggrieved and won compensation. Denham was fined
and told to omit the identical sections thereafter. This would have caused major problems for
Denham as almost all of Diamond was taken directly from the pages of Footepath. Despite
the apparent seriousness of the charge against Denham in January 1582, there is no record of
his paying White compensation; subsequent editions of Diamond continued to use

substantial sections of text taken from Footepath.

Books printed by Denham bore the motto “cum priviligio regiae majestatis” meaning that he
held the monopoly on printing certain types of books, in this case devotional works. By the
time he printed Diamond in 1581, Denham had been a free member of the Company of
Stationers for nearly 20 years. The demand for Denham’s services and books was so great
that at one point he operated four presses. Denham had served his apprenticeship with
Tottell. Denham was evidently a consummate professional and an experienced printer who
took great pride in his work. He was

furnished with a large and varied assortment of letters, his blacks

being noticeable for their clearness and beauty, while his nonpareil

and other small sizes are remarkable for their regularity. Denham also

had a varied stock of initial letters, ornaments and borders, many of

which were extremely good... Many of his smaller initials are

noticeable for their grace.™®
It was these fine borders, regular small letters and graceful smaller initials so characteristic
of his work that Denham used in Diamond. Denham’s involvement gives some indication of

the importance of this book and the sort of elite readers it was hoped the book would attract.

A second edition of Diamond was printed, again by Denham, in 1586 (STC 11042) and was

138 McKerrow, Dictionary, pp. 88-9
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registered with the Stationer’s Company on 30 January 1587 under the assign of William

Seres. Presumably the 1582 copyright suit had been forgotten.

The third edition of Diamond was printed in 1598, this time by Peter Short of The Star in
Bredstreet Hill (STC 11043). Short and Richard Yardley had inherited Denham’s business
and copyrights some time after 1589, the year that Denham is presumed to have died since
he was no longer mentioned in the Stationers’ registers. Short was also responsible for the
fourth edition of Diamond in 1602 (STC 11044). The fifth edition was printed in 1608 (a
year after Fleming’s death) by J. Waggard under the assign of the Company of Stationers

(STC 11045). In 1620 Diamond of Devotion was entered into the English Stock.*’

A rounded understanding of Footepath and Diamond will never be reached unless the books’

production is first understood. Printers and booksellers in the sixteenth and seventeenth
century were, in many ways, more important to a book’s creation than the author. Blayney’s

Bookshops, McKerrow’s Dictionary of Printers and Booksellers together with Arber’s

transcription of the Company of Stationers’ records all provide invaluable information on the
printers and sellers Fleming was involved with, not to mention the books produced. Yet
these modern studies are all based on records and sources such as the Bishop of London’s
accounts and the Privy Council’s records, on property leases and the Company of Stationers’
registers. It would be unrealistic to expect modern scholars to have scoured every early book
in existence to look for supporting evidence or inconsistencies in the relationships between
the printers and sellers. The difficulty of such a task would be exacerbated by the fact that
library catalogues are sometimes incomplete; rare or unique books might be kept abroad, and
some books have been listed under erroneous titles (as Diamond has been) and collaborative
books may only be listed under one author but not the other. Furthermore, colophons usually

stated who the printer of a particular book was, but not always who the book seller was.

37 The English Stock was a charitable concern formed in 1603 in order to provide work for printers fallen
on hard times. Books entered into the English Stock were popular titles, predominantly almanacs, printed
and sold by the Stationers’ Company in order to raise money for those members who needed financial
support. That Diamond was chosen to be used in this way strongly suggests that it was a proven best
seller. I am indebted to the Stationers’ Company archivists for this clarification.
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Whilst the Stationers’ Company registers usually stated who printed and sold a book, not all
books were registered with the Stationers. Finding evidence of the relationships between
printers and sellers has not been included in projects such as Arber’s because the problem of
cross referencing sources and evidence is an immense one. Therefore Fleming’s Diamond is
a useful book because with comparatively little effort and few resources (namely the
Stationers’ register, Blayney’s Bookshops, Arber and McKerrow’s Dictionary) it possible to
reconstruct a number of relationships, such as that between Fleming and Denham, Denham

and Tottell, and Denham, Short and Yardley.

Diamond is much easier to follow than Footepath since the book was clearly divided into six
chapters, or as Fleming put it, his gem was “cut and squared into six severall points”. Each
chapter had a distinct title page decorated with fine borders courtesy of Denham. By
comparison Footepath had eight chapters that ran into each other and were only separated by
subheadings. Perhaps Fleming realized Footepath had been unclear in its layout and set
about making Diamond a better organized book. Possibly the experienced Denham had
suggested that these alterations were made. Either way, organising and reordering a
potentially complicated series of headings and subheadings stood Fleming in good stead for
his later, more ambitious works, for example reorganising the 1587 edition of Holinshed’s

Chronicles (also with Denham).

The chapters within Diamond are all alliteratively titled and rurally themed, echoing the
Virgilian pastoral ideals Fleming had been so familiar with when he translated Bucoliks and
Eclogues in 1575. Indeed chapter four of Diamond is entitled ‘A Swarme of Bees’,
reminiscent of Virgil’s fourth Georgik. Pliny eulogized bees and thought the insect surpassed
humans in many respects; Fleming is known to have read and translated Pliny’s letters in his

Panoplie of Epistles (1576). The bee was (and still is) seen as industrious, self-sacrificing,

humble and obedient. The qualities ascribed to bees stemmed from a long classical tradition

of attributing bees with desirable virtues and then suggesting humans adopt the ethics of
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these cooperative and hard-working, if anthropomorphized, creatures. Fleming’s ‘Bees’ were

no different as these excerpts demonstrate:

17 Bee prouident in Summer what shall serue thee in Winter least
thou haue not to supply thy want.*®

73 Be not a controller of thy betters: for in so dooing thou dooest run

among thornes and thistles.**
The bee, or rather its hive, had another connotation. The papal tiara bore a strong
resemblance to a “skep” or traditional dome-shaped straw beehive. In 1579 Fleming had

added tables or indexes to a translation of Isaac Rabboteneu’s Beehive of the Roman Church

so he was obviously well aware of the parallel made between the catholic church and the
hive in Rabboteneu’s protestant satire.**’ Diligent and meek as his bees may be, the
examples set by Fleming’s swarm of bees are principally godly, as he explains in the

introduction:

Euen so this swarme of Bees, which I, not by the sounde of a bason,
but by the painfulnesse of my pen, haue gathered togither out of the
pleasant Garden of Gods most holie worde, where | found them
scattered heere and there among the fragrant flowers, and sweete
beds of wholesome hearbes, making most comfortable Honie, and
offering thee a taste thereof, are not lightlie to be esteemed,
considering that the issue and euent of their trauell wel ordered and
vsed, is so beneficiall, as nothing more, if anie thing like.***

Further into the chapter Fleming’s lengthy swarm of 200 bees instructed the reader on how

to live a godly life, as the following examples demonstrate:

94 Bee mindefull of thy dutie to God, & euerie morning and euening
magnifie his holie name.**

138 Fleming, Diamond, 1602 edn, p. 217

139 |bid. p. 239

140 The full title of the Fleming’s English version of Rabboteneu’s book is The Beehive of the Romish
Church wherein the author a zealous protestant, under the person of a superstitious Papist, doth so driely
refell the grose opinions of Popery. This text is discussed on p. 179 and p. 183.

14! Fleming, Diamond, 1602 edn, pp. 211-2.

142 Fleming, Diamond, 1602 edn, p. 228.
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25 Bee a worshipper of the Lorde thy God, and in the day of thine
hunger hee will refresh thee.

55 Bee not a lier, and a forger of untruths, for such doth the Lorde

abhor: but they that deale truly please him.'*
The hardworking and godly bee was not the only rustic theme to be used in Diamond. At
times this book can seem repetitive and contrived but then it is essentially a series of long
godly sermons creatively written by a passionately anti-papist, establishment man doggedly
making his point. Look beyond the sermonising and Diamond can be seen as steeped in
literary traditions of which Fleming was well aware. Rustic metaphors and themes echo not
only Virgil but also in the popular writing of Fleming’s contemporaries and colleagues, for
example Spenser and Sydney. Fleming’s alliterative title pages seem to have been inspired

by Whetston’s Rocke of Regard (1576) which Fleming was aware of because he had

contributed poetry to Whetston’s book.*

The floral themes in Timothy Kendall’s Flowers of
Epigrammes (1577), to which Fleming had contributed a recommendatory poem, may also

have inspired the “flowres” found in the ‘Plant of Pleasure’ within Diamond.

The first “point” or chapter in Diamond was ‘Footepath to Felicitie’. This corresponded with

the second section entitled ‘Bridge of Blessednesse’ in Footepath of Faith. The second

chapter in Diamond called ‘Guide to Godlinesse’ was made up of the third and fourth

sections in Footepath of Faith, ‘Christian exercises short sweet’ and ‘A necessarie and right

godly praier’. The third chapter entitled ‘Schoole of Skille’ is almost identical to

‘Exhortations or lessons Alphabeticall’, which form the fifth section of Footepath.

Footepath’s sixth section, a ‘Hive of Bees’ provided the text for Diamond’s fourth chapter
‘A Swarme of Bees’, although Fleming shortened the text and there were more “Bees” in
Footepath. Similarly Footepath’s seventh section ‘Graces to be said before and after meals’
formed the basis for Diamond’s fifth chapter ‘Grove of Graces’. The title of the last chapter

in Diamond was ‘Plant of Pleasure’ and this was directly copied from Footepath’s last

143 |bid. p. 236.
144 See pp. 162-3.
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section ‘Handfull of Holy Hymnes and Spirituall Songs’; yet these two chapters

corresponded exactly and were both full of floral metaphors.

Diamond can be seen as the pinnacle of Fleming’s devotional writing. It was engineered as a
show of his skills, each section was not only carefully thought out but also carefully laid out
on its pages in order to display Fleming’s prowess in as many literary conventions as
possible. On a technical level Fleming uses alliteration, blank verse, couplets, acrostic verses
and uses a variety of metrical feet to good effect, particularly trochee. The fashionable reader
would also have recognized and enjoyed Fleming’s use of agrarian themes, which had been

popularised by Spenser in his Shepheardes Calendar of 1579.

Scholars and those interested in numerology would have appreciated Fleming’s
understanding of significant numbers. Numbers like nine and seven (and multiples thereof)
were loaded with special meaning because there were believed to be nine kinds of angels and
seven celestial bodies. Spenser’s ‘Garden of Adonis’ from the Faerie Queene (1590) had

nine lines per verse and his Hymn of Heavenly Love (1596) used seven lines per verse. The

names ‘Abraham’ and ‘Fleming’ both contained seven letters and Fleming frequently
deployed the letters in his name to form the basis for seven-line verses, notably in ‘Plant of
Pleasure’. Each section or flower of the ‘Plant’ starts with a letter which spells out
ABRAHAM FLEMING,; the first letter of each verse within each section also spells out

ABRAHAM FLE[M]ING, as the ‘Sixt Flowre’ here demonstrates:

[Abrah]A[m]
1. An humble heart O God,
vnto thy seruants giue,
Be thou to them a louing Lord,
whiles in this world they lieu:
Regard thy little flocke,
be thou to them a shield,
And them defend from greedy Wolues,
least ouercome they yeeld.
2. Haue mercie on vs all,
whose wayes most wicked are
And to the path of Paradice,
our speedy steps prepare.
Make vs to loue thy law,
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and therein to delight,
For that is an oblation
most pleasant in thy sight.
3. Let me so leade my life,
that what | thinke or say,
Extend vnto the laud and praise,
of thee (my God) always.
In faith and in good workes (O God)
vouchsafe | may abound.
Nothing, though high of price,
and glorious to the eie,
Grant mightie God from thy precepts
may draw my feet awrie.

The entire ‘Plant of Pleasure’ is not only acrostic but also built around multiples of the
number seven. In short, every section of Diamond was different in style to the previous one

and would have given readers something godly to occupy their minds and comfort them.

Any readers whose attention started to stray could have entertained themselves looking for

words and numbers hidden in the text. It seems highly probable that Fleming wrote Diamond

in order to confirm and secure his place as one of London’s foremost writer-correctors.

As discussed earlier in this chapter, Footepath had been dedicated to Sir George Carey, a
significant choice of potential patron. Fleming also dedicated Diamond to Carey but this
time included his wife “Ladie Elizabeth” in the dedication. In 1574 Carey had married
Elizabeth Spencer, a relation of the poet Edmund Spenser, and they had a daughter also
named Elizabeth. Carey was a keen patron of the arts and, like his father Henry Carey,
supported the Lord Chamberlain’s Men, the acting troupe to which Shakespeare belonged.
Both Lady Carey and later her daughter patronized artists and writers of the time, including

their cousin Spenser.

Fleming’s choice of dedicatees demonstrates him doing four things: firstly, as with
Footepath, he wanted to be patronized by one of Elizabeth’s closest courtiers, and likely
hoped that Carey would perhaps pass the book on to the queen herself. Secondly, Diamond
demonstrates Fleming hedging his bets: if Diamond did not win Sir George’s attention then

perhaps Lady Carey would have enjoyed Diamond and patronized Fleming instead. Thirdly,
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Fleming recognized that there was a highly literate female readership. The majority of these
women were not taught Latin, but were more than capable of reading and appreciating the
literary devices he demonstrated in Diamond. By dedicating Diamond to a woman Fleming
acknowledged that there was a female audience that was not only in need of spiritual

guidance and religious comfort but also in need of witty and cleverly constructed texts.

Fourthly, Fleming might have hoped that through Lady Carey his name would become
known and perhaps he would be invited to work with the other fashionable literary writers of
his era, such as Spenser. Fleming was most likely given editorial work by printers and sellers
who needed an in-house corrector to edit and revamp texts that needed “polishing”.
However, his recommendatory poems might either have been commissioned by printers or
Fleming might have been asked to provide prefatory material by his friends for their books
(just as Newton provided the poem Carmen Chronologicon for his friend Fleming).**
Therefore dedicating books to people such as Lady Carey who were known to patronize

other writers may have been another way in which Fleming could advertise his skill as a

contributor and corrector to other writers.

There is no evidence that Lady Carey read Diamond and no evidence that the writers she
patronized ever worked with Fleming, although Fleming possibly lodged with Gabriel
Harvey, a close friend of Spenser’s.™*® Yet something positive might have come from
Fleming’s persistence in dedicating first Footepath and then Diamond to the Careys. Sir
George Carey’s sister Catherine married Charles Lord Howard of Effingham. Shortly after
Fleming was ordained he became chaplain to Howard. There could have been many ways in
which Lord and Lady Howard became aware of Fleming and employed him as their
chaplain. However, given the godly content of Diamond and the connection between this
book, the Careys and the Howards it is likely that Diamond helped to bring Fleming to their

attention.

145 See p. 197 and fn 347 also on p. 197.
148 See p. 209.
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Fleming’s book was intended for a much wider audience than just courtiers and it is evident
from within the text that Diamond was for both men and women. Thomas Bentley’s

devotional work Mirror for Matrones (1582) stated in its title that his book was “for both

sexes”. Diamond’s title gives the modern reader no such obvious clues as to Fleming’s

intended audience. The gemstone borders are self-explanatory and not necessarily indicative

147

of the status or gender of the book’s readers; ™" its title was after all Diamond of Devotion

and it follows that Denham, who was famed for his borders, would find or design a woodcut
of a gemstone border for the pages of a book with such a title. The small size of the book, the
flower metaphors and pretty gemstone borders might imply that Fleming’s target audience
was in the main female comprising literate women who could read and understand the
spiritual advice within the book and enjoy the wordplay Fleming had devised. Diamond
might even have been a late girdle book, although the fashion for girdle books had waned
considerably by the 1580s and there are no surviving clues as to how the books were

originally bound.

The sermonising text, use of commas and alliteration make Diamond very easy to read out
loud. Possibly the book served a dual purpose: it could be read quietly by adults and older
children or read aloud to a younger child or a family group. The “A, B, C” format of
Diamond’s ‘Schoole of Skill” together with the colourful metaphors and pleasant garden
imagery support the argument that this book was used by mothers to entertain and educate
their young children. Certainly there is a hint of Erasmus’ teachings on etiquette and

148 Diamond’s ‘Grove of Graces’ was constructed in a similar

schooling about Fleming’s text.
way to modern children’s books, simply and clearly instructing the reader (or listener) to

develop a daily routine of praying before and after meals. Perhaps when Fleming dedicated

147 Elizabethan men were drawn to gems and diamonds and this gemstone, which represented the Sun,
were considered a masculine stone for centuries.

%8 It is not known if Fleming read Erasmus but as an early English humanist and Calvinist, Erasmus’
views on predestination would have been of interest to him. Diamond could be seen as the next
generation of educative texts that had been founded with Erasmus’ De Civilitate Morum Puerilium, which
set out what a child should strive to achieve.
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Diamond to Sir George and Lady Carey in 1581 he was aware that their daughter Elizabeth

was then aged five, old enough to start learning the alphabet and absorbing godly lessons.

Diamond was not intended for an exclusively young or female readership since there was
plenty of advice for gentlemen to be found within its pages. The following “Bees” advised
attentive husbands to:

14 Be not delighted with an harlot for she is as bitter as wormwood,

and as sharpe as a two edged sword.

15 Bee not pleasant and sportfull with a common woman, and
embrace not the bosome of an harlot.**

19 Bee at defiance with a wicked and naughtie woman, for her house
is the high way to hell...

22 Be conuersant with thy wife, and with such as bee of vnder-
standing keepe companie.™

83 Bee a companion with honest women, but of wanton minions
beware: for they are the verie doores of death.™

“95 Be sober and continent among young women, in the presence of
thy wife, least she burne in iealousie ouer thee.**?

Almost certainly Diamond was intended for middle class or elite households and families.
Readers who were well educated and familiar with the classical references and literary
conventions of the day would certainly have gained a lot more from reading Diamond than a
less literate reader. If the highly decorated Diamond was too pricey then the plainer

153 It

Footepath printed in the same year was also available to buy. is reasonable to assume

149 Fleming, Diamond, 1602 edn, pp. 230-1.

150 |bid. pp. 217-8.

51 |bid. p. 226.

152 |bid. p. 228.

153 To give an idea of the cost of books at this time comparisons can be drawn from other titles whose
values are known. Fleming’s 1579 book Conduit of Comfort containing sundrie comfortable prayers is
almost identical in size to Diamond, having 368 pages and 16° format. A copy of Conduit was valued in
the inventory of Cambridge student “Anon. 22” at one shilling in 1588. However, the value of books was
dependent on a number of factors such as quality of paper or binding, which the buyer could choose
themselves to suit their budget: Rev. William Anderson’s copy of Aelian’s A Registre of Hystories
(“Englished” by Fleming) was valued at four shillings and six pence in 1586; Richard Collet’s copy of the
same book was valued two years later at just eight pence. Those unable to afford an entire book might just
purchase the quires they wanted unbound for a few pence.
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that, as Denham printed Diamond and it was very carefully laid out and decorated with
Denham’s famous borders, of the two Diamond would have been more expensive. This
thesis argues that Diamond was intended for literate, middle class or higher ranking men and
women and their children. This is echoed in the book’s dedication to Carey and his wife.
Even a child, such as their young daughter, could have enjoyed listening to passages from

the book, learning the A, B, C and looking for hidden words in the text.

