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Introduction

The Theory of Cognitive Types offers a new paradigm by which the Shakespeare Authorship
Question can be approached. The theory holds that whatever a person writes (including the
voice he imparts to the main characters of a play) is shaped by, and displays, his or her Cognitive
Type, which is the underlying shape or pattern of a person’s thoughts. Thus, by looking at the
Cognitive Type (or the underlying thinking pattern) of the main characters of a play (which is
evidenced in their thoughts patterns and, to some extent, in the general schema of their actions)
we can determine the Cognitive Type or “mental pattern” of the play’s author. With respect to
the Shakespeare plays, once we examine any given play, and discover the Author’s Type, we can
then compare this Type with the known Type of the major authorship candidates to determine if
there is a match. There are 12 Cognitive Types, so a determination of the Author’s Type can
only be used to “narrow down the field”—it cannot determine the author. If, however, only one
major authorship candidate has the Type of the play’s author, then the use of this method
becomes more conclusive.

In Part One of this work the general principle of Cognitive Types is explained, with a special
emphasis on Type 3 (Mary Sidney) and Type 9 (William Shakspere of Stratford). In Part Two
the way that Type 3 is displayed in the main characters of The Merchant of Venice is explored.
This analysis demonstrates that all of the main characters of the play—Portia, Antonio, and
Shylock—though having dissimilar backgrounds, and impelled by different forces, all display
the same Type 3 pattern of thinking (and a way of acting consistent with this underlying Type 3
cognition).

A New Approach to the Authorship Question

The Shakespeare Authorship Question is based upon the question, “Who wrote the plays
attributed to Shakespeare?” This debate involves two major camps: the Stratfordians, who
defend the status quo and the unproven assumption that William Shakspere of Stratford wrote
the plays, and the anti-Stratfordians, who hold that the businessman-actor from Stratford was not
the true author of the plays. Within the anti-Stratfordian camp there is general agreement that



Shakspere of Stratford did not write the plays—hence the name “anti-Stratfordian”—but there is
no unified agreement among the parties as to who did write the plays. The major authorship
candidates are The Earl of Oxford (Edward de Vere), Francis Bacon, the Earl of Derby (William
Stanley), the Earl of Rutland (Roger Manners), Mary Sidney Herbert, Henry Neville, and various
others such as Robert Sackville, Christopher Marlowe, and even Queen Elizabeth.

Present Approaches to the Authorship Question

Many scholars have tried to discover the true identity of the author of the “Shakespeare
Plays” by examining the content of the plays and then trying to link the specific content of each
play to what was known about the life of each given candidate. Other approaches are more
systematic and involve an analysis of the subject matter (such as a count of how many references
were made courtly matters, legal matters, nature, nautical terms, sports, falconry, etc.)—and then
trying to determine which of the candidates best fit these areas of expertise. Some approaches
are more technical and rely on counting the number words used per thousand lines, and then
trying to match that data with what is known about a candidate’s “other work™ to see if there is
some kind of correlation. (Computer tests have shown that the average word count, per 1000
lines, in Shakespeare and Marlowe are nearly identical—which tells us that “Shakespeare” might
have been influenced by the style of Marlowe, but not that Shakespeare was Marlowe.) These
various approaches all present useful insights but none are conclusive. All remain within the
realm of hopeful speculation. Another approach—which I believe is the most productive and
relevant to the Authorship Question—is to see how each candidate can be linked to the
references found in Ben Jonson’s Eulogy (and the prefatory material of the First Folio). Ben
Jonson (along with William and Philip Herbert) were the only ones who positively knew the
identity of “Shakespeare” and a careful analysis of Jonson’s poem reveals more about the identity
of Shakespeare than any other work. In addition to these approaches to the Authorship Question
we propose one more: an analysis of the main characters of the plays in terms of their Cognitive
Types.

Cognitive Typing

The Theory of Cognitive Types holds that each person thinks (and expresses his or her
thoughts in writing) in a particular, recognizable pattern, called one’s Cognitive Type or Type.
Thus, by an analysis of a piece of writing, without knowing the identity of the author, one can
discover the overall pattern of thinking displayed in the writing (and the cognitive pattern behind
the words) and, thus, discover the author’s Cognitive Type. There are twelve Cognitive Types;
so through this method we may be able to determine the author’s Type but not the author’s
identity. However, if one determines that all the major authorship candidates are of different
Types, then one can use this method to “narrow down the field” to those candidates whose Types
match the Type found in the cognition pattern of the play’s main characters—and if only one
candidate’s Type matches the thinking pattern found in the play then the evidence becomes more
convincing. For example, if through an analysis of a Shakespeare play we determine that the
author is Type 3 (and the Author would be Type 3 if the main characters of the play exhibit a
Type 3 pattern of thinking) then we can dismiss (with some confidence) all authorship
candidates who are not Type 3. Along the same line, if only one authorship candidate is of Type
3 then we can hold with some assurance that that candidate is the true author.
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In this work, we will analyze the major characters in The Merchant of Venice to try and
discern a recognizable thinking pattern or Cognitive Type among the main characters. And, as
stated, that one thinking pattern or Type should be similarly evidenced in all the main characters,
including Portia, Antonio, Bassanio, and Shylock.

Cognitive Types

The human mind thinks and processes information in accordance with a specific
underlying pattern or “geometry”—and that cognitive pattern is often displayed in what a person
has written. This underlying cognitive pattern or matrix is called one’s Character Type (as this
was the term coined by the founder of the system, Alvaro Lopez-Watermann). This underlying
matrix can also been called Cognitive Type, Cogniture (one’s cognitive nature), ldentity Type—
or simply one’s Type. In this essay we will use the term “Cognitive Type” or “Type.” There are
12 Cognitive Types or ‘archetypical’ patterns which underlie and give shape to human thought;
the shape of a person’s thoughts conform to one of these Types. The expression of one’s
cognitive type is second-nature; it is an unconscious expression. Thus, a person is not aware that
his thoughts and words are being generated by, and conform to, his particular Type. Thus, the
author of any given play displays one dominant thinking pattern which is found in the “voice”
(and is generally displayed in the actions) of all his or her main characters. Thus, by using a
process of “reverse engineering,” by looking at the patterns inherent in a person’s written work—
i.e., the cognitive patterns expressed by the main characters of the play—we can often determine
the Cognitive Type of the Author.

The approach based on Cognitive Types does not involve an examination of the content
of the plays, per se, but an examination of the way that the content is expressed through the
cognitive pattern of the main characters. The Cognitive Type determines the pattern or shape of
a person’s thinking but not the specific content of what he thinks about, nor his actions. The
Type can be seen as an “imprint” and is analogous to a foreign accent which ‘marks’ or ‘tags’
every word that a person utters; the accent is always present, and clearly recognizable, but it
does not determine the content of what a person will speak about. Now, if there is a room full of
people, all speaking English with a different foreign accent—and if you know what to listen
for—you will readily be able to distinguish one person’s accent from another’s—not by what he
says by but the accent of his words. Just as every word a person speaks carries the imprint of his
foreign accent, likewise, one’s overall thinking carries a mental “accent” or “cognitive signature.”
Thus, by knowing the exact nature of each of the twelve Types (and knowing what patterns to
look for) we can determine the Cognitive Type of the main characters of a play and, by
extension, the Type of the play’s Author.

The Types of the major candidates are as follows:

William Shakspere of Stratford Type 9
Edward de Vere, Earl of Oxford Type 9
Mary Sidney, Countess of Pembroke Type 3
Francis Bacon Type 6
Roger Manners, Earl of Rutland Type 2
Christopher Marlowe Type 7

Sir Henry Neville Type 11 (7?)
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Robert Sackville, 2nd Earl of Dorset ??
William Stanley, Sixth Earl of Derby 7?