Identifying Fleming’s intended readers has proven easier than identifying the various

editions of the titles he produced. Certainly Footepath and Diamond have been the subjects

of confused cataloguing in the past. Pollard and Redgrave made clear distinctions between
the two titles in STC; the different editions of Diamond have their own STC numbers as do
the two earlier editions of Footepath and the later Footpath. The British Library, Huntington
Library and Harvard also make clear distinctions between the two titles. Other catalogues are
less clear. For example the Folger Shakespeare Library’s “Hamnet” catalogue entry for
Diamond (1581) brings up details for STC 11041, which is the correct STC number.
However the Folger’s records for Footepath (1581) bring up identical data with the same

STC number (instead of the correct number 11039), which suggests Diamond and Footepath

were the same book. This is positively misleading for anyone consulting the Folger’s
catalogue because the two titles were produced by different printers and were not the same.
Library binderies have also made their contribution to the confusion surrounding which book
is which. The Folger copy of Diamond from 1586 was bound by Lewis and Sons who
embossed what they supposed to be the title on the spine in gilt letters: “Fleming’s Footepath
to Felicitie”. As has been discussed in this chapter, ‘Footepath to Felicitie’ was the name of a

chapter within Diamond and not the title of this particular book.

Ultimately much of this confusion had been caused by Fleming himself: Fleming gave the
first chapter of Diamond the heading ‘Footepath to Felicitie’. Therefore, any bewildered
archivist in a hurry, who simply glanced at the title or contents page of Diamond, could

make the assumption that Footepath was in fact the sub-title and not a book in its own right.
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The religious messages in Diamond have also been called into question, in recent years at
least. It is clear that Diamond was a godly book but since 1997 David Wootton has argued
that Diamond was a Familist book and that Fleming himself was a member of the Family of

Love. ™

It is a highly improbable claim for a number of reasons. Wootton’s argument was
founded on the relationship between Fleming and Reginald Scot. Fleming had contributed

poetry and Latin translations to Scot’s Discoverie of Witchcraft in 1584. Wootton noted that

Scot, a Kentish man, had contributed a section on Dover harbour to Holinshed’s Chronicles.

In addition Fleming was given a biography written by Scot to commemorate his kinsman Sir

Thomas Scot (presumably for inclusion in a further edition of Holinshed’s Chronicles). Scot,

said Wootton, was a member of the Family of Love and as such he associated with other
Familists such as Fleming with whom Scot worked closely. But this thesis argues that Scot
and Fleming were not close. If, as Wootton claimed, Scot was a Familist, it is unrealistic to
assume that Fleming was also, just because they occasionally contributed work to one
another’s books. Fleming was employed by printers, booksellers and other writers to
“polish” and embellish their books. In this way Fleming was associated with dozens of
people throughout his career, of whom Scot was just one. There is no evidence that Scot and
Fleming were particularly close, as one might expect had they been “brothers” within the
Family. In fact it is unlikely that the two men ever met since Scot spent his life in Smeeth in

rural Kent.**®

Wootton went on to comprehensively misinterpret Fleming’s career. He agreed with
Patterson that Fleming was “insignificant”, “an easy target for gentle ridicule” and a “minor
litterateur” with a “drab career”. This is not the case. Fleming was a significant figure, at

times he may even have been a household name. He worked with a variety of London’s

writers and leading printers; he wrote on an equally varied number of subjects, some of

154 Wootton, unpublished paper. This paper was revised to become Wootton’s ‘Reginald Scot/Abraham
Fleming/The Family of Love’, in Stuart Clark (ed.), Languages of Witchcraft, (2000), pp.119-38. | refer
to the latter.

155 See p. 179 and fn 322 on p. 179.
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which were at the cutting edge of popular information. Bushie Hair (1579) was a scholarly

translation of Bishop Synesius’ classic philosophical riposte In Praise of Hair, a witty book
but hardly meriting ridicule as Wootton suggested. Fleming was an educated and motivated
litterateur who gauged audiences well and was clearly respected by his colleagues. Fleming
was evidently a good writer and editor and much in demand. Once ordained Fleming worked
in the household of the Lord High Admiral and preached at Paul’s Cross, which was a pulpit
reserved for safe, establishment preachers as opposed to the followers of cults. Fleming’s

career has clearly been misunderstood by Wootton and was anything but drab.**°

Wootton wrote that Fleming was “deferential to authority”, but verged on subversion. The
only real evidence that he ever rebelled against authority came in a series of unpublished

letters to the Privy Council relating to the castrations made to Holinshed’s Chronicles. These

seem to be born of sheer frustration rather than a desire to be subversive because, after his

spending three years overseeing, compiling and finishing Holinshed’s Chronicles, the Privy

Council wanted some of these hard-won pages cut out of the printed book.™’ Had Fleming
been suspected of subversion, surely he would not have been accepted into the household of
Howard of Effingham, a cousin of the queen and a Privy Counsellor. Neither would he have
been allowed to preach at Paul’s Cross. Wootton also used Fleming’s “doom warning”
writing as further evidence that he was a subversive Familist. If there was a propensity in
Fleming’s writing to focus on terrible events then these must be seen in context: he
frequently implied that he was short of money and such stories sold well. A look through the
Stationers’ Company register attests to the popularity of pamphlets and ballads on subjects
such as violent murders and monstrous births, savage dogs, tempests and lightening. Texts
and passages on such topics illustrate Fleming in his role as popular reporter and crowd

pleaser, not as Wootton wrote “verging on subversion”.

156 Wootton also states that Fleming was a respectable clergyman in 1579, which is inaccurate as Fleming
was not ordained until 1588.
57 See pp. 117-9.
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Wootton next claimed that Fleming was a catholic sympathizer, again misinterpreting his

involvement in blatantly anti-catholic satire such as Beehive of the Romish Church (1579)

and Godly and Learned Exposition upon the Proverbes of Solomon (1580). Wootton also

passed over Fleming’s countless references to the Pope as antichrist (many of which can be
read in Diamond, the very book Wootton uses to support his erroneous argument). Wootton
also neglected to mention that Fleming entered the household of the admiral who defeated

the Spanish Armada. The only catholic text associated with Fleming was the French version

of Straunge and Terrible Wunder (1577) translated by Roland Jenkes in 1578 and printed in

France (as explained on pp. 51-2). Jenkes was entirely responsible for the pamphlet’s
catholic sympathies since Fleming’s original is godly bordering on puritanical, and there is
no evidence that Jenkes had any dealings with Fleming personally. Fleming was a protestant

sympathizer; this is confirmed by his involvement with texts such as Certain comfortable

expositions, which commemorated the protestant martyr Bishop John Hooper. Similarly
Wootton wrote that Scot was a Sadducee, despite “[Scot’s] own insistence that he is not a

Sadducee.”**®

Throughout his career Fleming’s modus operandi was to take inaccessible Latin texts and

‘English’ them, making them accessible to a much wider audience. He said so himself in the

preface to A Registre of Hystories: “T thought I should highly honour God, and do great good
to this lande if I undertooke the translation of the same.” Since almost everything Fleming
wrote was in English, this thesis argues that he disliked keeping information from others and
preferred transparency. Fleming wanted to make religion accessible to as many people as
possible in order to spread a godly message. To claim he was part of the secretive Family of
Love is wholly inconsistent with Fleming’s own agenda. Furthermore, Diamond was an
openly godly book containing godly protestant references to predestination and the passages
within it suggest that Fleming was familiar with the Geneva version of the Bible. Fleming
openly uses the word ‘godly’ throughout the text. It is true that there are hidden words in

Diamond’s pages, but this demonstrates Fleming’s love of hiding his own name in his

158 Wootton, ‘Abraham Fleming’, p. 121
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poems; there are no subversive messages in the text. Similarly in Scot’s Discoverie Fleming
hid his identity by using the mysterious and exotic “Gnimelf Maharba”, his name written
backwards. Yet this pseudonym was surely tongue-in-cheek as the whole point of Discoverie

was to dispel the existence of mysterious forces.

Diamond was printed in 1581, a year which Wootton believed was significant. The founder
of the Family of Love, Hendrick Niclaes, is thought to have died in 1580 and the following
year the cult came under attack in England. Several Familists were arrested and a royal
proclamation against the cult was issued. Part of Wootton’s argument in favour of Fleming
being a Familist rests on Diamond being printed in 1581 in order to support the cult in its
hour of darkness. However, fundamentally Diamond was a reworking of Footepath, which
had been written and published in 1578 so Diamond itself was not necessarily written
specifically to support the Family of Love. Furthermore Fleming was involved with six
books in 1581. In each year between 1575 and 1580 Fleming’s output had been a mixture of
scholarly, popular and godly titles, but 1581 is unusual in that all six of his works were

godly: he reworked Footepath and Diamond; he collated Manuall of Christian Prayers made

by [...] Godlie men such as Calvin, Luther etc.; he contributed a ‘Godly and fruteful prayer’

to Golding’s puritan text True Beleefe of a Christian Man; he contributed a letter to John

Aylmer (who had been ordained by the puritan Archbishop Grindal) in True Beleefe; and

Fleming translated Savonarola’s book Meditations on the 31* and 51* Psalms. It could be

more accurate to say that his concern with promoting godly writing was a reaction against

cults such as the Family of Love, and not to support the Familists.

Much of Wootton’s evidence for Fleming being a Familist rests on construing certain words
or phrases which appear in the text of Diamond and other books: “love”, “loving friends” (a
term later adopted by Quakers) and “familie”. Wootton argued that Fleming and Scot had
used such words in significant parts of their texts because they were Familists. This thesis
argues that Fleming was responsible for approximately four-million words going to print

during his literary career. Statistically many of these words must have been the same as those
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used by Familists. Wootton did not discuss the fact that Fleming also referred to concepts

such as election and predestination, which were unambiguous protestant terms.

Wootton went on to say that Fleming was neither a “superstitious papist” nor a “cavilling
schismatic” (quoting from Diamond). This is hardly proof that Fleming was a Familist doing
battle with all other Christian denominations. Instead, if taken in context, it is entirely in
keeping with Elizabeth’s dislike of all religious extremists, hence her removal of the “hotter
sort of protestant™ like the godly Archbishop Grindal and her preference for moderate men
such as Matthew Parker. Diamond is an establishment book dedicated to the queen’s cousin

and entirely in keeping with current mainstream thought on religion.

Wootton also placed great store in Fleming’s and Scot’s reading of the Bible as metaphor
rather than historical fact. This use of metaphor was not exclusive to Familists or their texts.
Fleming’s black dog in Wunder was a metaphor of God’s wrath, as were the earthquakes and
comets Fleming wrote about. Fleming also referred to the Bible as a “looking-glass”, a word
that Wootton said had Familist significance. However, Fleming used the mirror metaphor in

other titles as well, for example Panoplie of Epistles or a looking glass for the unlearned

(1576) contained letters by Tully, Pliny, etc. gathered and translated by Fleming. Mirrors
were popular metaphors throughout the period Fleming was active and they appeared in the

titles of many books such as Calahorra’s Mirror of Princely deedes and knighthood (1578),

A Looking-Glass for London and England by Thomas Lodge (1594), and Higgin’s Mirour

for Magistrates (1610).

Wootton’s final claim was that Familists had friends in high places. His evidence for this
claim is that Familists dedicated their books to certain people of rank. The example Wootton
used was Fleming’s dedication in True Beleefe to the Bishop of London because Aylmer
was a fellow Familist, but Wootton was mistaken. Writers did not necessarily dedicate books
to their friends or people they already knew. Instead, writers dedicated books to people who

they wanted to attract the attention of in order to get patronage. Therefore dedicatees would
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be prominent figures. If what Wootton said was true and Familists were dedicating books to
their existing “friends in high places” then not only was Fleming a Familist but in 1591 he
had become a friend of the Earl of Leicester, even though Leicester had died in 1588."° The
evidence in this thesis demonstrates strongly that Fleming was a godly man and an
establishment man. Wootton’s links between Scot, Fleming and Familism are interesting but
certainly not “genuine”, nor are the claims as “robust” as Wootton said they were. Fleming
was a godly man, possibly he was a Calvinist but he was not a member of the Family of

Love. Diamond demonstrates Fleming at his godly protestant best.

*khkk*k

Footepath of Faith and Diamond of Devotion are interesting and important books. They

mark a high point in Fleming’s career where he moved away from short, popular
collaborations and began to write his own lengthier books. Denham’s involvement with
Diamond in particular illustrates that Fleming was a highly regarded author: London’s
leading printer produced this book, as well as some of Fleming’s other projects. Both

Footepath and Diamond were dedicated to high-ranking courtiers, Sir George and Lady

Carey. This indicates that Fleming was trying to move himself and his career away from the
less influential characters on the periphery of Elizabeth’s court (to whom his earlier works
had been dedicated) and secure himself a well-placed patron.’®® A few years after writing
Diamond, Fleming was indeed employed by Carey’s brother-in-law, the Lord High Admiral

of England.

Putting aside the individual people involved with these books, Footepath and Diamond

reveal a lot about the wider audience reading these books. They were an educated readership,

9 In 1591 an edition of Fleming’s Alphabet of Praiers, originally by James Cancellor, was “newlie
drawn into order” by Fleming and printed with a dedication to Robert Dudley. Dudley was dead but the
Fleming left the dedication in the book.

180 Fleming had dedicated three earlier books to Sir William Cordell, an agent of Lord Burghley, and
wrote that he did not crave a new patron. However Cordell died in 1581 leaving Fleming in need of a new
patron.
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able to understand the different metrical and poetical devices Fleming used. Readers were
capable of understanding his word-play and of enjoying looking for words and patterns of
letters within the different chapters. They were probably family people with a small
household who may have gathered together at the end of each day to listen to sections from

Diamond being read aloud.

Footepath and Diamond also reveal something of the climate of their day. They were pocket-

sized books suggesting that buyers wanted reading material to carry with them. A gentleman
could tuck a copy into his sleeve pocket, or possibly a lady reader might have hung the little

book from her girdle. It is more likely that Footepath and Diamond were kept close to hand

because they were spiritually comforting and reassuring; Diamond in particular was laid out
in such a way that its sections could be dipped into and referred to quickly should

consolation be required. It must be remembered that when Footepath and Diamond were

printed and reprinted England was in fear of assassination attempts on the queen (endorsed
by the Vatican) and the threat of invasion from catholic Spain. Any godly reader worried

about catholicism would have found Footepath and Diamond’s pages “verie comfortable”

because of their anti-catholic overtones. Yet they were not overly puritanical either. This not
only demonstrates Fleming’s role as a popular and successful writer firmly ensconced within
Elizabeth’s England, but also his continued relevance well into the seventeenth century.

Interest in Fleming’s next major book, Holinshed’s Chronicles, continued for four centuries

after it was printed, and it is this book that is the subject of the next chapter.
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Chapter Four:

Fleming and the development of Holinshed’s Chronicles (1587)

In January 1587 one of the most ambitious literary projects ever realized finally went to

press. This was the second edition of Holinshed’s Chronicles or, to use its full title The first

and second volumes of Chronicles comprising 1 The description and historie of England 2

The description and historie of Ireland 3 The description and historie of Scotland: first

collected and published by Raphaell Holinshed, William Harrison, and others: now newlie

augmented and continued (with manifolde matters of sinqular note and worthie memory) to

the yeare 1586. By lohn Hooker alias Vowell Gent. and others. With conuenient tables at the

end of these volumes. The third volume of Chronicles, beginning at Duke William the

Norman first compiled by Raphaell Holinshed and by him extended to 1577, nowe newlie

continued to 1586.

The complete text comprised three folio-sized volumes bound as two books. In the first
binding were Volumes | and Il, which had their own title pages. Volume I, originally by
William Harrison, was titled “The Description and historie of England”. Volume II’s title
was “The second volume of Chronicles: conteining the description, conquest, inhabitation
and troublesome estate of Ireland,” by John Hooker. ‘Annexed’ at the end of the Irish section
of Volume IT was “The description of Scotland” by Francis Thynne, who based this section

on Harrison and Holinshed’s text from the first edition of Holinshed’s Chronicles (1577),

which was in turn based on a translation of Boethius. VVolume 111 was bound on its own and
titled ‘The third Volume of Chronicles, beginning at duke William the Norman [...] first
compiled by Raphael Holinshed and by him extended to the yeare 1577. Now newlie
recognised [...] to the yeare 1586°. At the end of VVolume 11l was a 58 page “table” or index.

The other two volumes had their own indexes as well.

Holinshed’s Chronicles is the only one of the works associated with Fleming to have been

studied in any depth and although the extent of his contribution to the text has caused
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contention in the past, Fleming’s editorial role is now generally agreed upon by most
scholars. It would be impossible to describe and discuss all aspects of Holinshed’s
Chronicles within the context of this thesis. There exist elsewhere comparisons and analyses
of the text, the excisions, the replacement material and of the political climate that

necessitated the development of Holinshed’s Chronicles. These studies, the most recent by

Oxford University’s “Holinshed Project” team, have largely been text-oriented, analysing the
physical evidence from 1587. The precise role played by Fleming has never been established

and this thesis argues that without Fleming the second edition of Holinshed’s Chronicles

would have been little short of impossible. This chapter will therefore clarify and add to

what has already been established about Fleming’s work on Holinshed’s Chronicles. It will

also provide new insights into the role he played in order to show the extent to which he was
responsible for the book. This chapter will argue that no other candidate for the position of

overall editor had an established relationship with Holinshed’s Chronicles’ printer. Fleming

also had developed working relationships with both the Privy Council and the syndicate who

initiated the second edition of Holinshed’s Chronicles. Uniquely among those involved with

Holinshed’s Chronicles production, Fleming had the knowledge and experience of writing,

‘gathering’, editing and indexing that was crucial to the book’s compilation.

The edition of Holinshed’s Chronicles printed in 1587 was compiled by contributing

antiquaries over at least three years who drew on dozens of antiquarian sources and accounts.

A syndicate of five London printer/booksellers financed Holinshed’s Chronicles’ production

and one of the syndicate, Denham, was responsible for printing the entire text.*®*

Understandably given its enormous scope, Holinshed’s Chronicles was approximately three-

and-a-half million words long."® An inventory of Dr Andrew Perne’s library stated that his

copy of Holinshed’s Chronicles was worth 33 s 4d in 1589, a very large price tag to match a

161 The Stationers’ Company register shows that Holinshed’s Chronicles was initially registered to a
syndicate of five printer/sellers on 6 October 1584 and again to the printers Henry Denham and Ralph
Newberie on 30 December 1584. Denham aside, the syndicate comprised booksellers, not printers.
162 Booth put this figure into real terms: the 1587 Holinshed’s Chronicles was the same length as the
Bible, the complete dramatic works of Shakespeare, Samuel Richardson’s Clarissa, Boswell’s Life of
Johnson, and Tolstoy’s War and Peace combined. See Booth, Holinshed’s Chronicles, p.1.
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very large and lavish book.*® It is likely that the book was lavish because the Privy Council

instigated this second edition of Holinshed’s Chronicles as a propaganda exercise. Almost as
soon as the book went on sale the Privy Council withdrew it and ordered that pages of
politically sensitive text be removed, a process that was repeated when the amended version
became available.'® Those copies already sold were recalled (although a handful of
examples of the cancelled pages survived, allowing subsequent generations a glimpse of the

sensitive material they contained).'®

By the time it was finished, the 1587 text was not so much Holinshed’s as Fleming’s
Chronicles, as the second edition was dramatically different from its predecessor. It was
printed on larger pages and two hundred woodcut illustrations were taken out in order to
make more room for text, and to modernize the overall look of the book. With content
almost doubled, the second edition was at least one-and-a-half-million words longer than the
first edition.'® Fleming contributed text throughout the entire book; notably he reworked
Volume I, Harrison’s 1577 ‘Description and Historie of England’. He also liaised closely

with the Privy Council throughout Holinshed’s Chronicles’ production, not just at the end

when the rounds of censoring took place, and he wrote the replacement sections following
the censoring. Fleming checked the references to other writers’ works, cross-referenced the

text and he also created the indexes. When Holinshed’s Chronicles was finally printed

Fleming took a complete book from the first run and went through almost every page proof-

167

reading and correcting the text.™" This was a lot of work, so Fleming enlisted three

antiquaries to help him compile some of the text.

163 See the inventory of Perne’s private library in Peterhouse archive. 33 s 4 d would have a relative worth
of about £280 today [http://www.nationalarchives.gov.uk/currency, accessed 20 April 2011].

164 PRO PC 2/14 f. 264, 1 February 1586/7.

1% The reasons for the Privy Council’s amendments are explained on pp. 114-7.

166 Compare this quantity of additional text to a standard copy of the Bible, which is 773,692 words in
length, or to the lengthy third edition of Samuel Richardson’s Clarissa (1748) at just over one million
words in length.

187 This corrected copy is now called the Melton Holinshed and is in the Huntington Library, shelfmark
HL 478000.
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Fleming and the contributing antiquaries:

The first edition of Holinshed’s Chronicles had been compiled and edited by Raphael
Holinshed until he was joined in June or July 1576 by William Harrison, who consented to
write the ‘Description’ that formed VVolume 1. This borrowed heavily from Harrison’s own
unpublished ‘Chronology’.*® Together they had reworked and drawn on a very large range
of sources from other writers, both dead and living, whom they acknowledged in an
alphabetical list at the start of the book. Remarkably some sections had been written by third
parties such as known catholics Edmund Campion and Richard Stanihurst, who were
considered experts in their field (in their cases Irish history). Although Holinshed’s
Chronicles was rooted in protestantism, it would seem that Holinshed and the contributors
set aside their religious differences and came together as subject specialists in order to
produce an authoritative text. In 1580 Holinshed died; Campion was executed in 1581 for his
staunch catholicism and refusal to acknowledge Elizabeth as queen of England and
Stanihurst had left England to pursue his interest in alchemy and catholicism.*®

William Harrison was the only original contributor available for work on the 1587 edition of

Holinshed’s Chronicles but he did not play an active role on the second edition, since he had

only reluctantly written the ‘Description’ for Holinshed’s first edition. From 1583 Harrison

was trying to produce his own three-volume ‘Chronology’.*™ Like Holinshed’s Chronicles

this contained a history of England’s monarchs from 1066 to 1593, when Harrison died."

Fleming reused Harrison’s ‘Description of England” from 1576 and augmented it with the

section entitled ‘Of the Divisions of the Whole Earth’. However, the second edition required

1%8 Glyn Parry, ‘William Harrison’, in ODNB vol. 25, (2004), pp. 538-9; p. 539. See also online version:
Glyn Parry, ‘Harrison, William (1535-1593)’ [http://www.oxforddnb.com/view/article/12453, last
accessed 8 June 2011]. Harrison only consented to help Holinshed after being promised that he could
publish his ‘Chronology” within Holinshed’s Chronicles, but this promise was never fully realised.

169 See Michael A. R. Graves, ‘Edmund Campion’, in ODNB vol. 9, (2004), pp. 872-6; pp. 874-5 and p.
876. Also Colm Lennon, ‘Richard Stanihurst’, in ODNB vol. 52, (2004), pp. 158-62; p. 159.

170 Harrison’s manuscript is in the British Library, shelfmark BL Add MS 70984.

"1 parry, ‘William Harrison’, p. 539. Parry suggests towards the end of this biography that Harrison made
the revisions to ‘Description of England’ in 1587. However I would argue that Harrison was absorbed
with his ‘Chronology’ and, following his experience in 1577, possibly disillusioned with Holinshed’s
Chronicles and was therefore not actively involved with this text in the 1580s. It also seems unlikely that
Harrison would compile his own ‘Chronology’ whilst simultaneously working on a rival chronicle. A
parallel might be drawn with John Stow, see. p. 97.
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fresh writers and they were Francis Thynne, John Stow and John Hooker. Thynne put
together the material for the Scottish sections in Volume I1; Stow provided many of the
sources behind much of the text and also provided some passages of his own; according to
its title page Hooker “newlie augmented and continued” Volume I (Harrison’s ‘Description’
aside) and contributed the Irish section to Volume Il. Exactly how much each of the
antiquaries contributed to the text and the nature of their contributions has been open for
debate in the past, although there is sufficient evidence provided by the antiquaries

themselves to help settle such questions.

Thynne (alias Francis Boteville) was born in Kent in about 1544 or 1545. He led a colourful
life as a herald, historian, alchemist, scholar of Chaucer, and from 1591 a member of the
College of Antiquaries. Throughout his life Thynne endured chronic financial problems,
even destitution, and spent two years imprisoned in Southwark for debt. He died in
November 1608 after suffering from “unmercyfull Gowte” that he said “mannacled my

hands, fettered my feete to the sheet”.'"

As with Fleming, Thynne’s contributions to Chronicles have been overlooked and
misunderstood in the past. He was a prolific antiquary and, as well as providing the Scottish

sections for Holinshed’s Chronicles, contributed information about people and places in the

form of his lists; examples include his list of “English treasurers’, ‘England’s chancellors’
and ‘Lords Cobham and lords warden of the Cinque Ports’.*”® Many lists were removed from

Holinshed’s Chronicles before it was printed, although these excisions were likely to do with

content rather than the monotony that modern scholars have ascribed to Thynne’s work. His
contemporaries viewed Thynne as a good scholar and central figure in the College of
Antiguaries, and he attracted the patronage of Lord Burghley and Lord Cobham among
others. Yet, despite his scholarly reputation and powerful connections, where Holinshed’s

Chronicles was concerned Thynne answered to Fleming.

72 Louis A. Knafla, ‘Francis Thynne’, in ODNB vol. 54, (2004), pp. 737-9.
173 |bid. p. 738.
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Thynne has never been put forward as a serious contender in the debates to establish who

was in overall charge of Holinshed’s Chronicles. This is because he took himself out of any

future debate: Thynne’s list “Particular catalogue of all such who have purposlie in severall
histories of this realme” catalogued English historians by name only but uniquely Fleming’s
name was followed by “posterior in hisce chronicis detergendis atque dilantandis, una cum
uberrimorum indicum accessione, plurimum desudavit”. Translated this reads “Abraham
Fleming sweated heavily in the correction and expansion of these chronicles, together with
the addition of the very useful indexes”. Thynne thereby acknowledged Fleming as the
editor, indexer and main contributor. The roles of Fleming’s other contributors have been

less easy to define.

Stow (¢.1524-1605) is perhaps the best known of all those involved in Holinshed’s
Chronicles and his fame is well deserved as he was “the most productive historical writer of
the sixteenth century”.*™ Stow was a compulsive manuscript buyer; he had purchased
Reyner Wolfe’s collection of Leland’s antiquarian writing that formed the basis for the first

175

edition of Holinshed’s Chronicles.”” Much of the material in the second edition of

Holinshed’s Chronicles attributed to Stow was in fact taken from Leland; this was accepted

practice as the role of an antiquary was to preserve and interpret older sources. Stow was a
focused yet irascible character and throughout his life felt wronged and bore grudges. He
became bitter at the lack of recognition he had received for his efforts on Holinshed’s

Chronicles and, in his Annales of England (1592), Stow claimed Holinshed’s Chronicles as

his own book. However, it was Fleming who was the book’s editor and compiler.

The evidence against Stow being the main editor of Holinshed’s Chronicles, or even a sub-

editor, has always been evident in the text of Holinshed’s Chronicles itself. The following

174 Barrett L. Beer, ‘John Stow’, in ODNB vol. 52, (2004), pp. 982-5.
175 See pp. 111-2.
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anonymous editorial note from Volume I11, which is written in the first person, refers to

Stow in the third person, so this editor’s comment was not written by Stow:

Thus farre | have continued this collection of the English histories,
noting breeflie in these yeares, such things as I find in the abridgement
of Richard Grafton, and in the summarie of John Stow, increased
somewhat (as may appeare) in places with such helpes as have come
to my hand.*"®

Stow’s name did appear in Holinshed’s Chronicles. For example, the title page of the

‘Continuation’ reads:

THE CHRONICLES OF England, from the yeare of our Lord 1576,

where Raphaell Holinshed left; supplied and continued to this present

yeare 1586: by lohn Stow, and others."”’
Although this suggested Stow as principal author of the ‘Continuation’ the title was followed
by a folio-length introductory ‘Epistle’ that closes with a short poem:

Cui vitam, studiumgnre Deus, regnique coronam

Perpetuet, beet, & tranquillo prosperet usu:

P'ostque, hanc exactam vitam, stadium atque coronam,

Coelesti vita, studio, diademate donet.

AF'®

Fleming was “A. F.”, he wrote the epistle and much of what followed. Where Stow’s name
appeared elsewhere in the text it is in this or a similar form: “Abraham Fleming from John
Stow”. Dodson has noted that this “argues strongly that Stow was not supervising the main

narrative himself but was furnishing parts of the material for Fleming’s use”.*”® Stow himself

was openly jealous of Holinshed’s Chronicles, and in the conclusion of Annales (1605) he

vowed to produce a “farre larger” and better volume hitherto prevented “by printing and

reprinting (without warrant or well liking) of Raigne Wolfes collection and other late

178 Holinshed’s Chronicles vol. 111 (1587), 1267. The copy referred to is the Melton Holinshed in the
Huntington Library, California, which | visited to see at first-hand.

"7 Ibid. p. 1268, again from the Melton Holinshed’s Chronicles in the Huntington Library.

178 Ibid. p. 1269. The struck through “n” and superscript “r” were added by hand, this particular copy
being the one that was proof read and corrected.

179 Sarah C. Dodson, ‘Abraham Fleming writer and editor’, University of Texas Studies in English vol.

34, (Texas, 1955), p. 58.
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comers, by the name of Raphael Holinshed his Chronicles”.*** Had he been in charge of

Holinshed’s Chronicles, Stow would presumably have shown pride rather than the animosity

he displayed towards the book.

This evidence argues strongly that Thynne and Stow were subordinate to Fleming and

provided material for his use in Holinshed’s Chronicles but a third contributor, Hooker, is

still considered by some to be the book’s main editor. Hooker was educated at Oxford then
Cologne, where he studied Law. He travelled Europe and lived with Peter Martyr in
Strasbourg before returning to England where he was employed by Miles Coverdale, Bishop
of Exeter. Hooker loved Exeter and wrote extensively about the city and surrounding county

of Devon.*®

Throughout the nineteenth and early-twentieth centuries it was thought that Hooker had been
the man in charge, he was a well-known antiquary with a glowing entry in the original DNB.
However, in his more recent ODNB entry for Hooker, Mendyk concedes that the antiquary

was at one time thought to be the principal editor; that position is how

more often ascribed to Abraham Fleming, but Hooker’s contribution

was certainly a major one.*®
Hooker’s ‘Order and Usage’ was incorporated in the English section of Holinshed’s
Chronicles and he also provided the “Epistle Dedicatory’ for Volume 1l. He furnished
Fleming with an updated history of Ireland, which included a translation of Gerald of Wales’

Expugnatio Hibernica and a condensed version of his own ‘Life of Sir Peter Carew’.'®

However, other scholars still champion Hooker despite the weight of evidence being in
Fleming’s favour. In his ODNB entry for Francis Thynne, Louis Knafla made his opinion

clear:

18 Dodson, ‘Abraham Fleming, Writer and Editor’, p. 58.

1815 Mendyk, ‘John Hooker’, in ODNB vol. 27 (2004), pp. 960-2.
182 Mendyk, ‘Hooker’, p. 961.

183 Ipid.
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After the death of Raphael Holinshed in 1580, Thynne, together
with Abraham Fleming and John Stow, was employed by John
Hooker, who acted as editor, to continue Holinshed’s
Chronicles.”®

The text and marginal notes throughout Holinshed’s Chronicles show that Hooker’s

submissions, as well as those of the other contributors, were made via Fleming. For example:

But for the further and cleerer explanation of these stratagems, or
rather civill tumults [in 1470] it shall not be amisse to insert in this
place (sith I cannot hit upon more convenient) a verie good note or
addition received from the hands of maister John Hooker,
chamberlaine of Excester.'®

Clarifying Fleming’s role:
Fleming’s contemporaries acknowledged him as the editor and contributor responsible for

the second edition of Holinshed’s Chronicles. Obvious evidence can be seen in the book

itself. A prefatory poem ‘Carmen Chronologicon’ by Thomas Newton, poet, not only named
Fleming but added “Doctaque Flemingi lima polivit opus™.*® The word lima had been used
since classical times to describe those who perfected and revised literary works. The word
opus is given without qualification: Fleming was the man who revised and polished the

k 187

entire wor His contemporaries also knew that Fleming was collecting manuscript

sources to help him write sections of Holinshed’s Chronicles. Newton handed Fleming a

copy of the speech made by Queen Elizabeth in Cambridge in 1564. This had been “lieng
among my [Newton’s] papers these twentie yeares and more, [ thought it good now to send it
to you [Fleming], that if anie occasion be fitlie offered in the discourse of hir highnesse

reigne, you maie (if you please) insert it.”*%®

184 Knafla, ‘Francis Thynne’, p. 738.

185 Holinshed’s Chronicles, vol. | (1587), 675; a close inspection of the marginal signatures in this section
of the text shows that Fleming wrote the chapter, drawing on Hall and Hooker as sources.

186 Newton also wrote of his friendship with Fleming in a poem prefixed to A Shorte Dictionarie in 1586.
See fn 348, p. 197.

187 Miller, ‘Samuel Fleming’, p. 94. Newton ‘Carmen Chronologicon’, in Holinshed’s Chronicles vol. |
(1587), 7.

188 Newton to Fleming cited in Miller, ‘Samuel Fleming’, p. 93.
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Thynne’s ‘Particular Catalog’ of English chroniclers referred to Fleming “posterior in hisce
chronicis detergendis atque dilantandis una cum uberrimorum indicum accessione,
plurimum desudavit”. Fleming “sweated heavily in the correction and expansion” and
additionally compiled the “very useful indexes”. His contemporaries knew that Fleming was
the researcher behind, editor of, major contributing writer to and the indexer of Holinshed’s
Chronicles. Despite this, academics have queried and disputed Fleming’s role. It has only
been within the last few years that Fleming’s leading role has begun to be understood in

terms of the production of Holinshed’s Chronicles. But even the research of Donno and

Clegg has not yet explored the complex and established communication network that lay

behind Holinshed’s Chronicles.

The first half of the twentieth century brought little clarity to the question of who exactly

was behind Holinshed’s Chronicles and, with renowned antiquaries like Stow and Hooker in

the running, Fleming was not considered a serious contender. Probably this was because of
Cooper’s dismissive biographical entry on Fleming in DNB that barely mentions

Holinshed’s Chronicles, other than to list it towards the end of the article as “newlie

digested” and “enlarged” by Fleming.'®

The early studies of Holinshed’s Chronicles were narrowly focused on Shakespeare because

the playwright referred to this book (as well as other chronicles and histories) when he
composed thirteen of his history plays.**® Scholars fixated on establishing which sections

Shakespeare had used and a reference volume titled Shakespeare’s Holinshed was

189 Cooper, ‘Abraham Fleming’, in DNB, pp. 271-3. Cooper used a number of earlier bibliographic
sources including Lowndes.

190 Booth listed the plays for which Holinshed’s Chronicles was the sole source as King John, Richard I,
both Henry 1Vs and Henry V. Holinshed’s Chronicles was one of the sources for King Lear, Richard 111
and Shakespeare’s three Henry VI plays. Holinshed’s Chronicles was also a major source for Macheth.
Shakespeare relied heavily on Holinshed’s Chronicles for Cymbeline, while the book was closely
followed in Shakespeare’s Henry VIII.
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subsequently printed.™" To date the studies of Holinshed’s Chronicles have been

predominately “Shakespeare-centric”:

The vast scope of the book, and the lack of a complete scholarly
edition, has meant that it has eluded systematic analysis. With one or
two exceptions such work on Holinshed as we’ve got centres on the
sections dramatized by Shakespeare.'*

The work by Oxford University’s Holinshed Project team moved away from this

“Shakespeare-centric” use of the book and aimed to “stimulate comprehensive reappraisal of

the Holinshed’s Chronicles as a work of historiography and a source for imaginative

writers”.'* The way in which Holinshed’s Chronicles was put together, the problems

surrounding removing and replacing the excised text and the reasons for censoring the
sections that were altered continue to inspire today’s scholars. The reasons for the book’s

recall and the role played by Holinshed’s Chronicles in English politics, as well as

Holinshed’s Chronicles’ use as propaganda are problems that are steadily being clarified.

Like Holinshed’s Chronicles itself, Fleming’s role needs a comprehensive reappraisal.

Previous studies have left too many errors and gaps in our understanding of his work on the

book.

Cooper’s DNB entry did no more than repeat what Holinshed’s Chronicles’ title page said to

show that Fleming responsible for portions of the second edition of Holinshed’s Chronicles,

namely the ‘Historie of England’ and third volume.* It would seem that the first brief
studies of Fleming gave him considerable responsibility as editor but questions regarding

evidence from Holinshed’s Chronicles’ content were unsolved problems. Scholars who

began examining Holinshed’s Chronicles most likely concentrated on the better established

191 Walter George Boswell-Stone, Shakespeare’s Holinshed: the Chronicles and the Historical Plays
Compared, (London, 1907).

192 See the Holinshed Project home page at http:/www.cems.ox.ac.uk/holinshed/ (accessed December 28,
2010).

198 The Holinshed Project editorial team members are Dr Felicity Heal, Dr Paulina Kewes, Dr Henry
Summerson and Dr lan Archer.