An Approach to the Authorship Question
Based on Cogpnitive Types

In accordance with the theory of Cognitive Types, all the main characters of a play
should display the same Type (or cognitive pattern) as that of the play’s Author—which means
that all the main characters would display the same Type. (This would also apply to every play
written by the Author: all the main characters of every play would display the same Type). Both
the hero and villain—though having entirely different motives—would display the same
underlying thinking pattern and would shape their thoughts in the same way. Thus, in The
Merchant of Venice, we would expect Portia, Antonio, and Shylock to engage in the same Type
or mode of thinking, and this would be the same Type as that of the play’s Author. Again, the
characters would have very different backgrounds, motivations, sentiments, thoughts, etc., but
they would all have the same style or mode of thinking; their thoughts would conform to the
same underlying pattern or matrix.

Two Modes of Thinking

Delving a little deeper into the complexity of the human psyche, we must state another
principle: every person has access to two different modes of thought—that of his natural mode or
Type (which is effortlessly employed during normal operations) and a mode which is of an
opposite nature to his natural Type (which is adopted during periods of crisis or discomfort, or
when one’s natural mode proves to be ineffectual).

According to one theory (by Rand Rothey) both cognitive patterns—that of one’s
‘natural’ Type and that of its opposite—arise simultaneously, where the natural Type (or what
feels natural to the individual) arises from a person’s conditioned mind, and the opposite Type
from a person’s “higher” mind or heart. A person of great sensitivity, existing in a state of
freedom—and not swayed by, nor identified with, the thoughts of his own mind—has access to
(and is generally aware of) both types of thoughts as they always arise together. A person
operating in the egoic-dominated state of human awareness is, fully identified with his
conditioned mind, is only aware of those thoughts which are consistent with his natural Type. In
other words, he is only aware of the possibilities they present, while he is wholly unaware of
those thoughts generated by his opposite Type. However, during a state of crisis or impasse,
when a person’s normal thoughts (and the way of action that proceeds from his thoughts) are
ineffectual, his natural Type is set aside (as he seeks another course of action) and the person
suddenly becomes aware of an alternative course of action (heretofore unavailable to, or
unconsidered by, him). In this state of crisis, in order to be more effective, a person puts aside
his natural Type and adopts (or attempts to adopt) an alternative way of thinking.

Two Modes of Operation — Normal and Crisis
One integral aspect of the theory of Types is that in the normal course of a person’s life

his thinking conforms to his natural pattern or Type; yet when a person comes up against a crisis
or impasse, or when experiencing discomfort, he attempts to adopt a mode of thinking which



promises to be more effective, and this way of thinking is opposite to his natural Type. This
adoption of a thinking pattern which is opposite to a person’s natural way of thinking does not
feel natural; it is not within a person’s comfort zone. Thus, the opposite mode is embodied as a
temporary and necessary measure. When the crisis is over, and the person is back in his comfort
zone, he will naturally revert back to the pattern of his normal or natural Type.

In terms of play writing, where the imaginative faculties are employed, the playwright
has access to the qualities of his natural Type and that of its opposite Type—and both Types can
be used as part of the dramatic expression of his characters. For example, if an author is Type 3,
we should expect to see a Type 3 mode of thinking and acting in all his main characters—
particularly when all things are normal; and we should expect to see the character adopting (or
attempting to adopt) a Type 9 mode of thinking when responding to a crisis or impasse, and
when the character realizes that his normal mode of operation is not working in the situation.
The character realizes that his natural type is not working by his experience of discomfort; thus
he tries to employ the opposite mode of thinking in an attempt to alleviate this discomfort. In
every play involving conflict (and a Type 3 author) we would expect to see the main characters
displaying two modes of behavior: Type 3 in normal or natural-feeling activity and Type 9 in
response to crisis. If the Author were Type 9, we would expect to see a reversal of these two
modes: a Type 9 mode of thinking in normal activity, and a Type 3 mode when responding to a
crisis or a feeling of discomfort. (As mentioned, Type 3 is opposite Type 9: all Type opposites
are similar to that found on the face of a clock: Type 1 is opposite Type 7, Type 2 is opposite
Type 8, Type 3 is opposite Type 9, etc.)

High and Low Resonance

Fundamentally, every main character thinks, or groups his thoughts, in accordance with
the same cognitive Type (and this is the same Type as that of the Author). This means that every
main character expresses the Author’s natural Type during normal course of action and the Type
opposite to the Author’s natural Type during times of crisis, impasse, and discomfort. The
villain, often more conflicted and introspective than the hero, often flips back and forth between
both modes of thinking.

In trying to understand how an Author fashions his/her villain we must consider the
notion of ‘resonance’: though all the main characters’s thoughts adhere to the same cognitive
pattern, that pattern can express either high or low thoughts. One’s Cognitive Type does not
determine a person’s thoughts or action, or what kind of moral compass he employs, only the
“shape” or underlying pattern that his thoughts conform to. (And the shape or structure of one’s
thoughts is based, in part, on what value a person naturally assigns to various objects, thoughts,
and emotions in his field of awareness). Thus, there can be a great diversity in terms of high and
low thoughts within the same structure of a given Type. Accordingly, to create a noticeable
difference between the hero and villain (by a Type 3 author) we would expect the hero to display
“high resonance” Type 3 thoughts (and actions), and the villain to display “low resonance” Type
3 thoughts (and actions). Thus, the conflict is found in the level of thinking, and the intention
which inspires the action, and not the underlying cognitive pattern—which is the same for all the
main characters. Both the hero and villain will display Type 3 thinking, but the nature and



resonance of their thoughts will be very different.

To give you some idea of what this means: a high resonance expression of Type 3 might
include the ability to cajole, a skillful use of stratagem, loyalty, and depth of feeling (love); while
a low resonance might include manipulation of others, deception, deceit, and depth of feeling
(hatred). A high Type 9 resonance might include physical skill, the ability to get things done, the
ability to command and keep things in order; whereas a low resonance might include
overpowering and domineering tendencies, ruthlessness, inflexibility, and rigidity. Thus, if the
Author of a play were Type 3, we would expect the hero to display a “high resonance” of Type 3
in the normal course of action, and high level Type 9 in response to a crisis situation. Similarly,
we would expect a villain (who generally expresses the same villainous tendencies throughout
the play) to display “low resonance patterns” of Type 3 and either high or low resonances of
Type 9.

Opposite Modes

The human mind has the ability to think in opposites; this structure allows every person
to be involved in two different (and opposite) modes of thinking: a ‘natural mode’ for normal
activity and its opposite mode when dealing with crisis, impasse, or discomfort. The important
point to grasp is that the human mind does not employ two different modes, but two modes
which are essentially opposite to each other. This opposition represents the fundamental pairing
or dual nature of the human psyche. Thus, Type 3 only has access to Type 9 (and no other Type);
Type 9 has access to Type 3 (and no other Type). Type 3 cannot adopt the behavior pattern
Type 4 or Type 8, since Type 3 has no access to that mode of thinking and acting. Every Type
has access to only two modes of thought: that of its own Type and its opposite.

This understanding can be of value when trying to determine a person’s Type because it
tells us that a person employs one style of thinking during normal operations and an essentially
opposite mode in response to crisis.

By way of example: in response to a crisis or impasse, Type 3 might first attempt its
normal way of thinking (and action) and appeal to the emotions—either in himself or another
person. If this does not work, he may try an opposite approach (Type 9), something more
forceful and direct—Ilike a display of force or a threat of force. Similarly, when confronted by a
problem or crisis, Type 9 may first try a frontal, over-powering approach (its natural approach)
—and when this proves ineffectual—especially when he realizes that the force he is confronting
is more powerful than he is—he may adopt a more circuitous approach, making an appeal to a
person’s emotions and values.

Essential to this understanding is that a person cannot actually switch to the Type that is
opposite to his natural Type, he can only attempt to make the switch; he cannot truly embody the
thinking pattern of the opposite Type but only imitate or mimic the opposite Type—as he
imagines it to be, from the position of his natural Type. In other words, the thinking pattern of
the opposite Type is available, and conceivable, but one can never truly embody it. That is
because a normal person can never completely let go of his attachment to his natural Type, and
his natural way of thinking, which forms the foundation of his identity. Thus, a Type 3 will
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always try to adopt a Type 9 behavior, in a Type 3 way, without letting go of his fundamental
Type 3 modality. His foundation will always be Type 3, even though he assumes (somewhat
imperfectly) a Type 9 mode of thinking.

An example of this ‘imitative’ approach (where Type 3 attempts to be a Type 9—in a
Type 3 kind of way) might be as follows: the cognitive mode of Type 3 is to look for the
brightest object; Type 9 (being opposite) does not place great value on any one object, but
attempts to keep every object at the same value, to preserve the overall continuity of the whole.
Thus, a Type 3 might wear a very bright object that catches everyone’s attention (and elicits
some kind of emotional response); Type 9 would not wear one, bright object but might wear a
whole outfit that looked good, with no one feature sticking out or drawing too much attention to
itself. Now, a Type 3 trying to imitate Type 9 (or what he imagines to be a Type 9 style) might
try to even out his field such that no one object stands out—but he will do this “evening out” in a
Type 3 way. Thus, to even things out, while still preserving the brightness of his primary object,
he might make everything the brightest object. Thus, instead of wearing no single, attention-
getting gem, a Type 3 (trying to imitate a Type 9) might wear a coat covered with bright gems—
looking like Liberaci. Or he might wax poetic, like Lorenzo, telling how every star in the heaven
shines like bright gold.

Admiration and Bragging

Another way to discover a person’s (or a character’s) Type—and this might seem
counter-intuitive—is to look for the places where he/she is bragging about one of his qualities, or
where he is admiring the qualities of another (or idealizing about something). In general, a
person admires and brags about qualities he naturally lacks, qualities he must put forth effort to
attain—and these are usually qualities of the Type that is opposite to his own. Thus, we might
find a Type 3 character admiring or praising Type 9 qualities; and we might see Type 9 praising
Type 3 qualities—because those are the qualities which he naturally lacks. A person will rarely
praise or idealize the qualities of his own Type—even though that is what feels most natural to
him; and the reason he will not praise or idealize the qualities of his own Type is because these
qualities are inborn, and natural, and easily attained (and usually taken for granted). If a quality
comes easily, without work or effort—what is there to brag about? (And, if someone sees these
same qualities in others—or someone bragging about these qualities—he would not be
impressed.) However, if a person sees someone in possession of qualities which do not come
naturally to him—and which seem to come to this other person without effort—he might be
impressed. For example, Type 3 might be impressed with a Type 9 efficiency, and the ability to
keep everything in order—for these are qualities which Type 3 naturally lacks. If you ask a
person to list three qualities that he admires most in others he will usually list qualities that are
inherent to a person of the Type that is opposite to his own.

Even though many people admire, and aspire to obtain, qualities that are opposite to the
ones they naturally possess it does not mean that they want to become that opposite Type; a
Type 3 may admire the qualities of Type 9 but it does not mean that a Type 3 wants to be a Type
9. Rather, he believes that these qualities—if he had access to them—would be helpful, and he
admires those qualities, but he does not want to be someone other than himself.

When trying to determine the Type of a major character in a play, we want to look for



places where the character praises or admires the qualities of another—because what he admires
in others he usually does not possess himself. Thus, we would expect a Type 3 character to
admire the Type 9 quality of being able to get things done, or efficiency, or cool even-
mindedness—because these are the very qualities that a Type 3 lacks. Conversely, a Type 9
might admire someone’s passion, depth, and ability to feel rather than simply do. Any time we
find a Type 3 boasting about himself, it would most likely be related to what he perceives to be
his Type 9 qualities or attributes—qualities that he had to acquire (through effort) and not those
which came top him naturally.

Just as a person will admire those qualities in others that don’t come easily to himself so,
too, a person might mock his own qualities in others—especially when another boasts about
having those same qualities. (Why boast about something that is natural or so easily had?) For
example: I can read. So what? Would I ever think to brag about having this very valuable skill?
Of course not. Now, if I found someone bragging about his ability to read, I might mock the fact
that he is bragging about something which is so commonplace and need not be bragged about.
Being able to read, of course, is a very important skill, yet, a person’s bragging about his ability
to read—and thus his placing special importance on it—would suggest that this skill is
something he attained with effort, that it did not come naturally to him, that he was probably a
slow learner (and had to work hard to obtain this skill). Thus, I might mock him for boasting
about his ability to read because such an easily attained skill is not worth boasting about.
Likewise, when a character mocks the qualities that another character proudly displays—and
especially the qualities that another character boasts about—it is likely that the qualities being
mocked are those inherent to one’s natural Type.



Overview of the 12 Cognitive Types

A person’s thoughts are shaped and expressed in accordance with his inborn cognitive
Type or cognitive nature. This ‘Type’ is an underlying matrix which determines the general
shape or ‘geometry’ of the way a person groups his thoughts and processes information. It can
also be seen as a built-in priority matrix which provides the general value schema by which a
person assigns to various perceptions. (Thus, a person’s thoughts will naturally shape around, or
focus upon, those things which a person perceives to be important and valuable; and his thoughts
will not shape around, nor will he focus on, things which are seen as lacking importance or
value).

The 12 Types can best be understood in terms of four cognitive styles or modalities
(Called “Discrimination,” “Will,” “Association,” and “Sensation”) where each modality is
comprised of 3 directions of focus—inward, outward, or bi-directional. Thus, the twelve Types
are formed by the 4 modes, each with 3 types of focus. (For example, three Types employ a
method of thinking which is termed “Discrimination,” and of those three Types, one is inward
(Type 3), one is outward (Type 7), and one is bi-directional (Type 11).

With outward focus, one’s primary nexus of focus is on outer objects—such as others,
physical attributes, physical things, and impersonal, abstract thoughts. With inward focus, one’s
primary nexus of focus is on emotions, feelings, memories (past-oriented), and personal-based
thoughts.). With bi-directional focus, one’s primary nexus of focus continually alternates or
fluxes between inner objects and outer objects. This Type focuses on an outer object, then an
inner object—which might be an emotional reaction to that object or a memory elicited by that
outer object—then back to an outer object, then an inner, etc.

Below is a summary of the Four Modalities, and the three types of focus within each
modality.

1. Discrimination (Singulative): In this modality a person values and primarily focuses on the
single, most attention-getting, object (or person, or feeling) in his field of awareness (often to the
exclusion of all other objects). This singular focus on one object further increases the
importance of (and focus upon) that one object while decreasing the value of every other object.
This way of thinking tends to create a polarization (in terms of value) between one’s primary
object of focus and every other object.

Type 3 = Discrim. + Inward opposite Type 9 (Will + Bi-Directional)
Type 7 = Discrim. + Outward opposite Type 1 (Will + Inward)
Type 11 = Discrim. + Bi-Directional opposite Type 5 (Will + Outward)

2. Will (Directive): In this modality a person values and focuses on the overall field of
awareness, and values the integrity of every object working together in the same field (as
opposed to placing undo value upon any one object). A Type of this modality seeks to maintain
the equal value of every object and an even-levelness in his overall field of awareness such that
no single object sticks out or commands too much attention (which would disrupts the overall
harmony of the field). Thus, objects which are too bright, or command too much attention, are
lowered in value and “put in their place.” In this mode of cognition, objects are carefully
maintained because the moving of one object often requires and reordering of all the objects in
one’s field. This mode ‘acts upon’ objects (or persons, or feelings) so as to keep them in their
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place and preserve the overall functioning of the field.