194 Venn and Venn’s Alumni Cantabrigienses entry in 1922, which was based on Cooper’s DNB entry,
echoed this. Walker described Fleming as “editor of Holinshed”, see Walker, Peterhouse Biographical
Reqister (1927), p. 290.
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antiquaries Stow and Hooker because they could not reconcile Cooper’s dismissal of

Fleming with this large, complex and historically important book.

Several lengthier studies were also produced. Dodson’s ‘Abraham Fleming, writer and
editor’ (1955)'* and Miller’s ‘Abraham Fleming: editor of Shakespeare’s Holinshed’ (1959),

which both seated Fleming firmly at the editor-in-chief’s desk. Dodson conceded that her

study was based on Holinshed’s Chronicles’ title pages and signatures rather than a study of
the main text. Her evidence was that each contributing writer clearly labelled his
contribution with his name or initials. In the case of Thynne for example, his lists and
chronological records are very obviously “by Thynne” or “F.T.”. Sections written by Stow
have his name or initials (“I.S.””) next to them in the margin, although these are rarer.
Similarly the sections by Fleming have “Abr. F1.” or “A. F.” or his full name beside them. **®

Where Fleming drew on a source he annotated the section, for example “Abraham Fleming

from John Stow”.'®” Dodson continued:

The fact that nearly all the added allusions to Stow are put in this
form argues strongly that Stow was not supervising the main
narrative himself but was furnishing parts of the material for
Fleming’s use.'®

Fleming’s contributions to Volume I of Holinshed’s Chronicles are therefore easy to spot

and very numerous. Dodson noted that some contributions were first-hand accounts by
Fleming “spectator and auditor”. Certainly he attended and wrote about Dr Richard

Caldwell’s surgical lectures of 1582; moralising and godly passages were likely Fleming’s,

195 Dodson, ‘Abraham Fleming writer and editor’, University of Texas Studies in English vol. 34, (Texas,
1955), pp. 51-66.

19 The marginalia in earlier print runs are in many instances different to those of copies printed later.
There are a few instances in her article in which Dodson cites a marginal signature that does not actually
exist in some copies of the printed text. For example she says on p. 59 of her article that “in the margin
Fleming is named as the author of the story on the Babington conspiracy (p. 1553)”. However, neither the
British Library’s copy nor the Book Club of California fragment had this marginal reference on p. 1553.
Dodson was likely using a later, updated copy of this edition, possibly the Huntington Bridgewater copy.
Similarly, Dodson said that on p. 1349 of Volume III “Fleming indicates in the margin that he was
“spectator and auditor” when Dr. Richard Caldwell delivered an address in Latin”. There is no marginal
note of this kind on p. 1349 of the Melton copy of VVolume 111 of Holinshed’s Chronicles but in the
transcription by the Holinshed Project this note is in the margin.

Y97 Dodson, ‘Abraham Fleming writer and editor’, p. 58.

198 |bid. p. 58.
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such as the passage closing the history of Mary Tudor’s reign signed “Abr. Fl. ex I. F.

martyrologio”.**®

There is, though, evidence which Dodson missed that demonstrates Fleming was the man
who not only ‘gathered’ the contributions to Volume I but also wrote Volume III of

Holinshed’s Chronicles. Fleming included accounts of Sir Martin Frobisher’s three voyages

to find the Northwest Passage in the mid-late 1570s (pp. 1262, 1270 and 1271 of the
‘Continuation’).?® Fleming had contributed celebratory poetry to two first-hand accounts of
the voyages written by Frobisher’s crew.”" He was able to draw on these accounts, which
were likely to have been “seen and allowed” by the Privy Council and carefully composed so
as to advertise England’s greatness at sea. These were exactly the sort of stories the Privy

Council wanted in Holinshed’s Chronicles because they enhanced the image of the English

and their achievements.

Dodson did not connect the account of “strange sicknesse at Oxford” that occurred in July
1577 (p. 1270-1271 of the ‘Continuation’) with Fleming. This fatal sickness followed
Jenkes’ arraignment for sedition and it is likely that Jenkes was the author of a banned
English pamphlet account of the mortalities that included a catholic version of Fleming’s

Wunder.?” The Holinshed’s Chronicles’ account of Jenkes’ arraignment and the ensuing

mortalities at Oxford was longer than the entire section given to Frobisher’s expedition. This
suggests that the condemnation of Jenkes carried as much weight as Frobisher’s pioneering

ventures. It is likely that Fleming used Holinshed’s Chronicles to remind readers that Jenkes

199 Meaning “Abraham Fleming from John Foxe martyrologist”. Holinshed Chronicles vol. | (1587),
1162.

20 1hid. p. 64.

1 These were Dionysis Settle’s True report of the Laste Voyage into the west and north-west regions
(1577) and Thomas Ellis” True report of the third and Last VVoyage [of] Martin Frobisher (1578), which
are both discussed on pp. 164-7.

202 A discussed on pp. 52-4.
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had twisted his godly pamphlet. This section was written by Fleming: “Ab. FI. ex relatu W.

B. impress, 157772

Dodson’s evidence included the first-hand accounts of the discovery of the Babington plot
and Mary Queen of Scots’ downfall, signed “by A. F.”?* However, Dodson did not connect
these passages with a number of manuscript sources in Fleming’s possession that described
the plot and Mary’s trial. Linking Fleming’s papers with his first-hand account strengthens

his position as sole author of the ‘Continuation’.?*

Similarly, Dodson noted Fleming’s account of the engineering works at Dover carried out by
Sir Thomas Scot in 1586,” but did not consider the link between Sir Thomas Scot and
Fleming. That link was Sir Thomas’ cousin the demonologist Reginald Scot, whom Fleming
had assisted in 1584. Their association, albeit a long-distance one as Scot lived in rural Kent,
meant that Scot could have furnished Fleming with first hand material on Sir Thomas’
engineering feats and enabled Fleming accurately to research as well as write this detailed

section for Holinshed’s Chronicles.

Miller developed Dodson’s argument that Fleming was not only a major contributor to but

also editor of Holinshed’s Chronicles’ (“learned corrector”). Miller described Fleming as a

reputable editor already endowed with considerable responsibility and authority over the

books produced in Denham’s shop. He also demonstrated that Fleming wrote his prefatory

208 Who Fleming’s source “W. B.” was is not yet known. The fatalities were “verie well perceiued by sir
William Babington” and Fleming wrote that “W. B.” “was present himself with Babington”, but this
might be a device to suggest Babington was not the source, when in fact he was (see Holinshed’s
Chronicles vol. 111, 1270). “W. B.” might allude to the printer William Brome or Broome who later
produced Commonplaces of Peter Martyr (see pp. 185-8) and Scot’s Discoverie of Witchcraft (see pp.
179-81), on which Fleming had worked. Possibly Brome had produced an account of the Oxford fatalities
that Fleming drew on but which is now lost.

2% Dodson, ‘Abraham Fleming writer and editor’, p. 59. Dodson took this quotation from p. 900 of the
1808 reprint of Holinshed’s Chronicles. For Fleming’s marginal signature and account, see
‘Continuation” in Holinshed’s Chronicles vol. 111 (1587), 1553.

2% peck described the manuscripts as “A large account of Babington’s Plot, as the same was delivered in
a speech at Fotheringhay, at the examination of Mary Q. of Scots XI1I Oct. MDLXXXVI. by Judge
Gawdy. MS. inter MSS. Fleming” and, “The ruful rhyme of Chidioc Tichborn (one of the chief
Conspirators in Babington’s Plot) wrote between the Time of his Condemnation & Execution, which was
on the xx. Sept. MDLXXXVI. MS. Manu Flemingi”. Several other papers relate directly to Mary Stuart.
2% Dodson used the 1808 reprint of Holinshed’s Chronicles, book 1V, 845-868.
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matter as an editor setting policy would do.”*” Furthermore, Miller confirmed that Fleming

was responsible for the layout of the text, quoting Fleming’s preface:

The order observed in the description of Britaine [Harrison’s
‘Description’ first used in the 1577 edition] by reason of the
necessarie division thereof into bookes and chapters growing out of
the varietie of matters therein conteined, seemed (in my judgement) so
convenient a course devised by the writer, as | was easily induced
thereby to digest the historie of England immediatelie following into
the like method: so that as in the one, so likewise in the other, by
summarie contents foregoing everie chapter, as also by certeine
materiall titles added at the head of everie page of the said historie, it
is a thing of no difficultie to comprehend what is discoursed and
discussed in the same.”*®

Miller did not, however, develop his argument or quote supporting evidence from the text.
For example, he did not consider this passage, which demonstrates Fleming’s ownership of

the text:

Thus far | have continued this collection of the English histories,
noting breeflie in these later yeares, such things as | find in the
abridgement of Richard Grafton, and in the summary of John Stow,
increased somewhat (as may appeare) in places with such helpes as
have come to my hand; humblie beseeching the reader to accept the
same in good part, and to pardon me where | have not satisfied his
expectation: sith herein I must confesse, | have nothing contented my
selfe, but yet at the request of others have done what I could & not
what | would, for want of conference with such as might have
furnished me with more large instructions, such as had beene
necessarie for the purpose.®

Unlike Dodson, Miller did consider some of Fleming’s unpublished papers as evidence,
particularly “Censurae aliae diverserorum Hominum malevolentium sed nimium subtilium in

eadem Chronica; cum Responsionibus Abrahami Flemingi”. However, Miller did not

connect this angry letter to Fleming’s outbursts that were printed in Holinshed’s Chronicles:

“If the reader be not satisfied with this table, let him not blame the order, but his own

conceipt”.?°

27 Fleming, Holinshed’s Chronicles vol. 111 (1587), 1268-9.

2%8 Eleming as quoted in Miller, ‘Abraham Fleming, Editor’, pp. 91-2.
299 Fleming, Holinshed’s Chronicles vol. 111 (1587), 1267.

219 1bid. p. 1593.
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The next study was Booth’s A book called Holinshed’s Chronicles (1968), which drew on

Dodson and Miller. This considered Holinshed’s Chronicles in its entirety and referred to

Fleming as “Holinshed’s successor”, clearly indicating that Fleming was in charge.”™* He did
say a little about Fleming’s role as general editor and provided a short biography that starts:

Whatever the general title page may say, the man who deserves

almost all credit or discredit for the 1587 Chronicles is Abraham

Fleming... but most commentators have taken the word of the title

page that John Hooker was the man in charge... he [Fleming] did all

the work of an editor for the whole book. He is the only contributor

to the new version who made a qualitative as well as a quantitative

change in the Chronicles.”
However, Booth did not provide any evidence nor did he discuss why Fleming (still
considered a minor character) had such a prominent role. Paradoxically, despite attributing

such a major role to Fleming, Booth did not discuss Fleming in any depth and focused

instead on Harrison, Holinshed, Thynne and Hooker.

Twenty years after Booth’s book, Donno’s ‘Some aspects of Shakespeare’s Holinshed’
(1987) and ‘Abraham Fleming: a learned corrector in 1586-87" (1989) were published.
According to Donno, Fleming was a “very competent antiquary” who “functioned as the
primary editor”.”** She attributed the “typographical excellence of the text” to Fleming and
Denham but simultaneously called Fleming only “competent” and gave him little recognition

as a writer.

Donno mistakenly believed that Stow was the author of the ‘Continuation’. It is true that
Stow’s name is on the title page and his initials “I.S.” do appear next to sections of the text,
but so do the initials “F. T.” (Francis Thynne) and “A. F.” (Abraham Fleming). Stow was a

source drawn on by Fleming. Donno relied on the title page and as a result she

211 Booth, Holinshed’s Chronicles, p. 2 and p. 15

22 1hid. p. 61.

213 Elizabeth Story Donno, ‘Some aspects of Shakespeare’s Holinshed’, Huntington Library Quarterly
vol. 50 (1987), pp. 229-48, p. 231. Although Donno described Fleming as an antiquary, he is not known
to have joined the College of Antiquaries and | would argue that he did not consider himself to be an
antiquary.
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underestimated Fleming’s input. In her later article Donno acknowledged that Holinshed’s
Chronicles’ title pages can be misleading: the 1587 title page states that John ap Vowell
(a.k.a. John Hooker) was the book’s editor “but it has been recognized for some time that it

was Abraham Fleming who served as the general editor.”***

Donno’s articles did attempt to understand Fleming’s reaction to the excisions the Privy

Council made to Holinshed’s Chronicles:

Fleming, who was in charge of typographical matters, necessarily bore
the onus of corrections and revisions; [from] his papers and accounts
of the censorship [the lost manuscripts...] it is clear that the earl of
Leicester, the chancellor Thomas Bromley, and Lord Burghley,
together with “aliae diversorum Hominum malvolentium sed nimium
sutilium” were the primary movers in the in the expurgations and that
Flemizqg (like Thynne and Bancroft) provided written responses to
them.

Unfortunately this is as far as Donno went in discussing Fleming and his manuscript

responses to the excisions.

The next published study, Patterson’s Reading Holinshed’s Chronicles, described Stow as

Holinshed’s Chronicles’ main contributing writer. Her evidence was that Stow’s initials

appeared in the text’s margins. However, she was mistaken in thinking that the initials were
the author’s signatures, rather they acknowledged that Stow provided the sources. Stow was
certainly an important source but in terms of overall workload, Patterson failed to recognize
that Fleming was by far the greatest contributor to the text as a whole. Patterson was also

misled by Stow’s increasingly embittered glosses in his own Annales in which he refered to

Holinshed’s Chronicles as being his book, even though it was not. However, Patterson wrote

very little about Fleming.

The most recent study of Holinshed’s Chronicles was Clegg (ed.) Facsimile from

Holinshed’s Chronicles 1587 in 2005. The purpose of this book was to compare the different

2% Donno, ‘Abraham Fleming’, p. 201.
21> Donno, ‘Shakespeare’s Holinshed’, pp. 238-9.
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surviving copies of the ‘Continuation’ and the cancellandia. In Facsimile Clegg developed

Donno’s argument that Fleming was editor and also main writer of Holinshed’s Chronicles.

In this excerpt from her ODNB biography of Fleming, Clegg supported Fleming as editor-in-

chief using evidence that had not been published before, the relationship between Fleming

and Holinshed’s Chronicles’ printer.

Denham placed the project in the hands of Abraham Fleming, who
had working extensively for him for the past three years. Donno has
demonstrated that it was Fleming, and not John Hooker, alias VVowell
(as the title-page claims), who served as the edition’s general editor.?™®
There is further evidence in the form of manuscripts in Fleming’s collection of personal

papers which further indicates that he was not only the editor of and contributor to this

edition of Holinshed’s Chronicles, but that he was also in the process of compiling a third

edition. Fleming had a manuscript obituary to Sir Thomas Scot that Peck catalogued and
described thus:

An Epitaph upon the Death of the famous & renowned Knight Sir

Thomas Scot of Scots-Hall in Kent, who died xxx. Dec. MDXCIV. &

was buried in Braborn Church among his Ancestors; with divers

Historical Notes. The whole written by Mr. Reynolde Scot (Author of

Discovery of Witchcraft) & sent, as thought, to be inserted in the late

new Edition of Holingshed; but not permitted. A curious Thing. MS.

Manu Flemingi.
Sir Thomas Scot died in 1594, so the “late new Edition of Holingshed” for which the
obituary was intended could not have been the 1587 edition. In 1594 Fleming was an
ordained chaplain and rector but that would not necessarily have impeded him from
producing another book; Peck himself was a minister, antiquary and author, and his parish

duties did not prevent him from writing. This manuscript strongly suggests that Fleming was

overseeing and compiling material for a third edition of Holinshed’s Chronicles that was

never printed because it was “not permitted”.

That this 1594 manuscript was intended for a “late new edition” of Holinshed’s Chronicles is

very suggestive of a third edition but one document does not constitute the mass gathering

218 Clegg, ‘Abraham Fleming’, pp. 31-3.
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of information that might be expected if the ‘Continuation’ was indeed to be updated.
However, Fleming did not have just one such document among his papers, he had dozens.
Many have already been discussed and were the raw material for the 1587 edition of

Holinshed’s Chronicles. Some were clearly private papers, for example a letter from his

brother and another titled “Abraham Flemingi de Praeparatione sua ad mortem” (c. 1605).
Some papers were clearly concerned with Fleming’s parish or that of his neighbour Roger
Fenton of St Benet Sherehog; these were unlikely to have been nationally important. Yet
other manuscripts refer to Fleming’s role as chaplain and preacher, for example copies of his
Paul’s Cross sermons. These may have been intended for inclusion in an updated

‘Continuation’ if they were preached in response to nationally important events.

Many of the manuscripts were accounts of unusual or notable deaths, exactly the type of

material that Fleming would have included in Holinshed’s Chronicles, but were dated too

late for the 1587 edition. These would include ‘The resolute spirit of Philip Howard Earl of
Arundel, who died in the Tower xix Nov. MDXCV’; ‘The meditation or prayer of a rare
learned Man of Oxford [Dr Richard Lateware] when he lay sick of Consumption & given
over by his Physicians, as Mr Fleming had it of Mr Thomas Speight, the editor of Chaucer’s
Works [c. 1598]’; and, ‘An epitaph on Mrs Ratcliffe, one of Queen Elizabeth’s Maids of
Honor, who died xxiiii March MDCII’. Further papers echoed the patriotic passages from the

printed Holinshed’s Chronicles. These would include “The Danger of Innovations in a

Commonwealth, or the poison or sectaries, & how perilous it is to shake Religion at the Root
by licentious Disputes & Doctrines. A copy of Verses presented to Queen Elizabeth, which

greatly pleased her. MS. Manu Flemingi”. The second edition of Holinshed’s Chronicles had

included verses and rhymes as well as accounts of speeches and advice given to the queen.
(This particular manuscript suggests that Fleming had personally given these verses to
Elizabeth.). This evidence strongly suggests that Fleming intended to reprise his role as

editor of Holinshed’s Chronicles.
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Background to the second edition of Holinshed’s Chronicles:

Fleming had nothing to do with the first edition of Holinshed’s Chronicles but he does

appear within its pages and it was this edition that he inherited along with some of the people

involved in its production. Among the descriptions, records and lists within VVolume 111 of

the 1577 Holinshed’s Chronicles is Harrison’s catalogue of ‘Writers of our Nation”.?