Type 1 = Will + Inward opposite Type 7 (Discrim. + Outward)
Type 5 = Will + Outward opposite Type 11 (Discrim.+ Bi-Directional)
Type 9 = Will + Bi-Directional opposite Type 3 (Discrim. + Inward)

3. Association (Combinative): In this mode of thinking a person places value and importance on
those objects which can be combined and involved in the process of creating something new—
something which is not simply a combination but something which takes on a new identity.
Persons of this modality place little or no value on objects (persons, thoughts, physical objects)
which cannot be involved in this creative process; thus person’s of this mode generally focus on
objects which are part of the creative process and ignores those objects which are not. This
modality may also seek to discover the prior elements used in the creation of a present object by
taking apart the object. Persons of this modality are both creative (in attempting to combine
existing objects in a new way) and ‘de-constructive’ (in taking apart an object to try and discover
what it is made of).

Type 4 = Assoc. + Inward opposite Type 10 (Sensation + Bi-Directional)
Type 8 = Assoc. + Outward opposite Type 2 (Sensation + Inward)
Type 12 = Assoc. + Bi-Directional opposite Type 6 (Sensation + Outward)

4. Sensation (Associative): In this modality a person finds value in establishing connections and
relatedness amongst objects, without changing or ‘acting upon’ the objects; value comes from
the actual perception of objects and not in altering them. Objects command a secondary value to
the overall relationship between objects and the actual sensing of the objects; objects (people,
thoughts, feelings, physical objects) which can be related to other objects are valued above
objects which cannot. Persons of this modality want to establish relationships between objects
without changing or acting upon those objects. In order to establish a relatedness between
objects, and to enjoy this process of sensing a diverse array of objects, a person of this modality
will constantly shift his attention from one object to another, without ever focusing too deeply
upon any one object. By virtue of this shifting of focus, from one object to the next, and placing
importance on the perception of the object (over the inherent value of the object itself) no one
object takes on too great an importance. (This is unlike Discrimination Types, whose exclusive
focus is on one object; or Association Types, who must focus on one object long enough to
include it in the creative process.)

Type 2 = Sensation + Inward opposite Type 8 (Assoc. + Outer)
Type 6 = Sensation + Outward opposite Type 12 (Assoc. + Bi-Directional)
Type 10 = Sensation + Bi-Directional opposite Type 4 (Assoc. + Inner)



An lllustration of the Four Modalities
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Discrimination (Type 3, 7, 11)

In this modality a person values and wholly focuses on the
single, most attention-getting object (or person, or feeling).
This singular focus on one object further increase the
importance and “brightness” of that one object while
decreasing the value of every other object in a person’s field of
awareness. The other objects only have value to the extent
that they can support and enhance one’s primary object of
focus.

Will (Type 1, 5, 9)

In this modality a person values and focuses on the overall
field of awareness; he seeks to maintain an equal value
among every object and an even field. Thus, any object that is
too bright (or which commands too much value) is lowered and
“brought into line” with the other objects and the whole. To
help maintain this order and even-levelness, every object is
carefully positioned in line with the whole.

Association (Type 4, 8, 12)

In this modality a person places value and importance on
those objects which can be involved in the process of creating
something new—something which takes on a new identity.
The focus is then on the object which has been created.

Sensation (Type 2, 6, 10)

In this modality a person finds value in establishing
connections and relatedness amongst objects. Persons of this
modality want to establish relationships between objects
without changing or acting upon those objects. To establish
this relatedness between objects and to enjoy this process of
sensing a diverse array of objects, persons of this mode will
constantly shift his attention from one object to another,
without focusing too deeply upon any one object.



An Example of the Four Modalities

We can look at the four modalities (or cognitive approaches) by using the analogy of
someone entering a room where various cups of colored paints are on a table. (This example, of
course, is static in that paints are inanimate and cannot respond when acted upon.) A
Discrimination Type (Type 3, 7, or 11) places value on the single-most important object in his
field. Thus, when a person of this type enters the room, he looks for the one color which most
attracts his attention, the most attention-getting color, and he focuses on that one color (and
pretty much ignores every other color, or values others colors which can be used to enhance his
primary color). When this single-most valuable color is determined, he will focus on this color
exclusively and thereby further increase its value; he will then assign value to every other color
in the room in accordance with how well it can support, or relate to, the singular color of his
attention. This Type is “receptive” in that it takes in the colors (and identifies with one color) but
does not act upon, or try to change, the colors.

In real life, when a person focuses on a person, that person takes on greater importance
(and feels more important) —and he/she responds accordingly. Thus, although the
Discrimination Type is “receptive,” and does not act upon others, its singular focus has a
tendency to actuate a response from his/her one object of focus.

When a Will Type (Type 1, 5, and 9) enters the room he places value on, and focuses
upon, the overall sense of the field (on all the colors as a whole) and not on any particular color.
If any color is too bright, too important, too attention-getting, or out of place, that disrupts the
overall integrity or sense of the field of colors, and this Type will then (consciously or
unconsciously) act upon that color to try and bring it more in line with the value (and position) of
all the other colors in the field. Thus, this Type may add black or white to (and act upon) those
colors which are too bright in order to try and bring them all into even hue. (This is not the
creation of a new color but merely the toning down of a color which is too bright).

This Type is unlike the other Types in that it only comes to know an object by its own
interaction with the object or by its ‘bumping into’ that object. Thus, when this Type enters the
room, it will reach out its hand and see which colors it can interact with and affect. It will come
to know a color through its direct acting upon that color, such as when the color splashes onto
his hand or, when bumped, spills over onto the table. (It comes to know a person or a thing by
‘bumping into it” and then seeing how it reacts). Now, in order for this Type to avoid “bumping
into the colors” with too much unpredictability, it will take pains to arrange all the colors in a
well-defined and knowable order. This arrangement and ordering also serves the purpose of
helping keep all the objects at the same value level.

When an Association Type (Type 4, 8, and 12) enters the paint room he would be
interested in those colors he could use in the creative process, seeking various ways to combine
the colors so as to see what new colors he can create—new in that the ‘new’ color would take on
its own distinct identity (and all the ‘old’ colors, which ‘gave themselves’ in order to make this
‘new’ color, would lose their previous identities). In a de-constructive process, this Type may try
to figure out what previous colors were used in the creation of some of the existing colors on the
table. This Type is expressive in that it acts upon, and changes, the colors in order to create
something new.

A Sensation Type (Type 2, 6, and 10) will enter the room and try to see how all the
colors can be associated or related to each other, or combined without actually changing any of
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the colors; and it will enjoy the sensation of focusing on one color than another than another.
Thus, this Type will constantly move its focus from one object to another—and this constant
movement of attention, from one color to another, creates the sense of a unified field, where all
colors are included and where no color is significantly valued (or focused on) above another.
This Type is receptive and does not act upon the colors in order to try and change them; nor does
it seek to create some new color. Rather, it enjoys the perception of colors and seeks to establish
and discover new ways that existing colors can be perceived and related to each other.

Affinity Between Modes

The three Types within each of the four modes share an affinity in that each Type has a
similar orientation, value system, and way of cognizing information.

There is also an affinity between Modalities. For example, Will and Association are
related in that all the Types of these two Modalities act upon objects (and are called Expressive
Types); Discrimination and Sensation are related in that all the Types that comprise these two
Modalities allow themselves to be acted upon (and are called Receptive Types). Another
affinity links Discrimination with Association and Will with Sensation—and this affinity is in
terms of the field of focus. Discrimination and Association have a focus which is singular and
particularized, and their focus remains fixed on one (or several) objects. Discrimination focuses
on the single, most-attention-getting object to the exclusion of all other objects (and to the
exclusion of the general field of relationship amongst objects); Association focuses on one (but
usually two or more) objects which can be used in the process of creating a whole new object,
with a whole new identity. Will and Sensation are more generally focused, more field-oriented,
not putting too much attention or focus on any one object, but more upon the overall field (which
contains all objects) and also on the overall function and ordering of the field (and how objects
relate to each other and the constellation of objects as a whole.) Will seeks to keep a steady
relationship between objects by keeping them in equal relationship or alignment with the general
field; Sensation is more focused on how objects relate, and with simply sensing the presence of
objects, rather than on any object in particular.

In sum, the four Modalities, when grouped in pairs, form a fundamental polarity, which is termed
Expressive and Receptive. The Expressive Types, found in Will (Type 1, 5, 9) and Association
(Type 4, 8, 12) base their identity upon themselves and determine how others can be used in
their support; they ‘act upon’ objects (and others). The Receptive Types, found in
Discrimination (Type 3, 7, 11) and Association (Type 2, 6, 10) base their identity upon others,
and conform to others; they are ‘acted upon.’

Expressive and Receptive
Understanding Types in terms of Pairs and Polarities

The human mind thinks in terms of opposites, and a person can access a way of thinking
which is consistent with his natural Type or that of its opposite. So, each person is really an
amalgam of two Types—his natural Type and that of it’s opposite—and this always represents a
combination of an Expressive and a Receptive Type. Other personality systems, such as
astrology, equate one sign with one person and do accommodate the notion that each person’s
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psyche is fashioned upon two opposite (or complementary) signs—his natural or inborn sign and
(to a lesser extent) that of his opposite sign. (The numerical system of Types and astrology is
similar in that both systems contain 12 Types (or signs) and that both Types and signs have the
same oppositional schema, which is the same as the opposite numbers on a clock face: 1 is
opposite 7, 2 is 8§, etc.

The key understanding here is that a person has access to his own natural Type (which he
identifies with) and that of the Type which is opposite to his natural Type (which he gains access
to when he “let’s go” of his attachment to his natural Type). A person does not have access to
ways of thinking that accord with the other 10 Types, only to his natural Type and its opposite.

The fundamental polarity: Expressive - Receptive

The universe is comprised of fundamental polarities which can be seen as opposite or
complementary qualities. This fundamental polarity is represented in Chinese philosophy by yin
and yang, and it represents all pairs of opposites (or complements), such “male” and “female,”
“positive” and “negative,” “expansive” and “contractive.” Jung’s personality typing system was
based upon the fundamental difference between those who are “introverted” and “extroverted.”
In the system of Cognitive Types this fundamental distinction is outlined in terms of
“Expressive” Types (those who act upon the world and others, as well as their own emotional
body) and “Receptive” Types (those who are acted upon by the world, and others, and their own
emotional body).

Expressive Types are primarily, I-oriented, acting for oneself, and seeing others in terms
of how they can support his needs; they act upon others. Receptive Types are primarily other-
oriented, acting for others, giving themselves in support of others, and shaping themselves in
accordance with others. This polarity should not be equated with active-passive modes, or
Jung’s extrovert-introvert. The Expressive-Receptive polarity suggests a mental structure, an
inner orientation, and does not perfectly translate to a particular form of outer activity (such as a
person being passive or active). The Expressive-Receptive modality determines the way a
person’s intellect relates to the outer world and others (when focused outwardly); and to his/her
own emotional body (when focused inwardly). Thus, the intellect (or mind-pattern) of expressive
types is predominantly inclined to act upon others, the outside world, and upon his/her own
emotional body (which includes his intimate thoughts, emotions, and memories); the intellect of
receptive types is predominantly inclined to receive, and be acted upon, by others, the outside
world, and the emotional body.

In the system of Types, Will and Association Types are Expressive in that they function
by acting upon inner and outer objects—and by objects we mean outer objects (things, other
people, etc.) and inner objects (feelings, emotions, memories, I-based thoughts, etc.) Will acts
upon objects by keeping them in check and in place; Association acts upon objects by seeking
ways to combine and transform them. Discrimination and Sensation are Receptive in that these
Types do not actively seek to change objects but rather they respond and adapt to them. The
singular focus of Discrimination tends to be more active or effecting than Sensation, since this
singular focus might prompt a response from the object (or person or emotion) being focused
upon. Sensation, which moves around from object to object (and does not hold its focus on any
one object for too long a time) does not powerfully elicit a response from any one object.



In the system of Types there are twelve types, with six Expressive Types and six
Receptive Types. Types 1, 5, 9 (Will) and Types 4, 8, 12 (Association) are Expressive; Types 3,
7, 11 (Discrimination) and Types 2, 6, 10 (Sensation) are Receptive. In terms of astrological
symbolism we can see that all Types associated with Water and Air are Receptive; all Types
associated with Earth and Fire are Expressive. However, in astrology, the opposing signs of Fire
and Air signs are both “positive” while the opposing signs of Earth and Water signs are both
“negative.” This presents an obvious problem since, in nature, opposites must have an opposite
polarity. In this regard the system of Types is more consistent with the ‘natural order of things’
where opposite types are always of opposite polarity. Will types (expressive) are always
opposite to Discrimination types (receptive); Association types (expressive) are always opposite

’ﬂh
-

[Put in Type Diagram]

Rand Rothey, a master dreamworker from New York, places special emphasis on the distinction
between expressive and receptive types in his dreamwork. He describes these two classes of
types as follows:

A person with a Subjective Identity Type is predominantly aware of and concerned with
the satisfaction of the needs of others. A mechanism in the Subjective Identity Type
determines what the other person (a person of this types own choosing) needs and also
what to do, in a self-sacrificial way, to supply or fulfill the needs of that chosen other.
This action (of self-sacrifice) must be voluntarily; it cannot come as a direct request from
the other person. A person of the Subjective ldentity Type is usually subtle about the way
he offers service and shy about accepting gratitude for such service. Another mechanism
of the Subjective Identity Type causes him to dislike being made aware of another’s needs
and being told to make a sacrifice for the needs of someone not of his own choosing. The
intention of a person of a Subjective ldentity Type is that the other should be glad or
happy to receive his voluntary service; he will watch very closely, and with great care, to
determine exactly how the other receives his/her self-sacrifice. The acceptance of his
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self-sacrifice by another establishes his ego identity and self-esteem—and this is
established to the degree he is able to discover the needs of others without being told, and
in his ability to satisfy those needs by his own choosing.

A person with an Objective Identity Type strives to determine a way to get something or
someone else to be of service to himself—and this often requires him to use the power of
charm and other persuasive means. This Type wants the other (or some object in its
perception) to work, to do what is necessary, and to sacrifice his own needs, to supply or
fulfill this Types’s needs. To this end, a person with an Objective Identity Type will only
approach someone (or something) he likes because of the relationship which must be
established (to have his needs satisfied by another) and the sense of indebtedness he feels
toward the person who made a sacrifice for him. The consciousness of this Type is
relational: it conceives the other (or the second) to be there for the sake of itself (the
first). Its approach might be stated as: “This is how I wish to shape your relationship with
me. “This Type establishes its ego identity and supports its sense of self-esteem to the
degree that it is successful in getting the other to respond.

A Simple Analysis using Expressive and Receptive Orientations

Without knowing the specific differences between the twelve types, one can do a simple
analysis of another person (or the characters of a play) by trying to determine if his/her mode or
general approach to life is Expressive (I-oriented, acting for oneself, acting upon others) or
Receptive (other-oriented, acting for others, acted upon by others). (Again, this polarity should
not be equated with active-passive modes or Jung’s notion of extrovert-introvert. The
Expressive-Receptive polarity suggests an inner orientation or mind-set rather than a manifested
action.) Such an analysis, though simple, can prove to be rather complex because we are not
looking at outward behavior, per se, but seeking to know the predominant mode, or thinking
pattern, which gives rise to that behavior. One insight can be gained by looking at a characters’s
predominant orientation in terms of his/her relationship with others. For example, a person may
be trying to satisfy the needs of others, and appear to be very helpful, but this might only be part
of a deeper strategy to fulfill his own need to be liked, or to feel as though he has some value and
worth (and something to give). So, although the outer action is beneficial to others, the inner
motivation is about improving oneself. Likewise, someone may be focused on himself, trying to
improve himself (e.g., trying to gain wealth), and he may appear very self-serving. However, he
may be sacrificing himself so that he can use his money to provide for others. So, we are
looking for the primary modus operandi, the primary mindset or orientation of each character,
which may or may not correspond to a likewise outer behavior.