Fleming’s name is found towards the end of the list next to Reginald Scot. Harrison gave no
specific order to his list of writers and said that he wrote each name as it “shall come to my

. 21
memorie”.?®

When the first edition of Holinshed’s Chronicles was printed and Harrison’s list of writers

was compiled, Fleming had not completed his degree and had only a handful of known

books in print. Two were definitely printed before Holinshed’s Chronicles: his 1575

translations of Virgil’s Bucoliks, one in prose and the other in verse. Three more titles came

out in the same year that the 1576 Holinshed’s Chronicles was published: A Registre of

Hystories, Of Englishe Dogges and Panoplie of Epistles. It is likely that these were in

circulation before Holinshed’s Chronicles was, given the date on the latter but Fleming’s

1576 books may not have been in print when the list of writers was compiled; Fleming may
have been added to Harrison’s list on the strength of his translations of Virgil. As

Holinshed’s Chronicles was compiled and set, Harrison, Holinshed and Bynneman surely

spent time together in one of the Paul’s Cross properties where they might have come into
contact with Fleming as the young translator took manuscripts to his printers, or had a look
at his printed books in the shops of the sellers. For example, Thomas Woodcocke, who sold
Fleming’s Bucoliks (1575), certainly had a shop in Paul’s Churchyard (and would later

finance the second edition of Holinshed’s Chronicles). Although not directly involved with

the 1577 edition of Holinshed’s Chronicles, Fleming was already on the periphery of

Holinshed’s circle and becoming known to the men who would produce the lengthier second

edition.

21T William Harrison in Holinshed’s Chronicles (1577), p. 1874.
218 :
Ibid.
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The second edition of Holinshed’s Chronicles was an almost unrecognisable version of its
predecessor. The book’s development began more than four decades before Fleming became
involved with the text. In 1530 the Protestant bookseller Reyner (or Reginald) Wolfe settled
in London where, as a result of the later Dissolution, he was able to purchase land around St
Paul’s Cathedral. He joined the Stationers” Company as a printer and opened a shop on a
thoroughfare in Paul’s Cross churchyard. This area, which already thronged with scribes and
clerics, was a popular meeting place; on sermon days the area would have been packed with
potential customers. When he died in 1573 Wolfe’s “known holdings formed a continuous

stretch of more than 120 feet of the best bookselling frontage in England.”**

The book that would become Fleming’s edition of Holinshed’s Chronicles was begun in

1548 when Wolfe started writing a ‘Universal Cosmography’, a complete history and
geography of the known world complete with descriptions of people, places and
comprehensive maps. Much of ‘Cosmography’ was based on his collection of John Leland’s
antiquarian manuscripts. Wolfe enlisted his assistant Raphael Holinshed and the antiquary
William Harrison to help compile this ambitious text, but when Wolfe died ‘Cosmography’
was still unfinished. Holinshed later explained that he was compelled to take this ambitious
project over:

After five and twenty years travail spent therein — so that by his

untimely decease no hope remained to see that performed which we

had so long travailed about. Nevertheless those whom he put in trust

to dispose his things after his departure hence, wishing to the benefit

of others that some fruit might follow of that whereabout he had

employed so long time, willed me to continue my endeavour for their

furtherance in the same.?®
Holinshed had to reduce the scale of the project as the maps “were not found so complete as

we would have wished”, and an issue with Wolfe’s executors led to a problem with the

book’s financiers. “When the volume grew so great they that were to defray the charges for

219 peter Blayney, The bookshops of Paul’s Cross churchyard (1990), p. 19. Some small shops were
barely a yard wide so Wolfe’s 40 yards of frontage is remarkable.
220 Holinshed quoted in Booth, Holinshed’s Chronicles, pp. 4-5.
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the impression were not willing to go through the whole, they resolved to publish the
histories of England, Scotland, and Ireland, with their descriptions.”?** Despite being reduced
in scope and scale, Wolfe’s ‘Cosmography’ was still two million words in length when it

was finally finished by Holinshed in 1577. 1t was known simply as Holinshed’s Chronicles.

The men who financed the first edition of Holinshed’s Chronicles were George Bishop,

Lucas Harrison and Wolfe’s son-in-law John Harrison. The latter had several other shops in
the area including The Greyhound and Lucas Harrison’s The Crane was next door. Bishop
had a shop called the The Rose two doors east of Lucas Harrison on the other side of The
Greyhound.?? Bishop may also have shared The Crane with Lucas Harrison as the two were
frequent business partners. These shops had all been owned by Wolfe. The printer who
produced the finished book, Henry Bynneman, had been Wolfe’s apprentice and he most
likely knew Holinshed. On Wolfe’s death Bynneman had acquired Wolfe’s stock of letters
and used these to produce the text.?® It is likely that Bynneman’s shop was also in one of

Wolfe’s former properties. The people involved with Holinshed’s Chronicles were almost all

under one roof and all had been connected to its originator, Wolfe. The book was the product
of close established relationships and would continue to be so when Fleming took over its

production.

This first edition of Holinshed’s Chronicles was printed in 1576 or 1577 and registered with

the Company of Stationers on 1 July 1578 with an unprecedented licensing fee of 20
shillings. Licensing a book was not mandatory but did guarantee the printer and/or seller
exclusive rights, and this early form of copyrighting was to influence the syndicate with

which Fleming later worked.

221 Booth, Holinshed’s Chronicles, p. 5.

222 Blayney, Bookshops, p. 30.
228 McKerrow, Dictionary, p.60.
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The second edition syndicate and Fleming:

The production of the second edition of Holinshed’s Chronicles shared a great deal with that
of its predecessor. It too was a team effort made possible by close and long term partnerships
between neighbouring printers and booksellers. The syndicate which financed, produced and
sold the second edition comprised George Bishop, John Harrison, Thomas Woodcocke,
Ralph Newberie and Henry Denham. They came together through necessity: Bishop and

John Harrison still owned the rights to Holinshed’s Chronicles from 1578 while Woodcocke

had purchased Lucas Harrison’s rights. Holinshed’s Chronicles could not be reprinted

without their combined involvement. By 1587 Denham and Newberie, who was an associate

of Bynneman, owned the patent to print histories and chronicles, so Holinshed’s Chronicles

could not be printed without their involvement either.”* With the exception of Denham, the
syndicate was based in neighbouring shops around Paul’s Churchyard as the original
syndicate had been, bringing continuity and stability to the project.”> Unlike the other
syndicate members who contributed money to the production of the second edition, Denham

was far more involved with Holinshed’s Chronicles: he was responsible for getting the books

printed.?® Denham ran four presses, which indicates not only that he had the facilities to

print a very large book like Holinshed’s Chronicles but also that he was successful and in

demand.

In the case of a huge project like Holinshed’s Chronicles, each syndicate member would

have owned a share of the finished books in accordance with the percentage of money they
put into the project. The members are likely to have invested heavily and needed someone
they could rely on to get the book finished and published. Harrison and Bishop had the least

experience of working with Fleming but Denham, Newberie and Woodcocke had all handled

22% Clegg, ‘Abraham Fleming’, pp. 30-3.

225 In her foreword to A Peaceable and Prosperous Regiment of the Blessed Queene Elisabeth: A
Facsimile from Holinshed’s Chronicles (2005), Clegg wrote that Chronicles was printed by Denham in
Paternoster Row, but this is incorrect: the other members of the syndicate had bookshops in Paternoster
Row but Denham’s presses were in Aldersgate Street in 1587. It is true that Denham began his career in
Paternoster Row but Holinshed’s Chronicles’ colophon states that the book was printed “in Aldersgate
Street at the signe of the Starre”.

226 Cyndia Susan Clegg, ‘Raphael Holinshed’, in ODNB vol. 27, pp. 644-7.
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manuscripts and books written by Fleming from as early as 1575. The syndicate members

were well known to each other long before a second edition of Holinshed’s Chronicles was

considered and this thesis demonstrates that Fleming was well known to them too.

Bishop had experience of working with Fleming on one book, Godly and learned Exposition

upon the Proverbes of Solomon (1580). Fleming had compiled the 639 pages of text and then

indexed the book. If Bishop or Harrison had any doubts about Fleming’s capabilities they
had only to turn to the other syndicate members for reassurance. Prior to 1587 the

Holinshed’s Chronicles syndicate members printed and/or sold 22 books associated with

Fleming (almost half his total output). This indicates that the syndicate members repeatedly

bought his original manuscripts or turned to him when they had work which needed doing.

Woodcocke was the first of the syndicate to establish a relationship with Fleming whose
earliest surviving book, Virgil’s Bucoliks, was sold by Woodcocke in 1575. It is likely that
Woodcocke printed Fleming’s now lost Eclogues as well. The following year Fleming’s

translations of Aelian’s A Registre of Hystories and Nausea’s Of all blasing Starrs in

General were “Imprinted at London for Thomas Woodcocke” by Henry Middleton and sold

at Woodcocke’s shop, The Black Bear.

Newberie sometimes printed books but more often, like Woodcocke, he farmed the printing
out to Middleton or Denham. In all Newberie sold six known titles associated with Fleming.

Panoplie of Epistles (1576) was written by Fleming and printed by Middleton; Googe’s

Zodiake of Life (1576), which Newberie printed included a recommendatory poem by

Fleming; Fort for the Afflicted (1580) was edited by and contained an address to the reader

by Fleming; Certaine sermons in Defense of the Gospell (1580) was printed and probably

sold by Newberie, and had been compiled and indexed by Fleming. A Dictionarie in latine

and English (1584) was printed by Denham and Newberie and edited by Fleming; and,

Nomenclature of Hadrianus Junius (1585), which was printed by Denham, sold by Newberie

and compiled and indexed by Fleming. The sixth was of course Holinshed’s Chronicles.
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Newberie often gave quite large texts to Fleming for editing or indexing. Other Fleming-
related titles printed by Middleton might have been sold by Newberie or Woodcocke but
without Woodcocke’s name on the books’ colophons or in the Stationers’ Company registers

it is impossible to add these to the list of titles associated with the Holinshed’s Chronicles

syndicate.

The relationship between Denham and Fleming could be considered quite exceptional. It is

possible that Fleming “corrected” first runs printed by Denham in the same way that he proof

read Holinshed’s Chronicles as the two appear to have worked together very closely.
Denham certainly printed twelve books that were written or worked on by Fleming. Their
association began in 1579 when Denham printed Fleming’s translation of Synesius’ Bushie
Haire. A further 11 books bearing their names followed during the eight years prior to

Denham printing Holinshed’s Chronicles: Fleming’s Conduit of Comfort (1579); the Epitaph

and Memoriall to William Lambe (both 1580); Bright Burning Beacon (1580) also compiled

and written by Fleming; the Alvearie or four-language dictionary (1580); Diamond of

Devotion (1581); Monomachie of Motives in the Mind of Man (1582), translated and edited

by Fleming; the Common places of Peter Martyr (1583) indexed by Fleming; the Latin-

English dictionary that he printed with Newberie and Fleming edited in 1584; and, Scot’s

Discoverie of Witchcraft (1584), to which Fleming added a number of poems; Nomenclator

of Adrianus Junius (1585), which contained a large dictionary-index by Fleming. Their next

and last known production together was Holinshed’s Chronicles. When Denham ceased

printing Fleming stopped writing books for publication.

It is significant that from December 1589 when Denham ceased to be active (he most likely
died shortly afterwards), Fleming appeared to lose interest in producing books.”’ Fleming

did not work exclusively for Denham but they do seem to have been close with much in

227 Later editions of Fleming’s books continued to be printed with or without his input. However
Fleming’s last new book was a translation of Virgil’s Bucoliks and Georgiks printed in 1589 by Orwin for
Woodcocke, and dedicated to Archbishop Whitgift. This is likely to have been written to secure
preferment from Whitgift rather than because Fleming was active in the book trade.
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common and they made a good team. They had both worked with Tottell, Denham as his
apprentice until 1560 and Fleming later as his “learned corrector”.??® They were both
fastidious workers: Denham printed precisely and used very clear type while Fleming was

very particular and exacting when proof-reading and correcting his work and that of others.

Denham had been involved in a syndicate production in 1583. On that occasion his fellow
investors had been the booksellers Brome, Chard and Maunsell. Together they had produced

The Commonplaces of Peter Martyr divided into foure principall parts, as collected and

translated by Anthony Marten. Denham had printed the book with Middleton and Fleming
provided the index. It was a difficult task: the British Library copy shows that, unusually for
a book printed by Denham, its many hundreds of pages were numbered erratically in places,
and some sections had no pagination at all. It is possible that the sheer difficulty of indexing
such a text was the reason Fleming was preferred. The finished index comprised 64 folio
sides, each side having four columns of index in a very small font. So, when it came to

indexing the thousands of pages in Holinshed’s Chronicles, Denham would have been able

to give the proof copy to Fleming with complete confidence in his ability. Both men were
thorough and exacting with high standards, exactly the qualities needed when preparing a

lavish and important text as long, involved and profitable as Holinshed’s Chronicles.

The first edition of Holinshed’s Chronicles was the product of a close-knit and long-

established team of financiers, printers and writers working out of neighbouring properties in
St Paul’s Churchyard, which had been the home of Wolfe when he instigated writing a
‘Cosmography’. The evidence shows that the second edition was no different in that respect.
The members of the syndicate were all well connected to each other. Two members, Bishop
and Harrison, were part of the original team. All except Denham were to be found in St
Paul’s Churchyard. Fleming was connected to most of the syndicate long before Holinshed’s
Chronicles was in production. He had established long and productive working relationships

with Newberie, Woodcocke and Denham in particular for whom he had demonstrated all the

228 Their relationships with Tottell is explained on pp. 64-6.
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skills that Holinshed’s Chronicles’ investors were likely to require: writing, compiling,

translating, indexing and editing. This provides further evidence that it was Fleming and not
Stow or Hooker who edited the text, since neither Stow nor Hooker had an established

relationship with Holinshed’s Chronicles’ printer and the syndicate.

As well as being well acquainted with the Holinshed syndicate, Fleming is likely to have had
friends and acquaintances in London who provided him with manuscript accounts of events
for inclusion in the text. Few of the studies and articles published on Fleming have touched
on the contents of Fleming’s manuscript collection, or what is left of them. Although the
papers themselves are lost, Peck wrote a short description of the contents of each manuscript,
which has proved very helpful in ascertaining the kinds of material that Fleming had
amassed. Fleming was not an antiquary by disposition and did not have the same motivation
for collecting manuscripts possessed by a true chronicler and antiquary like Stow or Thynne.
The fact that Fleming amassed such a large collection of manuscripts indicates that he
acquired them with some purpose in mind and not just as a collector. This thesis argues that

the reason was because he was the editor and compiler of Holinshed’s Chronicles.

Many of the papers in Fleming’s collection were there because men who wanted to

contribute to Holinshed’s Chronicles had given them to him. This in turn supports the idea

that Fleming was widely known by his peers to be the man responsible for Holinshed’s

Chronicles. One such donor was George Closse, who furnished Fleming with

A large Account of an offensive Clause in a sermon preached at S.
Pauls Cross, vi March MDLXXXV. by Mr George Closse a London
Preacher [...] Together with an Account of a second sermon preached
by the said Closse [...] Also of the Proceedings against the said
Preacher [...] The whole verbatim under the said Preacher’s Hand, as
he himself sent it to Mr. Fleming, lest a false Account of those Things
should have been published in the then intended new edition of
Holingshed’s Chroncile. MS. Manu ipsius Geo. Closse.””

229 peck, Desiderta Curiosa, Xxvii.
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Similarly Peck described “MS. Manu ipsius Reg. Scot” concerning Sir Thomas Scot to be

included in Holinshed’s Chronicles. Other manuscripts, for example the three below, were

not intended for publication, yet demonstrate that Fleming was Holinshed’s Chronicles’

editor and that he was not entirely happy with the censoring of the book:

De Castratione Chronicorum quae Raphaelis Holingshedi
nuncupantur. Et imprimis de eorundem Censuris quando Roberto
comit Leicestriae, D. Thoma Bromley cancellario & D. Gul. Cecil
Thesaurario oblata; prout ea omnia Camdenus Flemingo retulit.
MS. Manu Flemingi.

Censurae aliae diversorum Hominum malevolentium sed nimium
subtilium in eadem Chronica; cum Responsionibus Abrahami
Flemingi. MS. Manu Flemingi.

Abrahami Flemingi (qui praerat Typis & Praelo) de Modo Castrati;

Reformandiq; Chronica predicta brevis & vera Relation. MS. Manu
Flemingi.?®

The “castrations”

Denham began printing Holinshed’s Chronicles sometime in January 1587 at The Star in

Aldersgate Street. The first copies issued prior to the censoring that took place described
Mary Queen of Scots as alive in Fotheringhay castle. She was executed on 8 February of that
year. This provides evidence that Denham produced the book in January and it was for sale
at the end of that month. He therefore worked very fast, most likely using all four of his
presses. Complete copies from the first run certainly were available before 1 February 1587,
for this is the date on a letter written to the Privy Council about the contents of this newly

published book:

Whitgift Archbishop of Canterbury’s letter to Thomas Randolph,
Henry Killigrew, Esgrs. & Mr. Dr. Hammond, touching the
Examination & Reformation of the Additions to the new Edition of
Holingshed’s Chronicle on Thursday i. Febr. MDLXXXVIII. MS.
Manu Flemingi.?*

230 peck, Desiderata Curiosa, pp. 49-56.
21 1bid. xxvii
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The recipients of this letter, a copy of which was in Fleming’s possession, are surely
Elizabethan diplomats well known for their connections to Mary. Killigrew had taken
messages from Elizabeth to Mary during the 1560s and Randolph was an English diplomat
based in Scotland who was trusted by Mary until her marriage to Darnley.* It is probable
that Whitgift, who monitored printed material closely, wanted them to clarify certain points
made about the Scottish queen. This hitherto forgotten letter helps to explain the way in

which Holinshed’s Chronicles was censored and demonstrates how closely Fleming was

involved with the Privy Council’s censoring of the book.

A great deal has already been written and continues to be written on the subject of the

castrations or excisions made to the 1587 edition of Holinshed’s Chronicles in an attempt to

try and understand why the material that was removed was considered too sensitive for
inclusion. There is little new to be added to the studies made by Clegg who has carried out
comparisons of entire copies, castrated texts and the surviving cancelled pages in order to
establish exactly what alterations were made and why. She has also carried out close analysis
of the topics that were amended and the content of the replacement text in order to establish
what exactly the Privy Council wanted removed. The purpose of this thesis is not to repeat
Clegg’s work but to understand how Fleming participated in and responded to the Privy

Council’s suggested alterations.

Fleming was probably in charge of the typesetting in Denham’s shop; the editor’s marks he
made on the Melton Holinshed indicate that he did not just edit the printed text but also the
gaps between words, layout of headings and pagination. This excerpt from Holinshed’s
Chronicles indicates that someone had power over the editor:

humblie beseeching the reader to accept the same in good part,

and to pardon me where | have not satisfied his expectation: sith

heerin I must confesse, | have nothing contented my selfe, but

yet at the request of others have doone what I could & not what
I would, for want of conference with such as might have

282 «Dr Hammond” remains unidentified at the time of writing.
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furnished me with more large instructions, such as had beene
necessarie for the purpose.*®

Holinshed’s Chronicles was not recalled by the Privy Council in 1587 because the writers

had created anything subversive or rebellious. The first edition of 1577 had likewise
undergone a close examination and alteration at the request of the Privy Council and such

inspections of the text were normal. Holinshed’s Chronicles can be seen as the result of the

Privy Council creating a partnership with the syndicate and Fleming. Holinshed’s Chronicles

was part of “a deliberate movement to elevate the stature of England, English letters, and
English language through writing and publishing maps, histories, national epics, and
theoretical works on English poetry”.?** Holinshed’s overall dedication to William Cecil in
the complete 1577 edition describes how he (and Wolfe before him) had received support
from Cecil, by then Lord Burghley, who was familiar with their cosmographie/chronicles

project; the 1587 edition “likewise enjoyed a privileged status”.?*®

The excisions of 1587 took place in three waves and can be summarized as follows. The first
recall, dated 1 February 1587, came at a very sensitive time. The royal proclamation securing
Mary Queen of Scots’ execution had been issued on 4 December 1586, but Elizabeth
withheld the execution order so that appeals from Mary’s powerful allies could be heard.