The primary mindset of an Expressive Type is “how can I meet my own needs?” His
orientation toward others is “how can this person be used to meet my needs?” The primary
mindset of a Receptive Type is “how can I perceive and meet the needs of the other?”; “What can
I do, what can I give, to satisfy the needs of the other?” The Receptive Type takes special
delight in perceiving the needs of the other (not all others but the special other of his own
choosing) and doing what he can to selflessly satisfy those need before the other has to ask for it.

The motto might be, “If someone has to ask, it’s already too late.”

Type 3 is Receptive, and therefore we would expect to find the primary modus operandi
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or orientation (of every Type 3 character) to be toward others, to providing for others. In a quick
analysis of the characters of The Merchant of Venice we can see that characters like Salarino and
Salanio were created for the sole purpose of providing support for Antonio. We can see that
Antonio is so concerned over Bassanio’s welfare that he completely ignores his own—and puts
his own life in danger to provide for Bassanio. Bassanio seems to be only concerned about his
own needs, trying to pay off his debt—but the debt was accrued by his lavish spending on others.
Even when he receives the loan from Antonio, the first thing he does is throw a feast for
everyone. Portia is more complex; she has both a need to satisfy her father’s wishes, but also her
own. Shylock, though focused on money (and perhaps the power that gaining wealth can afford
him), may have such a focus in order to provide for his daughter and to support the dignity of his
culture and all the Jews in Venice. Though his primary focus is on money, it is not on himself—
and we find he spends very little on his own needs.

Giving and Getting

One distinction between expressive and receptive types may been seen in terms of a person’s
fundamental orientation toward giving and getting. Most people enjoy giving to others—but
what is the fundamental mindset which prompts one to give to others? Is it self-satisfaction or
other-satisfaction? Expressive or Receptive? An Expressive Type may give to others because
such a behavior satisfies his own needs and brings satisfaction to himself. His giving might take
the form of overt generosity, as in the giving of wealth or knowledge (in such a way that the
other person is greatly benefited). Rarely, however, will an Expressive Type’s way of giving be
seen as a total giving of himself, or a surrender of himself to another (in such a way that brings
about a dissolving of his identity into that of another). Expressive Types are more inclined to
give things, opportunities, and even time, but not to the giving over of their own identity to
another. The Receptive Type is more inclined to selflessly give him or herself to accommodate
the needs of another. This is a type of surrender-giving. It is this losing of oneself in another
(another of one’s own choosing) that brings satisfaction to a Receptive Type. Expressive Types
are more inclined to “give in order to get” (i.e., they give because it brings them satisfaction to
give), whereas receptive types are more inclined to “give to give,” the giving itself brings
satisfaction—and what brings them the most satisfaction is when they are able to give
themselves.

We see this distinction between a giving orientation and a getting orientation as being the
key factor in determining the lottery in The Merchant of Venice. The inscriptions on the three
caskets—wherein the one who chooses the right casket wins Portia and her vast fortune—read as
follows:

The first of gold, who this inscription bears:

‘Who chooseth me shall gain what many men desire.’
The second, silver, which this promise carries:

‘Who chooseth me shall get as much as he deserves.’
The third, dull lead, with warning all as blunt:

‘Who chooseth me must give and hazard all he hath.’

Thus, the inscriptions found on each of the three caskets are meant to distinguish between
Receptive and Expressive Types, and particularly Type 3 and Type 9, thus insuring that only a
suitor who is Type 3 (Inward and Receptive) —more inclined to give than to get—will chose the
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winning casket. The drawing of the lottery was designed by Portia’s father to find her someone
whom she would rightly love—i.e., someone who was of a Type 3 (Receptive), like Portia. If
each suitor chooses the casket which represents his own mindset, then the gold casket would be
chosen by someone whose is concerned with “what I can gain.” The silver casket would be
chosen by someone bent on “what I can get.” The lead casket would be chosen by someone
whose fundamental nature was inclined to “what I must give.”



Fundamental Differences Between Type 3 and Type 9

In order to get a general appreciation of how the Theory of Cognitive Types can be
applied to the Authorship Question the reader need not fully comprehend the entire theory, and
the specific qualities of all twelve Types—though such a study would prove invaluable to any
personality theorist or psychologist. For purposes of simplicity, the reader need only grasp the
basic difference between Type 3 (Mary Sidney) and Type 9 (which is the type of both William
Shakspere and Edward de Vere). Thus, our discussion will focus on these two Types, and the
fundamental differences between them. This task is made more convenient in one respect, and
more complex in another: The fact that Type 3 and Type 9 are opposites makes things simple
(because their mode of operation is clearly distinct, especially when everything is “normal”) but
more complex, since, a person, in times of crisis, can assume the behavior pattern of the Type
which is opposite to his own. All said, with a basic understanding of these two Types (and the
differences between them) the reader will have the tools necessary to make a preliminary
examination of the main characters of The Merchant of Venice.

Our working hypothesis is that the Author of The Merchant of Venice is Type 3, and,
accordingly, all the main characters will exhibit a fundamental Type 3 mode of thinking (and not
a Type 9 nor any other Type). Of all the authorship candidates (whose Types are known) Mary
Sidney is the only one who is Type 3. The other candidates are: Type 9 (William Shakspere /
Edward de Vere), Type 6 (Francis Bacon), Type 2 (Roger Manners), Type 11 (Henry Neville),
and Type 7 (Christopher Marlowe). The Types of Robert Sackville and William Stanley are
unknown and we can neither confirm nor negate them through this method. In addition, we
cannot rule out the possibility that the Author may have received help from others (of the same
or of a different Type); even so, the imprint of the primary Author of the work, the one who put
final shape upon the main characters, would be discernable.

Difference in terms of
Value and Mode of Focus

Type 3 and Type 9 structure their thinking, and approach the world, in different, and
somewhat opposite ways. The first major difference is in their mode of focus (i.e., what they
value and therefore what they focus upon). A Type 3 person assigns great value to a single
object, the brightest and most attention-getting object in his inward field of awareness and then
he directs all of his attention toward that one object (often to the exclusion of all other objects in
his field of awareness). Type 3 is ‘inward-directed’ which means that his central nexus of focus
is internal—on the emotions, memories, and I-related thoughts, and not on outer objects or
abstract thoughts. (Type 3’s focus on outer objects is only to the extent that that outer object
informs and supports his primary inner object.) Being focused on one emotion or feeling (to the
exclusion of all others) enables a Type 3 person to access a certain depth of feelings and to
powerfully channel deep emotionality (both positive or negative); the exclusive focus of Type 3
often leads to his ‘losing himself’ in the object of his affection.

The Type 3 focus and way of thinking is somewhat opposite in nature to that of Type 9.
Type 9 naturally assigns value to the overall field or context in which many objects appear (with
equal value assigned to every object) rather than assigning great value to any one object, and
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allowing that one object to stand out or dominate his field of awareness (and be more attention-
getting than the overall constellation of objects). Type 9 values the overall sense of the object-
field, and the related order between objects—and to preserve this overall sense, to keep this
balance amongst the field of objects, he never places too much value on any one object (which
would give that one object attention-getting power over the whole field); and, if any one object
commands too much value, and draws too much attention—and thereby disrupts the evenness of
the overall field—he will attempt to “push it down,” “put it in its place,” to bring it into line, and
at an equal par, with all the other objects. (And this is done as part of Type 9’s natural mode of
operation. As with every Type, he does not think about it nor is he even aware of doing it; he
acts in accord with his Type as part of his inborn, subconscious patterning.) Thus, by Type 9’s
equal assignment of value to every object (or person, or thought, or emotion) in his field, nothing
in particular stands out, and nothing is able to elicit too great an emotional response. Everything
remains even-keeled and in its predictable place. This makes for a certain lack of emotional
involvement (with any one object) but allows for a greater efficiency and consideration of all
parts, and how they relate.

While Type 3 is involved with, and emotionally invested in, one particular object (to the
exclusion of all others), Type 9 avoids any amplified focus on one object; its concern, or focus,
is on all objects being of equal value such that they can work together in forming an integrated
whole, whereby the functional process or relationship of every object to the whole is preserved.
And if one object stands out too strongly (which disrupts the overall evenness and functionality
of the whole) Type 9 will‘act upon’ that object, trying to keep in place, so as to preserve the order
and overall evenness of the field. Part of the way Type 9 tries to keep everything at an equal
value is to ‘place’ or position every object in a particular place or order within the overall field.

Type 3 is Receptive in that it responds to the most important object by focusing upon it,
and aligning itself with it, but does nothing to actively change the object; Type 9 is Expressive in
that it ‘acts upon’ objects, and directs them in accordance with its will, thereby changing the
position and value of every object in its field—especially ‘acting upon’ any object which is too
bright and attention-getting. Thus, Type 3’s singular focus on one object further increases the
importance of that one object; Type 9’s focus on the field requires the taking of an action to
decrease the importance of any object which it too bright and attention-getting.

Discrimination
Type 3, Type 7, Type 11

Type 3: Discrimination + Inner Focus
Type 7: Discrimination + Outer Focus
Type 11:Discrimination + Bi-Directional Focus

Type 3, Type 7, and Type 11, share a common modality in that all three types function
are Discrimination; all have the cognitive style of focusing on the single brightest, most
attention-getting object in their field of awareness. Type 3 focuses on the brightest inner object
(an emotion, personal thought, or memory); Type 7 focuses on the brightest outer object (a
person, a particular attribute, or a physical object); and Type 11, alternatives its focus between
an inner and outer objects. Type 3’s focus is inward-directed which means that its nexus of
focus is naturally more inwardly-inclined than outwardly-inclined (though all types are able to
focus both inwardly and outwardly). Type 3 will focus outwardly to the extent that that outer
object informs and supports his central inner focus.
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In Chinese medicine they say that “blood follows chi (life-force)”; likewise, the attention
or focus follows what one values. The geometry of an inward-directed Type is such that it
comes to place more value and importance on the emotions—how one feels about a person or an
object—than on the person or outer object which elicits that emotion. It is not that an inward
Type is not aware of the outer, only that he places more value on the inner and so his attention
naturally gravitates inward. Whenever there is need to direct ones’s focus outwardly (such as in
the case of a physical threat) then, even for an inward Type, greater value is placed on the outer
focus, and all one’s attention will shift outwardly. However, when the threat passes, when the
person is no longer prompted by conditions to focus outwardly, and in his normal mode, his
focus will naturally gravitate inwardly. An outward-directed person will naturally place more
value on outer objects (and abstract thoughts) and less value on his emotions, feelings, and
memories; thus, his attention will naturally incline toward outer objects, things, and abstract
thoughts, because this is what he most values.

All Types focus outwardly and inwardly; an outward type is more attuned to the outer
focus (and places more value on it) while the inner type is more attuned to an inner focus. For
instance, Type 3 may focus outwardly upon an outer object (or person) —but the true value
placed on that outer object (or person) is determined by the extent to which he/she/it informs and
supports his inner, emotional world. We see evidence of this in Portia: she never indulges in (or
focuses on) Bassanio’s physical appearance, attributes, or abilities—or anything about him for
that matter—she places total value upon the feelings that are associated with Bassanio—feelings
which are often incongruous with the outer person of Bassanio. Bassanio, it seems, is somewhat
incidental to Portia’s love for him; we are never given reason as to why she has fallen in love
with him—and we are never given a reason because the character of Portia does not seek to
know a reason. All she knows it that she loves Bassanio, and satisfying that love is far more
valuable to her than finding a reason for that love.

Type 7 (which also focuses on the brightest object in its field) has a focus which is
outward-directed. It places great value on the physical qualities and attributes of its most
important outer object (and less on his emotional response to that object). Such a person may be
focused on the physical sensation of pleasure or the actual beauty of its object of affection, rather
than on the emotionality that that outer object elicits. Such a type may fall in love with
someone—or rather the idea of someone—because they display all the right and ‘lovable’ outer
characteristics. This outer-valuing may belie (or override) the person’s actual lack of feelings for
the person. They keyword would be, “I should.” (Type 3 is opposite to this: so involved with
her own feelings of love, that they often overlook the less than desirable qualities of her object of
affection). Christopher Marlowe was Type 7 and an analysis of main characters of his plays
would reveal the cognitive style of placing great value upon one object, though the focus would
be more outward, or physically-oriented, than inward, or emotionally-oriented. An analysis of
the main characters in the plays of Thomas Kyd or Frederic Schiller—both of whom are Type
3—would reveal the same cognitive style and Type as the main characters found in the plays
attributed to Shakespeare.

Will
Type 1, Type 5, Type 9

Just as Type 3 shares an affinity with other Types of the Discrimination modality (where
each Type focuses on the brightest, most attention-getting object), Type 9 shares an affinity with
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other Types of the Will modality.

Type 1: Will + Inner Focus
Type 5: Will + Outer Focus
Type 9: Will + Bi-Directional Focus

Type 1, Type 5, and Type 9 are all based on Will, where each Type has the cognitive
style of keeping all objects in its field of awareness at an even-keel, at equal value, with all
objects placed in accord with the whole field of objects. Type 1 keeps in place, and at even keel,
all the inner objects (his emotions, personal thoughts, and memories) such that no one object
disrupts the even functioning of the whole. Type 5 is focused on keeping an even-keel and
maintaining a predictable (and reliable) ordering of outer objects in his field, which includes
things, people, plans, etc. This Type looks for that which is reliable and predictable, and in
accord with the way it has ordered things. Oftentimes the ordering of things (and people) is
more important than the things (and people) themselves. Type 9, alternatives its focus between
the ordering of inner and outer objects.

Difference Between Type 3 and Type 9
In terms of Focal Direction

Inward vs Bi-Directional

The primary direction of focus for Type 3 is inward—toward his own emotions, feelings,
memories, and personal thoughts. This singular focus on the most important emotion, feeling,
memory, or personal thought, over time, further increases the value and intensity of that one
inner object and thus inclines Type 3 toward greater depths of emotionality than most other
Types. At the same time, this over-emotionality (which comes from placing a disproportionate
value on one feeling or emotion) often renders this Type impractical, ineffectual, and unable to
‘get things done.” This singular, inner focus of Type 3 is often blind-sighting and does not enable
this Type to consider (and place importance upon) all the factors or facets of a plan. (This is like
a chess player whose primary focus is on the Queen and, therefore, is unable to fully consider the
function and “positioning” of the minor pieces. Such a stance would make for this player being
a quick checkmated).

Type 9, on the other hand, whose focus is both inward and outward, and who does not let any
one object (or emotion) in his field override his attention (or throw him off-balance emotionally)
is likely to ‘keep at bay’ any overpowering emotionality, and thus be in a position to consider all
factors of a plan with a cool even-mindedness. Thus, by virtue of this even assignment of value
to every object, Type 9 is highly efficient, organized, and able to get things done. In any plan of
action, Type 9 considers all factors and determines how they relate to each other, whereas Type
3 is often too focused on one object (and thereby fails to consider how all the pieces of a plan
might go together).

This inward modality of Type 3 gives him a good sense of knowing what he wants, and how
he feels, but it does not really afford him the ability (or the wherewithal) to obtain his wishes or
to fully enact a course of action which will produce the results he wants. Moreover, it is not so
much that Type 3 cannot do what it takes to get what he wants—he simply does not know what
to do. Type 9 is the opposite: he is not inclined to deep emotional introspection, he has no
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certainty about what he wants (nor is he often clear about what he wants before beginning a task)
but he knows how to do, how to get things done, how to act effectively. Thus Type 9 usually
discovers what he wants in the process of doing—and one of the things that Type 9 wants (and
enjoys) is doing, is acting upon the physical world.