However within a week of Holinshed’s Chronicles’ recall the Scottish queen was dead.

Catholics in Europe including English recusants were outraged. In order to lessen the

impending damage to England’s image, Holinshed’s Chronicles demonstrated how

reasonable the English had in fact been towards Catholics. As Holinshed’s Chronicles was

essentially an instrument through which England’s good reputation could be upheld, it was
necessary to limit the amount of text that narrated the harsh treatment of Catholic notables by
the English. This pre-emptive process began even before Mary was dead. Two pages of text
was removed from the section on Edmund Campion’s decline and execution, leaving the

finished account just under eleven pages in length. Fleming worked not only on the Campion

2% Miller, ‘ Abraham Fleming: Editor’, p. 92.
2% cyndia Susan Clegg, Press Censorship in Elizabethan England, (Cambridge, 1997), p. 138.
2 bid. p. 139.
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account but also helped to create an updated narrative on the life and death of the Scottish
gueen. When Peck published the outline of his intended second volume of Desiderata
Curiosa (1732-5), “Liber IV’ was intended to contain 20 of Fleming’s papers, all concerning

the censorship of Holinshed’s Chronicles or Mary Queen of Scots. These papers had been

grouped together by Peck who was able to read the manuscripts, so it is fair to assume that

the censorship related to the Scottish queen.

The second tranche of excisions was made to a section dealing with Robert Dudley, Earl of
Leicester. In 1585 Leicester and his troops were sent to the Low Countries, demonstrating
English support for the protestant rebels there. By 1586, however, Leicester had suffered
some setbacks and by 1587 he had overstayed his initially warm welcome from the Dutch. In

the first run of the 1587 Holinshed’s Chronicles Leicester was hailed as a hero and a great

deal of page space was devoted to him, as well a two-page “Discourse on the earles of

Leicester”.

The third round of excisions took place during the 19-day period between Mary’s execution
and public knowledge of her death. Fleming had dedicated page after page to the Babington
conspiracy, to Mary herself and to her trial. To exclude the long-awaited conclusion of the
Scottish queen’s life was unthinkable; a section on Mary’s death was inevitable. Once Mary
was known to be dead (the Spanish ambassador was informed on 19 February 1587) the
political situation shifted considerably, even dangerously. The Privy Council had to make

sure that Elizabeth was portrayed as a just and considered ruler, and Holinshed’s Chronicles

was one of the vehicles used to promote this image. Holinshed’s Chronicles was intended to

preserve and proclaim England’s greatness, but, once published, the printed word was
indelible and could be used against England. The book was also dedicated to a number of
powerful noblemen including Lord Burghley. Elizabeth’s enemies would have known

Holinshed’s Chronicles was endorsed by the government, so the government had to consider

how the printed material therein would be interpreted by catholic critics in a heightened state

of sensitivity. The reformed second print run of Holinshed’s Chronicles made it clear that
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Elizabeth had vacillated over the issue and shown great reluctance in issuing the execution
order. It was not until around 27 February that Mary’s death was publicised as this is the date
that the first “dittye” or ballad about the Scottish queen’s demise was registered with the
Stationers’ Company. This suggests that the revisions had been made and the new sections

printed and inserted into Holinshed’s Chronicles by the end of that month.

So by the time Holinshed’s Chronicles was in the shops early in February 1587, the most up

to date account of English history was about to become out of date. It might be argued that
all books reporting on the latest news are out of date as soon as they are printed, and Fleming
would have known that there must be a cut-off point; he could not go on amassing, adding
and formatting accounts of events forever. Possibly, as Mary’s fate had lain undecided for 20
years, he thought that she would stay under arrest and did not foresee her execution and the
resultant censoring. The three to four weeks in February between publishing the first print
run and reissuing the amended text must have been a difficult time for Fleming. He had
written a great deal of the text and compiled this massive, complex book; he likely aided

Denham in proof-reading the whole text too.

It is little wonder that Holinshed’s Chronicles heralded Fleming’s departure from the book

trade, and the angry tone of the letters in his collection reveal something of the frustration he
endured at that time.?*® The Campion pages, two pages of text, were only a tiny percentage
of the overall size of the book, but it would still have made considerable work for Fleming
and Denham as they tried to reconcile the text and pagination without disturbing too many of
the existing quires that could be reused. The references, marginal glosses and the indexes
would then need checking for accuracy and updating and the pagination likewise. It is known
that Fleming did pay attention to all these small details because the Melton Holinshed, which

bears his editorial marks, confirms that Fleming corrected even the smallest imperfections.

2% As described on pp. 117-8.
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Fleming might or might not have been told of the exact reasons why Holinshed’s Chronicles

was recalled as by 1 February 1587 only those closest to Queen Elizabeth would have been
party to the knowledge that Mary had only days to live. However this thesis argues that
Fleming sensed, or had at least surmised, that Mary’s execution could be imminent. He did

after all have to re-write sections of Holinshed’s Chronicles from perhaps as early as 1

February, and certainly he knew of and composed text about Mary’s death three weeks
before the event became public knowledge. Fleming’s discretion once possessed of this
“insider knowledge” and the loyalty he demonstrated to the Privy Council as Holinshed’s
Chronicles was censored suggest he was deserving of a reward; this might explain his swift
elevation once he was ordained. Evidence demonstrates that very quickly after Fleming’s
ordination in August 1588 he joined the household of the queen’s cousin and Privy
Councillor Charles Howard. Within a year he was preaching at Paul’s Cross, a pulpit
reserved for approved establishment preachers. Also, Fleming was granted a living in a
parish by Whitgift, to whom the Privy Council had referred the censoring of Holinshed’s
Chronicles. The number of London parishes in Whitgift’s patronage was very small; that
Fleming was made rector of one is therefore suggestive of a reward, most likely given

because of Fleming’s work on and discretion regarding Holinshed’s Chronicles.

The suggestion that Fleming deserved a reward for his services is strengthened by the
contents of a dedication by Fleming to Whitgift in the 1589 translation of Virgil’s Bucoliks
and Georgiks. This excerpt implies that Fleming was thanking Whitgift (possibly in advance)
for some favour:

My very good Lord, your benevolence and benefice towards me is so

manifold and the dutie which I owe your grace is so great... your

goodnesse heretofore most bountifully extended, and yet (to the

binding of me your perpetuall votarie) gratiously intended May it now
please your Grace to accept at my hands this oblation...

The choice of Bucoliks and Georgiks was a pedestrian one most obviously because Whitgift

could have read them in the original Latin. They were texts that Fleming himself said
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may seeme at the first blush (I confesse) too too base for you (in
respect of your gravitie, of your eminence, of your employment) to
looke into, to read, to like, to allow:
Yet the Georgiks of 1589 specifically referred to two fighting king bees, one gloriously

golden, the other dowdy and grown fat. Surely these were metaphors for Elizabeth and Mary

Queen of Scots.”*’ Fleming dedicated the Bucoliks and Georgiks with its quarrelling rulers to

Whitgift as a memory aid: he did not want Whitgift to forget the discreet service that he had

performed during the recalls of and alterations to Holinshed’s Chronicles.

*khkk*k

This thesis argues that without Fleming there might well have not been a second edition of

Holinshed’s Chronicles. This is a bold claim; there might well have been other writers,

antiquaries and learned correctors that could have taken on a project such as Holinshed’s
Chronicles. There must have been other indexers who could have been employed to write the
tables, and surely Denham was more than capable of working out the typesetting and fitting
in the replacement sheets after the excisions without the need for Fleming. However,
Fleming was unique: he could fulfil all of these roles. This reduced the number of people

involved with Holinshed’s Chronicles and limited the number of people party to the

knowledge that Mary Queen of Scots had been beheaded. Aylmer, Howard and Whitgift
could discuss the excisions with Fleming alone knowing that their updated information and
the reasons for removing certain sections would not have to be relayed to anyone other than

Denham (and even Denham need not have been told exactly why changes were being made).

Modern scholars have not always recognized Fleming’s abilities. The faint praise he has
received has been born of a lack of understanding but Fleming understood his job very well.

Holinshed’s Chronicles was intended to bolster England’s image. It explained the country’s

long history and showcased English successes both home and abroad. Holinshed’s

27 See pp. 138-9.
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Chronicles confirmed the line of England’s monarchy and explained English religion and the
political decisions that shaped current affairs. Accordingly the book became “a palimpsest
with each layer written over the incomplete erasure of the one below”.”® Patterson has
described the book as a “history written by agglomeration in which individual writers
abdicate their responsibility, leaving the reader to be their own historian”. Patterson blamed
Fleming for this “fuzzy” chronicling saying that Fleming insisted on the importance of

239

understanding the whole picture while simultaneously blurring its outlines.* It is, however,

more appropriate to see this blurring as a useful tool. The point of Holinshed’s Chronicles

was to show England as a long established and consistently powerful yet judiciously fair
kingdom. In blurring the boundaries between important events Fleming was able to create

and then demonstrate a seamless continuum.

In 1584 when Fleming most likely took over the project he altered not only the layout of the
text but also how the book looked: the woodcut illustrations were removed. This was no real
loss as studies by Elizabeth Evenden and Thomas Freeman have shown that, while some

images were made specifically for Holinshed’s Chronicles, other woodcuts were stock

pictures like clip art today and were not created specifically to illustrate this specific text.?

For example, the border surrounding the title page from the 1587 edition had been used by

Denham before and was not made specifically for Holinshed’s Chronicles. Holinshed may

have wanted to include illustrations because Wolfe’s original plan was to have maps and

other pictures to embellish his ‘Cosmographie’. Indeed one map, a plan of Edinburgh, was
included in the ‘Historie of Scotland’. This was a way of retaining the original integrity of
the work. It has been argued that the woodcuts were sacrificed to make room for more text
without having to use more paper, thus keeping costs down for the printer and the buyer. It

has also been suggested that the woodcuts were too old and worn out for use in 1587.

2% | evy in Patterson, Reading Holinshed, p. 3.

29 1bid. p. 5.

40 See Elizabeth Evenden & Thomas S. Freeman, ‘Print, Profit and Propaganda: The Elizabethan Privy
Council and the 1570 edition of Foxe’s “Book of Martyrs™’, English Historical Review vol. 119
(2004), pp. 1288-1307.
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These seem unsatisfactory arguments. The relative amount of page space or paper saved by

removing the woodcuts was not great, perhaps a few pennies’ worth. Holinshed’s Chronicles

had been a big book and was going to be a bigger book. Those able to afford it would have
had to be wealthy and were unlikely to be swayed by the comparatively small amount of
money saved by leaving out the illustrations. Moreover, it is likely that individual quires
could be purchased. If cost cutting was required the frugal buyer could simply buy the pages
but not have them bound or have them bound very cheaply. The sheer size of the book
suggested that buyers would be affluent. So, removing the illustrations to save paper or space
was not the main reason Fleming decided to remove the woodcuts. It has also been suggested
that the old wooducts had become too worn for reuse. This thesis argues that Holinshed’s
Chronicles was a lavish book financed by a syndicate of prosperous booksellers. If
illustrations were thought necessary then surely new woodcut blocks would have been made,

particularly if the added illustrations would have increased the financial return on each copy.

A much more satisfactory explanation for Fleming’s removing the pictures was that he was a

forward-thinking, modernising editor. In his study The Business of Books, James Raven has

suggested that woodcuts echoed the illuminated pictures and patterns found in manuscripts and
very early books. Incunabuli and early printed books included woodcuts as a link back to their
predecessors so that readers would understand the printed book was part of England’s long

literary tradition.?** When Fleming took over Holinshed’s Chronicles in the 1580s, people were

much more familiar with books and the written word. Literacy and texts had evolved so that
books did not need to look like manuscripts anymore. Neither did the increasingly literate
readership need quaint pictorial depictions of what they were reading about; that clarification
was no longer necessary. Printing and reading had moved on and Fleming moved Holinshed’s

Chronicles on accordingly.

1 James Raven, The Business of Books: Booksellers and the English Book Trade 1450 — 1850, (2007).
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An examination of the two editions side by side shows that here and there a word was added,
another removed or a word exchanged to give clearer meaning to a sentence. Fleming also

updated spellings throughout Holinshed’s Chronicles. In places whole paragraphs or sections

were moved from their original place, and this is particularly true of Harrison’s geographical
description of England. This thesis has demonstrated what Fleming’s contemporaries had

known: he was the editor of the second edition of Holinshed’s Chronicles and that it was

Fleming who updated, transformed, modernised, proofread and indexed the book. He
collated and wrote much of the third volume and the evidence strongly suggests that he
single-handedly produced the ‘Continuation’. Uniquely Fleming had established

relationships with Holinshed’s Chronicles’ syndicate and he also had a close working

relationship with the printer of this book. No one else, or certainly no other single person,
was in Fleming’s position, nor did anyone else have the experience or the range of skills

needed to produce Chronicles. Rather than call the book Holinshed’s Chronicles, the second

edition should be known as Fleming’s Chronicles and if the proposed third edition had gone

ahead perhaps that would have been its title.
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Chapter Five:

Fleming’s Printed Books 1575 — c. 1580: the Classical and Occasional Works

The previous three chapters have looked in some detail at four of the books that Fleming

wrote: Wunder, Footepath, Diamond and volume 11 of Holinshed’s Chronicles; he also

contributed to, indexed and edited volumes | and Il of Holinshed’s Chronicles. These were

important and substantial texts but Fleming was a professional, committed writer and editor.
It is likely that he needed the income which correcting or editing texts for printers such as
Tottell and Denham brought him. However, this thesis argues that he was not simply a
“hack” as has been suggested in the past. Fleming’s contemporaries, for example Newton,
wrote in praise of him and Fleming was often called on to provide a preface or introduction

to a colleague’s book, effectively endorsing the works of his less well-established associates.

Income was just one factor that motivated Fleming during his literary career. He was also
driven by a combination of religious zeal and the desire to share scholarly knowledge with
those keen to learn (whom he called “yong beginners™). This motivated him to write or
contribute to 52 published titles published between 1575 and 1589. His printed books and
contributions were almost always written in English; only three surviving publications
contained Latin contributions by Fleming.*? Fleming wrote fluently in Latin and there is
evidence that he was proficient in Greek and French. He was also able to vary the style of the
contributions that he made to other writers” books. Fleming’s contributions took the forms of
letters to the reader, dedications, poetry in various styles, recommendatory verses, indexes
and prose. The titles written solely by Fleming were equally varied, ranging from a
broadside to 400-page treatises. Fleming’s name can be found on the pages of dictionaries,

tracts, memorials and epitaphs, travelogues, classical translations and more. Those who

242 These Latin contributions were the poem ‘Solerta non secordia’ in Googe’s Zodiake of Life (1576), a
Latin letter to John Aylmer in Golding’s translation of De vera Christiani hominis fide (?1581) and the
preface ‘Ad philomusos’ in Fleming’s own A shorte dictionarie in Latine and English (1584). Thynne
mentioned a Latin history of Mary Tudor that was written by Fleming but this was lost in antiquity and is
not mentioned in other contemporary sources.
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worked with him played equally varied roles within the book trade and ranged from co-

authors, antiquarians and researchers to printers and sellers.?*

The books which Fleming wrote, and those to which he contributed between 1575 and 1589
fall into two categories: the first group of texts produced between the years 1575 and 1580-1
consisted of those that he wrote while a student at Peterhouse and then while waiting to
graduate from Cambridge. These were innovative translations of classical works by Virgil
and Cicero and his short, popular books inspired by natural phenomena and events, for
example the Memoriall to William Lambe. The second group spanning 1581-9 were mainly
religious or devotional works and educational books that engaged Fleming in a variety of
roles (as discussed in Chapter Six). From this second period came Scot’s Discoverie of
Witchcraft, to which Fleming contributed poetry; the dictionaries that Fleming edited,

enlarged and to which he contributed verse; and Holinshed’s Chronicles, which tested all of

Fleming’s skills and experience. By 1581 Fleming was no longer writing or translating
smaller “one-man” texts by himself. He had by that time become an established author with
a considerable reputation; he was collaborating with established printers and writers,

reworking, compiling, editing and indexing others’ works.

Virgil’s Bucoliks and Georgiks

The first and last books of Fleming’s career as a published writer were English translations
of Virgil. The first two texts were both printed in 1575 while Fleming was still a student in
Peterhouse. He chose to produce two different translations of Virgil’s pastoral idyll The
Eclogues (also known as The Bucoliks), one in rhymed verse and one unrhymed. These are
significant not only because they are Fleming’s earliest books but also because they reveal
something of his personality. Rather than just produce a verse-for-verse translation he

showcased his skills as a writer of prose as well. These texts were arguably the most

23 A complete catalogue of printed titles associated with Fleming and highlighting his role on each text,
the printers used, the sellers and other people associated with his books together with other details for
each book can be found in Appendix B, pp. 241-59.
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significant of Fleming’s entire career for he was the first person ever to translate Eclogues
into English; in doing so he was the first to translate a complete Virgilian text published in

affordable form.

The evidence supporting this statement can be found in a study of the various editions of

Virgil’s works available between 1475 and Fleming’s active period. The first attempt to

“English” Virgil took the form of an abstract by William Caxton titled Eneydos reduced into

24 Over the next 75 years, as the STC shows, a further four English

Englysshe (1490).
abridged translations from Aeneid (namely the stories of the fall of Troy and Dido and
Aeneas) were printed but no one attempted a complete translation of the entire epic until
1584. Three Latin editions of Virgil’s Eclogues were printed in 1512, 1514 and 1529. When
Fleming produced not one but two complete translations of Eclogues in 1575, one in
rhyming verse called Bucoliks and one in prose titled Eclogues, he had achieved something
quite revolutionary. It is likely that Fleming’s Virgils were affordable too, costing as little as
two or four pence.?® Previously Virgil had been the preserve of students and Latinists but in
1575 for the first time almost anyone could now purchase a complete and faithful English
translation of a classical Virgilian text. This was something clearly appreciated by Fleming’s
contemporaries, such as John Foster who included these lines in a poem in praise of
Fleming:

And though the booke a storehouse was

of many things before

Yet everyman could not in passe
tyll FI. unlockte the dore.*®

4% Compare Fleming’s 31 page Bucoliks (1575) to Caxton’s Aenid of 1490, of which 84 pages still exist.
Caxton’s text might have been the sole English language edition of Virgil on the market until Fleming’s
Eclogues and Bucoliks, but Caxton’s book was larger, making it much more expensive, and it was not a
true, complete translation, but an abstract or summary of the story.

% studies made by Elisabeth Leedham-Green of inventories of Cambridge students and masters at this
time list numerous copies of Bucoliks and Georgiks, sometimes referred to as “another Virgil” or simply
“Virgil”. Whilst these records do not differentiate between Latin and English editions, they do give an
indication of how inexpensive a “Virgil” could be. See Elisabeth S. Leedham-Green, Books in Cambridge
inventories: Book lists from Vice-Chancellor’s Court probate inventories in the Tudor and Stuart periods,
vol 1 (Cambridge, 1986).

248 <The Poesie of John Foster’ in the preface of Fleming’s A Registre of Hystories (1576). The copy used
is BL 123.b.8. Itis likely that John Foster was a Cambridge alumnus who was at Queens College from
1576 and later enrolled at Peterhouse. He was awarded an M.A. from Cambridge in 1587. Foster’s (cont.)
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After Fleming “unlocked” Eclogues in 1575, Virgil’s Aeneid continued to inspire English
translations but no one translated Eclogues again until Fleming in 1589, when he produced
his third version of this book. Also in 1589 he wrote the first ever English translation of
Georgiks. Significantly no other writer translated Eclogues until 1620 or Georgiks until
1628. Therefore anyone who owned a printed English version of Virgil’s Eclogues before
1620 or Georgiks before 1628 must have had a copy by Fleming as there were no other

English versions available. This is suggestive of the books being copyrighted.

Traditionally it was the seller of a book who owned the copyright to that title. It therefore
seems likely that Woodcocke, the bookseller who sold Fleming’s Bucoliks in 1575 and

Bucoliks and Georgiks in 1589, held the rights to these English editions, and this prevented

any competitors from producing rival copies of these popular classics. The Stationers’
Company registers contain hundreds of examples of books that were entered to sellers in
order to ensure that other stationers did not create copies of popular texts. Stationers
inherited the rights to titles from each other or sold the rights to their books, as has been

demonstrated in the way the Holinshed’s Chronicles’ syndicate came together in the 1580s

and when Short and Yardley had inherited Denham’s rights to Diamond of Devotion in

1589.2*" Stationers who produced books that had been entered to other sellers were subjected
to fines. However, it would appear that Fleming as author owned the rights to translate these
books. Fleming was not a member of the Stationers” Company so if he did own the rights to
any of his books they would not have been recorded in the Company’s registers, yet the
circumstantial evidence is suggestive. Other translators apparently waited until Fleming had
died before producing their own versions of Virgil’s rural idylls. This implies that it was
Fleming himself, not Woodcocke, who held the exclusive right to produce Bucoliks and
Georgiks in English. This would have been unusual, even unique, at a time when authors had

no established rights.

time at Cambridge overlapped Fleming’s and, although initially enrolled at different colleges, it is likely
they knew each other.
7 See pp. 74-5.
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The sole surviving copy of Fleming’s first Bucoliks is small at 31 pages in length but,
despite its modest size, this and his 1575 Eclogues were momentous books. Through this
book Fleming enabled anyone who understood English to access Virgil the “prince of Latine
poets”, whose poetry had previously been the preserve of students in grammar schools and
universities. Why Fleming chose to open his literary career in this innovative way is
unknown. It is possible that he had translated some or all of Bucoliks as part of his degree at
Peterhouse, and this study became the basis for a draft. Fleming was a poor student, a sizar,
who had to perform chores around his college; his own library was probably a modest one.?*
He might therefore have developed empathy with would-be students who wanted to access
scholarly books but could not afford to pay for schooling or university. Fleming therefore
targeted people who were perfectly capable of understanding and enjoying classical texts
but, confined by circumstance, were unable to get a good formal education. Fleming made it
possible for aspiring students to buy a copy of Bucoliks in Latin and a copy of his literal
translation of the text, and teach themselves classics. Fleming’s desire to “English” scholarly
texts and make them accessible to school boys, whom he referred to as “yong beginners”, is
evident in his earlier printed books. Later in Fleming’s career he developed several Latin-
English dictionaries, again aimed at boys beginning to learn Latin, although this would not
have precluded other social groups from using his translations and dictionaries to educate

themselves.?*

Fleming produced three different translations of what is essentially the same book, Virgil’s
Eclogues. In 1575 he produced a rhyming English translation called simply Eclogues into

English verse Rhythmicall. No copies of this text have survived®® but there is one surviving

248 See pp. 24-6.

9 Fleming’s dictionaries are discussed on pp. 190-9.

%0 Fleming’s rhyming Eclogues was catalogued by Thomas Tanner as follows: Virgilii Bucolica Pr. ded.
Petro Osbourne armigero. “Taking a view right worshipfull”. See Tanner, Bibliotheca Britannico-
Hibernica (1748), p. 287. Joseph Ames described this book as “Virgil’s Eclogues. Translated into English
verse (Rythmical)”. See Ames, Typographical Antiquities (1749), p. 372. This suggests that at least one
copy of the rhymed Eclogues had survived into the mid-eighteenth century, and it was not the (cont.)
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copy of its sister text, Fleming’s 1575 unrhymed English translation called Bucoliks (STC

24816). The full title of this book is The Bucoliks of Publius Virgilius Maro, with

alphabeticall annotations upon proper names of Gods, Goddesses, men, women, hilles,

flouddes, cities, townes, and villages &c. Drawne into plaine and familiar Englishe, verse for

verse by Abraham Fleming student. There was a variant title for this same edition, which

includes the phrase “with annotations in the Margent”, suggesting that there were at least two
imprints of Fleming’s unrhymed Bucoliks. This in turn implies that the book was popular
enough to warrant at least two print runs. This edition was printed quarto in size with 31
numbered pages by J. Charlewood and sold by Woodcocke; both men would feature again in
Fleming’s career. The third version was published in 1589 when Fleming “newlie translated”

in verse The Bucoliks of Virgil Prince of all Latine poets otherwise called his pastorals

together with his Georgiks or ruralls (STC 24817).

The numerous editions of books by Virgil listed on Elizabethan and Stuart inventories
suggest that Latin transcriptions and Fleming’s translations of Virgil’s books were once very
common, so common that they were often recorded simply as “Virgil” and “another Virgil”.
Presumably therefore, very few copies were thought worth keeping once they became dog-
eared and worn, hence Fleming’s 1575 unrhymed Bucoliks, kept at the Bodleian Library, is
now unique. Its survival is due to the fact that this particular copy fell into the hands of a
succession of eighteenth-century bibliophiles. It was first recorded in the library inventories
of a “Mr Heber”, surely Richard Heber (1773-1833) whose vast collection of books filled
eight houses.” Heber’s copy of Bucoliks then passed to a “Mr Herbert”, presumably the
bibliophile William Herbert (active ¢.1785-90) who edited and enlarged Joseph Ames’

Typographical Antiquities; Bucoliks then passed to a “Mr Corser”, most likely Reverend

same as the version in plain verse. Cooper distinguished between the rhymed and unrhymed versions in
his DNB entry for Fleming in 1889. See Cooper, ‘Abraham Fleming’, p. 272.
21 william Younger Fletcher, English Book Collectors (1902), pp. 336-41.
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Thomas Corser (1793-1876) who had a very extensive library that was auctioned off in 30

separate days over a period of five years.?*

Pollard and Redgrave’s Short-title Catalogue only lists one Virgil by Fleming for 1575,

namely The Bucoliks drawne into English by A. Fleming (STC 24816), but this is not a very

helpful title since both Fleming’s 1575 texts were drawn into English and STC did not
distinguish between the unrhymed and rhymed translations. It is likely that this vague
catalogue entry resulted from and perpetuated the problem of identifying Fleming’s
Virgils.”® The 1575 texts were very different, for example they were dedicated to different
people. Fleming, still a student, dedicated his now lost 1575 “rythmicall” translation of
Eclogues to Peter Osbourne (1521-92), who he describes as a “soldier”, but Osbourne was
an administrator and ecclesiastical commissioner, related to John Cheke and associated with
William Cecil, so it possible that Fleming had referred to Osbourne as a ‘soldier in Christ’
after St Paul rather than a literal warrior. This, the earliest of all Fleming’s dedications,
demonstrates one aspect that was to colour almost all of Fleming’s future dedications: his
desire to come to the attention of Cecil, later Lord Burghley. During his career Fleming
never dedicated a book to Cecil himself, but almost all his dedications were to members of
Cecil’s circle. He clearly sought patronage from Cecil but never approached Cecil directly,
although the evidence suggests he came very close. Among Fleming’s manuscripts was a
memorial poem written by Elizabeth Russell (Burghley’s sister-in-law) for Jane, Burghley’s
mother, who died 10 March 1587.2%* Her death came after the second edition of Holinshed’s
Chronicles was printed, so presumably this document had been given to Fleming for

inclusion in the proposed third edition of Holinshed’s Chronicles.®® Aside from these

%2 gee Sotheby, Wilkinson and Hodge, Catalogue of the first portion of the valuable and extensive library
formed by the Rev. Thomas Corser MA FSA (1868-73). Also Fletcher, English Book Collectors, pp. 372-
6.

3 Miller considered Fleming’s plain English Bucoliks and rhyming Eclogues to be one and the same,
and the STC entry number 24816 that was given to Bucoliks says that it rhymes, when it does not.

%% The manuscript is now lost and only survives as this entry in Peck’s Desiderata Curiosa: “D.
Elizabethae Russellae in Mortem Janae D. Willielmi Cecilii Matris (quae obiit x. Martii MDLXXXVII.)
Carmina. MS. Manu Flemingi”. See Appendix C, p. 264.

25 professor Pauline Croft believes that this is an important poem for it represents a previously unknown
example of an epitaph poem by Elizabeth Russell, William Cecil’s sister-in-law. Pauline Croft, pers.
comm.
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details, nothing else is known about Fleming’s 1575 rhyming Eclogues and no copies are
known to have survived, except as entries in the eighteenth-century bibliographic catalogues

of Tanner and Ames.

In 1589, a year after his ordination, Fleming returned to translating a third version of Virgil’s
Bucoliks and this was to become his last new published book.”*® Whether Fleming intended
this to be his last book or not is unclear, but with hindsight it seems significant that, as his
literary career drew to a close, he decided to revisit Virgil and chose to “newly translate”
Bucoliks, this time in verse. Fleming also translated Virgil’s Georgics, which was notably
another first. Even at the very end of his literary career Fleming was still pioneering, still

taking hitherto scholarly Latin texts and making them accessible to ordinary people.

Fleming named the 1589 book The Bucoliks of Publius Virgilius Maro, Prince of all Latine

poets otherwise called his Pastoralls or Shepherds meetings together with his Georgiks, or

Ruralls otherwise called his husbandrie, conteyning foure bookes. All newlie translated into

English verse by A.F. The different title should have created a clear distinction between the

1575 and 1589 editions of this particular work, but it has in fact caused problems for modern
cataloguers and scholars because this version of Bucoliks was in rhyming verse like the 1575
Eclogues. This led some scholars to believe that this book was a second edition of Fleming’s
original Eclogues, despite Fleming giving them different titles. However, the 1589 rhymed
book did share its title with the unrhymed Bucoliks of 1575, and further muddled
cataloguing resulted as scholars confused these different published dates. This most likely

explains the STC entry for the 1575 Bucoliks which says simply that it was in English.

There are four known surviving copies of Fleming’s 1589 Bucoliks and these have caused

another problem all of their own. On the front title page Fleming added the phrase “together

26 Three other books followed but these were later editions of older titles: a “newlie drawne” edition of
Alphabet of Praiers (1591); a revised edition of A shorte dictionarie in Latine and English (1599); and, an
edition of A dictionarie in English and Latine for children “augmented” with Fleming’s proverbs and
verses (1602).
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with his Georgiks”, which suggests that this was intended to be a single book containing

both the Bucoliks and Georgiks. Both books were quarto in size and printed by Thomas

Orwin to be sold by Woodcocke at his shop The Black Bear in Paul’s Churchyard.

Consequently Bucoliks and Georgiks have been catalogued as one text with the two titles

sharing the same STC number. However, the British Library’s copy (shelfmark C.122.c.13)
reveals a different story. The first 32 pages comprise Bucoliks, well printed with a clear title
page and embellished with woodcuts of a uniform style. Georgiks does not start at page 33 as
one might expect had it followed straight on from Bucoliks, but starts with a new page one.
Georgiks has its own title page and a separate dedication. This book looks as though it was
printed quickly and costs were kept down, although both colophons say that the books were
printed by Orwin. The woodcuts used to illustrate Georgiks are of a different style too and do
not match those used in Bucoliks. This indicates that Fleming’s Georgiks was intended to be
a separate text to Bucoliks and the evidence also suggests that Orwin printed Bucoliks
himself and farmed Georgiks out to a colleague or even to an apprentice. In addition the
Bodleian Library’s copy (shelfmark CC28(3)Jur) has different wording on the title page
making it a variant edition, which led bibliophiles to conclude wrongly that there were two
different editions of the Georgiks. One variant was supposed to have been bound with
Bucoliks and the other variant was available separately. This theory was upheld in the

Peterhouse Biographical Register, which went so far as to suggest that the 1589 Bucoliks,

Georgiks and Bucoliks and Georgiks comprised three distinct texts, despite examples of such

bound copies having separate title pages and being quite obviously different in style.”” This
thesis demonstrates that there were two books produced in 1589: these were the third
translation of Bucoliks and a brand new translation of Georgiks. Woodcocke’s customers
could purchase one of each title and ask to have them bound as one, in which case there was
a supplementary title page available that could be inserted at the front. Alternatively
customers could just purchase the book that they wanted. However, Fleming’s 1589

Georgiks continues to share an STC number with the Bucoliks and is not counted as a

2T \Walker, Peterhouse Biographical Register (1927), p. 290.
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separate title. This is one reason why scholars have disagreed over exactly how many books

Fleming is known to have published.

This thesis makes it clear that Fleming produced four distinct translations of Virgil. Because
of the similarities between the texts, the ways in which they have been bound and poor
scholarship in the past there has been much confusion over how many versions Fleming
actually produced and which ones were rhymed. The 1575 blank verse Bucoliks (STC
248186, of which there was a print variant) and the 1575 rhyming Eclogues (lost) were two
separate books. The 1589 Bucoliks and the 1589 Georgiks (both allocated STC 24817) were

also two distinct books, and not simply second editions of Fleming’s earlier translations.

The 1589 Bucoliks (which, to confuse matters further, Fleming also called the ‘pastoralls’)
and the separate 1589 Georgiks (which he called ‘husbandrie’) are perhaps the most
interesting of these four Virgil translations for a number of reasons. A copy was purchased
by the playwright Ben Jonson from a shop in St Paul’s Churchyard. Jonson inscribed the title
page with his name, place of purchase and the year 1591. The inscription is evidence that
Fleming’s translations were still selling two years after they were first printed. This strongly

suggests that Bucoliks and Georgiks were popular and these editions were likely to have

been reprinted to ensure their continued availability. Jonson’s copy later passed to John
Morris (b. 1580) who was a collector of Jonson’s work, and this particular book is now kept
at the British Library.”®® Also in this copy is a printed marginal reference by Fleming to

another of his printed books: a version of Museus’ History of Leander and Hero, the original

of which was lost in antiquity. There is no other reference to a book about Leander and Hero
by Fleming (he reversed the characters’ names from the more usual Hero and Leander) and
this title is not in any antiquarian catalogues or inventories. This tiny marginal note, now
badly cropped, is the only record of this elusive book by Fleming. It is likely that he did
produce more than the 52 known titles attributed to him, although the question of how many

other lost Fleming books there might be remains unanswered at present.

28 B shelfmark C.122.c.13.
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Attributing books to Fleming has been made easier because of his translation of Georgiks.
He closed this text with his Latin signature tag: “FINIS propositi, laus Christo, nescia
FINIS”. Where this tag closes sections within other texts, for example his indexes in Peter

Martyr and Nomenclator, Fleming’s name is not always present, so having his name and

motto together in Georgiks confirms that this Latin phrase certainly was his signature tag. It
is therefore safe to say that where this tag closed sections of otherwise anonymous works,

such as his indexes, the author was Fleming.

Fleming’s translation of Bucoliks and Georgiks are important for another reason. They were

dedicated to John Whitgift and in the dedication Fleming thanked the Archbishop for the
“benevolence and benefice” shown to him. It was this dedication that reminded Whitgift of

the service Fleming had performed during the censoring of Holinshed’s Chronicles two years

earlier, and the dedication very likely secured Fleming a living as a chaplain and rector of St

Pancras, Soper Lane.”*

It is impossible to know the exact reason why Fleming chose to translate Georgiks in 1589.
However this book might be another example of Fleming writing in response to an event. In
1577 following the sighting of a comet, Fleming translated Nausea’s treatise Quolibet alio

cometa explorato into Blasing Starrs.”® Similarly, he produced two memorials to William

261
0.

Lambe when this popular philanthropist died in 158 This thesis argues that Fleming’s

translation of Georgiks was another occasional text produced in response to an event.
Virgil’s bees were male “king” bees, in keeping with the belief that the dominant bee of the
beehive, the wholesome industry and hierarchy of which was a recognized model for human

262

society, was properly male.”™ Despite their gender, the dogfight between the two insects was

29 A discussed on pp. 123-4.

260 gee pp. 155-9, particularly pp. 155-6.

26! See pp. 147-55.

%62 1t was not until 1623 (sixteen years after Fleming died) that naturalist Charles Butler published The
Feminine Monarchy and announced that in the hive “the males have no sway at all”. Butler’s findings did
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too good a metaphorical device to ignore in the late 1580s. Fleming’s translation of the
passage about the quarrelsome ruling bees, one gloriously golden and the other considerably
less so, surely called to mind Elizabeth and Mary Queen of Scots, particularly as the youthful
golden bee defeated and ultimately destroyed the drab and broken rival. This opportunity to
allude to Mary’s downfall might explain why Fleming chose to translate Georgiks and why
he dedicated this book to Archbishop Whitgift, who had been party to Mary’s controversial
but necessary execution.”®® Whitgift had also been one of the censors responsible for the

removal of the passages about Mary in Holinshed’s Chronicles, which Fleming had to

replace quickly and discreetly. The ambiguous meaning of the bees surely reminded Whitgift
of the service Fleming performed in 1587. Once ordained, Fleming was given the coveted
position of chaplain to the queen’s cousin and, after Georgiks was printed, a living in one of

Whitgift’s London parishes.