[See Note 2: Direction of Focus in other Types; Difference between males and females]

One point to bear in mind when discussing inward-focus, and particularly Type 3, is that
everyone of this Type is naturally inclined to focus within (on feelings, emotions, memories, and
personal thoughts) but the particular inner objects a person of this Type actually focusing on can
be quite different. The inner terrain or patterning of one’s emotions can differ markedly amongst
people. Just as there is a Type or matrix which patterns the way a person thinks (in terms of his
intellect or conscious mind) there is also a Type or matrix which patterns one’s emotional mind.
For the sake of simplicity, were are only discussing the human psyche in terms of the 12
Cognitive Types (which apply to the intellect); we are not considering the various sub-types
within each Type—which are the sub-types pertaining to the structure of one’s emotional
mind—nor the way that one’s Type and sub-type interact. Simply put, one’s Cognitive Type
determines the structure of a person’s intellect, and determines the style or pattern of his thoughts
(but it does not determine a person’s thoughts or actions); the sub-type, gives structure to a
person’s inner world (his emotions and memories—and the way that his emotions are ‘stacked’ in
the memory, and then retrieved).

To give a rough example of the interaction, and mutual dependence between one’s Type
(governing one’s intellect) and one’s sub-type (governing one’s emotional body) we can use the
example of the way books are stacked in a library: a Type may go into the library wanting to find
a book. (A Type 3 might want to find one book, and focus on that book exclusively, which
another Type might want to find several books, all related to a particular field). Now, the way
that the books are stacked in the library determines, to some extent, the books that the person is
able to get access to. For instance, the books may be stacked according to their size, or the color
of their cover, (and this would not be a very effective system). The books might be stacked
according to the name of the author or the name of the book—which might be good for someone
looking for a particular book (but not for someone interested in a general field). The books
might be stacked according to subject matter—which would be good for someone interested in
finding books in a general field.

For every cognitive Type, there are 12 possible sub-types, which structure the emotional
body, and which represent the way that thoughts and emotions are stacked in (and retrieved
from) one’s memory. This combination of one of twelve Cognitive Types (which gives shape to
the intellect) with one sub-type (which gives shape to the emotional body and memory) makes
for a possibility of 144 different combinations. For every sub-type, there are twelve possible
sub-sub-types which gives structure to an even is a deeper level of the psyche (known as the
‘causal body’). (When a person reverts to instinctual and automatic action, which is not
cognitive or emotional—but more akin to a reptilian response—the ‘shape’ of that response is in
accord with his sub-sub-type). In sum, the Cognitive Type provides a structure for the mind and
the functioning of the physical body: the sub-type provides a structure for the emotions and the
‘emotional body’ (or ‘subtle body’); the sub-sub-type provides a structure for the ‘casual body’
(which relates to instinctual action).
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The difference Types, sub-types, and
sub-sub-types can be illustrated
geometrically. We can look at one’s

Cognitive Type as one of 12 geometric

shapes, such as a square, diamond, circle,

etc. This shape can be one of twelve D D D
different colors (representing sub-types),

such as red, blue, green, etc; and within DD

every colored square, there can be 12
different shades (representing sub-sub-types).

Difference Between Type 3 and Type 9
In terms of Expressive and Receptive

One fundamental difference between Type 3 and Type 9 is that Type 3 fundamental mode is
somewhat passive or “receptive” (where it responds and works around things) while Type 9
functions in a more willful or “expressive” mode (where it acts upon things and imposes its will
upon things). Thus, Type 9, in its attempt to maintain evenness and order, will act upon any
object that tends to (or threatens to) stick out—be it an internal object (such as an emotion that is
too strong) or an external object. Type 3, being more receptive, will identify with one object,
and allow itself to be taken over by that object (particularly a deep feeling) but it will not try to
change that feeling. Rather than acting upon the objects in his field (like Type 9), if Type 3
wants to change the situation his primary recourse is to retreat, to withdraw, to find something
new to focus on, rather than to try and act upon and change that object. Keep in mind these
modalities represent tendencies: Type 3 should not be seen as being passive, but more adaptable
and “able to working around” things than Type 9.

Type 3, being receptive (but not overtly passive) may employ a strategy of coercion or
manipulation (which might include scheming) as opposed to a more direct, frontal, or
confrontational approach which is more typical of Type 9. When Type 3 is confronted by
something, rather than engaging in a direct confrontation or frontal assault, it would tend to act
through circuitous means and rely upon covertness, withdrawal, misdirection, etc. Thus, in Type
3 we might see a cognitive pattern involving cleverness, stratagem, cajoling, disguise, spying,
manipulation—and in some cases overt deception. Saying that Type 3 does not act upon things
does not mean that it does not act but that its primary mode of action is inward-oriented.

Type 9, being more blunt, more direct, more ingenuous, and less introspective than Type 3—
yet highly efficient and practical—often thinks in terms of a simple, sustained, plodding,
straight-forward approach. Type 9 is inclined to a direct frontal approach, to the use of power
(over others)—and in severe cases, to brutality and oppression. An example of this comes from
my wrestling days: there was one wrestler on my team who relied upon mis-direction and tactics
to gain an advantage over his opponent—and his opponents were never sure of which move he
was going to make. There was another wrestler (myself) who relied largely upon his strength and
his overall ability; every opponent knew what move he was going to make—because he used the
same basic moves every time—but (being that he was so good) no one could stop him.
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The conversion of Duke Frederick by a hermit [in As You Like It] instead of his being
overthrown and killed, is a characteristically Shakespearean softening touch. Shakespeare’s
added characters are virtually all foils to the conventional pastoral vision he found in his
source.” (David Bevington, Swan, 116)

In sum, the major differences between Type 3 and Type 9 are as follows:
a) Type 3 values (and is focused upon) one primary object: Type 9 values the field of objects
and tries to keep every object at even importance and order;
b) Type 3 is focused inwardly (on emotions, feelings, memories, and personal thoughts);
Type 9 is focused both inwardly and outwardly;
c¢) Type 3 is receptive and generally works around; Type 9 is expressive and generally acts
upon.



Determining one s Type
Types are Inborn

The theory of Cognitive Types (or “Character Types”)—as put forth by Alvaro Lopez-
Watermann—is similar to other personality typing systems in that all attempt to classify human
personality and cognition into ontologically distinct categories. However, Lopez-Watermann’s
theory departs from the standard psychological paradigm in its tenet that one’s Type is inborn—
it is determined in accordance with the date of one’s birth (and not through some psychological
test). And although the theory of Types has no direct relation to the astrological signs or its
symbolism there seems to be a direct correspondence between the way a person’s Sun Sign is
determined and the way his Type is determined. (This one similarity might incline a person to
think that the theory of Types is some form of astrology or determinism—which it is not!)

A person’s Type can be determined by knowing the date of his birth. Thus, a person born
under the sign of Virgo (in accordance with the Tropical Zodiac), would be Type 1; a person
born under Libra would be Type 2; Scorpio would be Type 3, etc. Taurus would be Type 9.
That is extent of the similarity between the theory of Types and astrology. However, this one
similarity is fortuitous because it enables us to determine the Types of all the major authorship
candidates by knowing their date of birth.

England did not adopt the present-day Gregorian Calendar until 1752 and was using the
Julian Calendar up until that time. Thus, William Shakspere of Stratford, who we born around
April 23, 1564 (according the Julian Calendar) would have been born on May 3, 1564 (according
to the Gregorian Calendar); Mary Sidney, who was born on October 27, 1561 (Julian) would
have been born on November 6, 1561 (Gregorian).

Types of the Major Authorship Candidates
Date of Birth, Gregorian

Mary Sidney, Countess of Pembroke (1561-1621) Type 3 (6 November 1561)
William Herbert Type 8
Mary Sidney Wroth Type 3
William Shakspere of Stratford (1564-1616) Type 9 (3 May 1564)
Edward de Vere, 17th Earl of Oxford (1550-1604) Type 9 (22 April 1550