Other classical translations and Renaissance humanist texts
Between 1575 and 1579, almost all the books that he wrote were translations of classical
texts. In 1576 Fleming followed his two early translations of Virgil with a translation of

another classical text: Aelian’s A Regqistre of Hystories conteining martiall exploites of

worthy warriours in fourteen books or chapters (hereafter Registre). Each chapter had

‘alphabetical gatherings’ (a method of organising text that Fleming had seen in Alphabet of
Praiers and would later adopt when setting out the text for his Diamond). Middleton printed
this book for the seller Woodcocke. Registre was not a very lengthy or large book, just
quarto in size with 178 pages, but some copies must have been treasured and lavishly bound
for one copy is valued in a Cambridge inventory in1586 at 4s 6d.2** Fleming dedicated
Reqgistre to Dr Gabriel Goodman, a friend of William Cecil. The dedication provides
evidence that there were at least two editions of this book now very rare book. In the

dedication Fleming wrote that he had left Cambridge three years previously (“intermission

not become fully accepted until the mid-eighteenth century. See B. Wilson, The Hive: the story of the
honeybee and us, (2005), pp. 90-1.

263 See pp. 123-4.

6% See the 1586 inventory of William Anderson of Trinity College in Leedham-Green, Books in
Cambridge inventories vol. 1 (1986).
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ab Academia”) but as he did not leave Cambridge until 1575 the dedication was surely
written in 1578 and inserted into a later edition of this book. Copies of this book were
regularly recorded in inventories of the late-sixteenth and early-seventeenth centuries,
therefore it seems likely that Fleming’s edition of Registre was popular and reprinted several
times. Inventories suggest that this title was likely to have been popular among academics.
One copy was owned by William Anderson of Trinity College Cambridge, who died in 1586
shortly after being ordained, while another copy was bought by Richard Mote of Queen’s
College, Cambridge who died in 1592 (the latter copy was valued at 8d, suggesting it was
either very well used and dog-eared or unbound). These scholars had owned their copies of
Fleming’s Registre for a decade and sixteen years respectively; clearly this book was not a
cheap throw-away but rather an academic reference book aimed at the wealthy or at learned

scholars.

Aelian (175-235), correctly known as Claudius Aelianus, was a Roman author who wrote in
Greek and produced popular collections of historical miscellany in the third century, had
been a popular author for over 1,000 years by the time Fleming translated Registre. It is
likely that Fleming was drawn to Aelian because the latter was a stoical, moralising Roman
and it is this stoical, moralising style that the young Cambridge student adopted in his own
writing, notably Diamond and other shorter texts such as the Wunder pamphlet. What is
interesting about Fleming’s translation and reworking of Registre is that he had a wealth of
Aelian’s writing to choose from, everything from food and athletics to somewhat
anthropomorphized natural history, social customs, natural phenomena and instructive
allegorical reworkings of myths. Fleming selected some of his material for Registre from this
wide ranging subject matter. However, as the book’s title suggests, he chose to concentrate
on warfare, notably the martial exploits of Roman soldiers. This surely explains why there
were four manuscripts in Fleming’s collection concerned with Roman conquest, for example
“De Discrimine inter Triumphum & Tropoeum”, which almost certainly refers to the second-
century monument erected in present day Romania to mark Trajan’s victory over the

Dacians. In another translation printed in 1576, Panoplie of Epistles, Fleming included letters
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from the well-known Roman writer and lawyer Pliny the Younger (61-112), who had
corresponded with Trajan on a number of themes including that of war and the army.?® This
might provide one reason why Fleming was particularly interested in Pliny’s letters. Peck
described three other manuscripts in Fleming’s collection that were similarly themed: “De
Mode triumphandi inter Romanos”; “De Imperatoris Mauritii Interitu. Anno Christi DCII”,
which is surely related to the many victories of the Byzantine Emperor Maurice (582—-602);
and, “De tribus Causis, inter alias, praecipuis Discordiae sive Divisionis inter Romanos”.
Knowing when Fleming was working on his translation of Aelian and focusing on Roman
military history might help to give an approximate date for his acquisition of these
manuscripts. His interest in Aelian and Pliny might also help to explain why these four
otherwise out-of-place manuscripts were in his collection: Fleming’s others papers were

about contemporary English matters.

In addition, in 1576 Fleming translated and compiled Certaine Select Epistles of Cicero. This

is now lost and survives only as a catalogue entry in Bibliotheca Britannico-Hibernica,

which was compiled by the eighteenth-century bibliophile Thomas Tanner. Fleming included

Cicero in Panoplie of Epistles (1576), and it is likely that the letters he chose to translate in

Select Epistles were at least partly the same as those printed in Panoplie. Fleming is known

to have ‘recycled’ his writing, for example Diamond of Devotion borrowed heavily from

Footepath of Faith (as discussed on pp. 72-3 and pp. 77-8). Cicero (106-43 B.C.), the

Roman orator was famous for his political speeches and in particular his “defence orations”,
so the theme of war was also present in this book. It is apparent from Fleming’s other texts
that he was often inspired by or reacting to current affairs. His interest in Roman military
matters might have been inspired by the French Wars of Religion, which had been raging
since 1562; the Fifth War had flared up following the death of Charles IX in May 1574. His
brother Henri duke of Anjou, who had been crowned king of Poland in 1574, secretly
entered France and was crowned Henri 111 later that year. The years from early-1574 to

early-1576, by which time the Sixth War had started, were not only troubled but were also

2% Resolving conflict became a theme in Fleming’s translations. See pp. 141-3.
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exactly the years when Registre, with its military theme, and Select Epistles of Cicero were

being compiled and printed. As the French Wars of Religion began to draw in Spain and
England (by the Eighth War the conflicts were considered by contemporaries to be an
extension of the hostilities between Philip of Spain and Elizabeth) there must have been not
little concern on the streets of London. Thousands of Huguenot refugees emigrated to
England, a great many of whom settled in the capital, and their presence probably reminded
Londoners of the Wars. During 1576-7 a tentative peace developed in France following the
Edict of Beaulieu; the outbreak of the Fifth War in 1574 and Henri’s connection to Poland
might explain Fleming’s desire to collect manuscripts and write on the subject of classical

war in Eastern Europe.

Another possible inspiration, or perhaps a concurrent inspiration, although a little outdated
by the time Registre was printed, might have been the Turks’ unsuccessful attempt to take
Western Europe (their invasion reached as far as Vienna) in 1571, culminating with Pope
Pius V’s Holy Roman League defeating the Ottoman invaders in a sea battle at Lepanto.

Lepanto took place some five years prior to Fleming’s Registre and Select Epistles of Cicero

being printed but it is likely that he started compiling and writing these books before 1576,
since Registre was moderate quarto in size and 178 pages long. Fleming could produce small
treatises very quickly but Registre was a substantial translation and not written overnight.
The wars and European invasions stemming from formerly Byzantine kingdoms provides
another example of Fleming reacting to, and capitalising on, the events going on around him

as opposed to writing about the past for the sake of antiquarianism.

Fleming’s interest in classical literature inspired him to translate another collection of letters
that was also printed in 1576. This was a compilation of translations from several different
Roman and Greek writers and one Elizabethan scholar, which Fleming titled A Panoplie of

Epistles. Or a looking glass for the vnlearned. From Tully, Isocrates, Pliny, Roger Ascham

etc. used of the best and the eloguentest Rhetoricians that have lived in all ages (hereafter

Panoplie). Like Registre, Panoplie was printed by Middleton (although Panoplie was sold by
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Newberie) and dedicated to another of Lord Burghley’s circle of intimates, Sir William

Cordell. Two further books were dedicated to Cordell: Blasing Starrs in 1577 and Bright

Burning Beacon in 1580.

It is not possible to say why Fleming chose to translate this selection of works beyond the
reason that he gave in the title of this book: they were considered the best, most eloquent
rhetoricians. It is also likely that the choice was based largely on what Latin texts were
available to him at Peterhouse. However, Fleming most likely included Pliny because of his
topical interest in Trajan’s war in Eastern Europe. Pliny had also written a great deal about
public waterworks and conduits, and such benefaction was of interest to Fleming. It is likely
that Fleming was born and lived in Holborn so he would have been familiar with the conduit
that William Lambe had financed, which was completed in 1577. This kindly act and the
provision of clean water to his neighbourhood seem to have moved Fleming, who went on to

write three tributes commemorating Lambe and his good deeds.*®

Panoplie also included letters by the Athenian orator Isocrates (436-338 B.C.). The reason
for this is surely that Isocrates’ philosophical works were popular among scholars and had
become standards for teaching rhetoric and morality to schoolboys. However, Isocrates also
wrote of war and his belief in a pan-Hellenic peace in which the enlightened political states
were unified by their intellect and education, led by Athens. Perhaps the war by proxy
between Spain and England, which was taking place as Fleming compiled Panoplie,
encouraged him to include Isocrates’ letters. Possibly Fleming hoped that Isocrates would

provide a model for a lasting pan-European settlement, led by England.

Fleming chose to include some of Cicero’s letters in Panoplie, calling him by the fashionable
Renaissance diminutive Tully, derived from Marcus Tullius Cicero. Fleming’s decision to
refer to Cicero as Tully is revealing, for Tully was the name popularized by the Italian

Renaissance poet Dante, who, like Fleming, had been particularly drawn to Virgil. It is

2% The Lambe texts are discussed on pp. 147-55.
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Virgil who leads Dante through the first cantos of his Inferno where, in the First Circle of

Hell (canto V), they encounter Tully among other virtuous but pagan characters. Fleming’s
knowledge of and translations of Virgil and Tully suggest far more than a familiarity with
Dante’s Divine Comedy. It is probable that Fleming was aware of the humanist movement,
and would have encountered English humanists or humanicians when at Cambridge. The
humanists were particularly interested in Cicero because Petrarch, often referred to as the
father of Renaissance humanism, modelled his writing on Cicero, as well as Virgil, whose
written Latin was considered to be almost perfect. Fleming was certainly interested in
reading and translating both Virgil, whose works he translated four times in total, and
Cicero, whose letters he published twice, making Virgil and Cicero unique among Fleming’s

printed books since he never revisited any other authors.

The term “humanist” had been defined by John Florio in his Italian/English Dictionary of
1598: “umanista, a humanist or professor of humanity”. Fleming used the term almost a
decade ahead of Florio when in 1589 that his Georgiks was suitable for “weak grammatists”
rather than “courtly humanists”. For this reason Fleming is among the earliest English
writers known to have used the word “humanist”. Fleming’s Georgiks was suitable for
aspiring scholars and would-be humanists without Latin. What Fleming meant was that,
although they were in English language, Georgiks and the earlier classical translations he
had made were still scholarly, humanist texts. A humanist in 1589 was an intellectual who
studied classical Latin texts at first hand or ad fontes as opposed to vulgar Medieval Latin
editions of earlier works; the definition did not say one could not translate primary texts into
English verbatim. Fleming’s translating is literal and accurate, in no way is his writing

“vulgar”, therefore he provided readers without Latin the next best thing to an ad fontes text.

Panoplie of Epistles included letters by Roger Ascham (c.1515- 68), who had tutored the

gueen in Latin and Greek and for whom she had great affection. Fleming surely intended to
put Ascham on the same lofty pedestal as Tully and the great Roman orators, and, since

Ascham had taught the queen, this would also flatter Elizabeth. The queen enjoyed reading
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Cicero in Latin and could recall almost all of his writing, a fact that would have made her an
intimidating reader of any translation. As Fleming dedicated this book to one of Lord
Burghley’s circle it is possible that this book circulated at court. It is not known if the queen
ever read Fleming’s Panoplie herself but the inclusion of both Cicero and Ascham would
presumably have piqued her curiosity. Fleming was well known in the mid-1570s when his

name was included in the first edition of Holinshed’s Chronicles as one of the “writers of our

nation”.?®" His confidence in his own abilities and his translating skills must have been high.
Fleming was surely aware that there was a good chance that Elizabeth, a respected classicist,
would hear of his book, either from Burghley’s circle or perhaps from her godson Harington,

who was probably encouraged to read Panoplie by his tutor, Fleming’s brother.

Panoplie was printed in 1576 and it is more than coincidence that Fleming included Ascham
at this time. Earlier in 1576 Edward Grant, a close friend of Ascham, published the
schoolmaster’s collected letters in a book with the preface ‘Oratio de Vita et Obitu Rogeri
Aschami’. Fleming took advantage of the interest in the schoolmaster instigated by Grant and
almost simultaneously produced a book that also included Ascham’s letters. However,
Fleming’s book also included the writing of Isocrates, ideal for using as a school book at the
same time his brother was tutoring John Harington. This probably represents Fleming’s
attempts to be noticed in court circles. Further commissions were most likely given to
Fleming as a result of his writing Panoplie, although these were from peripheral members of
the queen’s extended circle. Panoplie was dedicated to Cordell and when Cordell’s good
friend Lambe died in 1580, Fleming was commissioned by Lambe’s executors including
Cordell to produced two memorial publications. Also in 1580 Fleming was given a

dictionary or Alvearie to update and enlarge.?®® Alvearie had previously been edited by the

same Edward Grant that had been Ascham’s friend and author of Graecae Linguae

Spicilegium, which contained poetry by Fleming’s brother (as mentioned on p. 20).

287 Thynne, ‘List of Writers of our Nation’, Holinshed’s Chronicles (1577), pp. 1874-6.

%68 Eleming Alvearie or quadruple dictionary, conteining foure sundrie tongues: namelie English, Latine,
Greeke and French (1580). The original Alvearie had been compiled by Peterhouse alumnus John Baret
(d. 1578). The 1580 edition by Fleming is recognized as a distinct book with its own STC number: 1411.
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The last text to belong to this group of translations is A paradoxe proving, by reason and

example, that baldnesse is much better than bushie haire, &c. Written by that excellent

philosopher Synesius, Bishop of Thebes or (as some say) Cyren. A prettie pamphlet, to

pervse, and replenished with recreation. Englished by Abraham Fleming. Herevnto is

annexed the pleasant tale of Hemetes the Hermite, pronounced before the Queenes Maiestie.

Newly recognised in bothe Latine and englishe by the said A. F. (hereafter Bushie Haire).

This was the first of Fleming’s books to be printed by Denham. The evidence in this thesis

demonstrates that Fleming produced this book for children.

Bushie Haire was a translation of the light-hearted riposte Encomium Calvitii (“in praise of

baldness™) written by Synesius (373-414) in response to Dio Chrysostom’s encomium In
Praise of Hair. Fleming’s title page carried the humorous motto “The badge of wisdome is
baldnesse”. In his ‘Epistle Apologeticall to the lettered Reader’ Fleming explained to his

surely intrigued audience that

It might be demed dotage in the Deuiser, and madnesse in the
Translator, that they both by consent, would publish and disperse a
toie so ridiculous as this appeareth to be, penned in the praise of
Baldnesse. But the Deuisers settled iudgment dischargeth him of
dotage, the Translators aduisement cleereth him of madness, & the
worke it selfe consideratiuelie perused, doeth answer for them both.

There followed descriptions of other “toys” with sound, classical foundations that were
surely included in this ‘Epistle’ by Fleming because they would have appealed specifically to

children. He mentioned “Virgil of a Gnat, Ovid of a nut” and others who he said were not

“brainsicke” but rather very skilled. For example, Mymecides

made foure horses drawing a cart, & their driuer with his whip, in
such curious compasse, that they were hidden vnder the wings of a
flie: and Callicrates a shippe, the whole bodie where of a little bird
couerd with his feathers.”®

289 Fleming, Bushie Haire, p. 3-4. The “Deuiser” is surely Denham.
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Fleming closed the epistle with a sustained burst of alliteration, again this was surely written

to capture the interest of children and possibly to make them laugh:

With which sentence | conclude, in the behalfe of mine Authors,
submitting his trauell to the censure of the sage, among whome, as
all wise heades deserue inrollment, so | wish them wiselie to weigh
his words who hath written this worke vpon the warrant of
wisedome.
Thine for thy pleasure and profite,
Abraham Fleming.?"

“Annexed” within Bushie Haire was A Pleasant Tale of Hemetes the Hermit, which had been

presented to the queen at Woodstock by George Gascoigne in 1575 and proved very
popular.”™ There are two versions of Hemetes in Fleming’s book, one in Latin and the other
in English. Fleming surely did this so that the pleasant story could serve as an educational
text. The reader could make a double translation and compare their results to Fleming’s
versions of Hemetes. This was a recognized way of teaching young children Latin and
therefore this thesis maintains that Bushie Haire was designed to be a fun and intriguing

introduction to classical works and Latin for children.

The William Lambe texts
Between 1579 and 1580 Fleming wrote three original publications in English. These were a

godly treatise The Conduit of Comfort conteining sundrie comfortable prayers to the

strengthening faith of a weak Christian (1579); a broadside called An epitaph or funeral

inscription upon the godlie life and death of the right worshipfull Maister William Lambe

esq. founder of the new conduit in Holborn, &c. Deceased this one and twentieth of April,

and intumbed in S. Faiths Church under Powles the sixt of Maie next and immediately

following Anno 1580. Deuised by Abraham Fleming (1580); and, a godly biographical book

titled A memorial of the famous monuments and charitable almesdeedes of Maister W.

Lambe, esquire. Deceased the 21 April. an. 1580 (1580). Conduit of Comfort (hereafter

2% Eleming, Bushie Haire, pp. 3-4.

2™ Gascoigne was one of the writers associated with Holborn, which this thesis argues was Fleming’s
birthplace. Gascoigne was a student at Middle Temple and two of his plays were performed at Gray’s Inn;
he died in 1577. He was certainly a friend of Whetston, who was strongly associated with Fleming.
Gascoigne was likely to have known Fleming personally. See pp. 162-3.
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Conduit) provides evidence of the ongoing popularity of Fleming’s writing, although little
else is known about this book. It was first registered with the Stationers’ Company in June
1579 when it was assigned to Denham by Seres. After Fleming’s death the book was
registered again in March 1613 by W. White and again in September 1623 by J. White to the
printer Augustine Matthewes; this edition was sold by Francis Grove in the following year.
There were to at least five editions although no complete first editions of this once popular
and affordable book (it was valued at 1 shilling in 1588) have survived.?”* Little else can be

said about Fleming’s Conduit except that it was likely to have been connected to Lambe.

It seems likely that the 1579 edition of Conduit was known as “Lambe’s Conduit of
Comfort”. However this alternative title has caused confusion by suggesting that there were
two different texts by Fleming with “Conduit” in their titles. Since the only surviving copy

of the 1579 Conduit is lacking its title page it is impossible to know what the first edition

was actually called. This thesis demonstrates that there was only one book and it was called

Conduit of Comfort, since this is the title by which Fleming referred to the book.?* This

thesis also demonstrates that it was popularly called “Lambe’s Conduit of Comfort” because
the book had been dedicated to Lambe. The unigue copy from 1579 is incomplete, the first
two pages of the dedication are lost and the name of its addressee is missing. However, the
remaining text included this passage:

Beseeching God, that your temporall Conduit sweete and hoalsome

water conueied into the vessels of a great multitude, for their sundrie

seruices: so from this spirituall Conduit, comfort may flowe.?"*
Since Lambe built a conduit and furnished it with a large number of buckets or vessels, this
dedication must have been to Lambe. The fifth imprint of 1624, which was published 40

years after Lambe’s death, did not include a dedication, most likely because Lambe was no

22 There are two incomplete copies of the first edition at the British Library, b