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Samuel Daniel’s First Four Books of the Civil Wars and
Shakespeare’s Early History Plays

Abstract

Literary scholars agree that William Shakespeare used Samuel Daniel’s First Four Books of
the Civil Wars as a source for his play Richard Il, launching an interaction between the authors
that lasted for many years. What has not been recognized, however, is that they may have
influenced each other’s works on English history before the publication of Daniel’s epic poem.
Textual, bibliographical and biographical evidence suggests that Daniel borrowed from some
of Shakespeare’s earliest works, the Henry VI plays, while writing The First Four Books, and
that Shakespeare could have used a pre-publication manuscript of The Civil Wars to write
Richard I11. A review of extant versions of The Civil Wars, the Henry VI plays and Richard 11
reveals a complex relationship between the authors as they wrote and revised works on the
Wars of the Roses while both had connections to the Countess of Pembroke and the Earl of
Essex. This analysis illuminates the works while disclosing one of the first instances of
Shakespeare’s plays inspiring another artist, challenging images of Daniel as a poet who
disdained theater and Shakespeare as a playwright who cared only about the popularity of his

works on stage.
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Abbreviations, Editions and Modernization

The bibliographical history of Samuel Daniel’s Civil Wars and Shakespeare’s early history
plays is complicated. Full descriptions of editions used are included in the body of this thesis.
This listing of abbreviations and editions used is included for quick reference. Abbreviations
for other works cited frequently are also noted. Modernized titles are used when referring to a
work unless citing a specific early modern edition.

Citations of modern act, scene and line numbers from Shakespeare’s plays are from the
following Oxford University Press editions:

Henry VI Part One, ed. by Michael Taylor (Oxford: Oxford UP, 2003),

Henry VI Part Two, ed. by Roger Warren (Oxford: Oxford UP, 2003),

Henry VI Part Three, ed. by Randall Martin (Oxford: Oxford UP, 2001),

Richard 11, ed. by Anthony B. Dawson and Paul Yachnin (Oxford: Oxford UP, 2011).

Quotations from early modern editions of Shakespeare’s plays designate which edition is used
and signature numbers are cited. Quotations from The Civil Wars similarly designate which
edition is being quoted; however, stanza and line numbers are cited. For manuscripts of The
Civil Wars, folio pages are cited, along with stanzas as they appeared in FFB Q1595:1-1V and
Q1595:1-V (see below), where applicable.

Daniel
CW/The Civil Wars - The Civil Wars Between the Houses of Lancaster and York. Sometimes
used generically to refer to all editions.

CW Q1609 - The Civile Wares betweene the Howses of Lancaster and Yorke . . . (London:
Simon Waterson, 1609), in EEBO (1134:12; reproduction of a quarto in British Library).

FFB/The First Four Books - First Four Books of the Civil Wars including the fifth book.
Unless otherwise noted, edition used is FFB Q1595:1-1V for the first four books and FFB
Q1595:1-V for the fifth (collectively, FFB Q1595).

FFB Q1595:1-1V - The first fowre Bookes of the ciuile wars between the two houses of
Lancaster and Yorke (London, 1595), in EEBO (494:01; reproduction of a quarto in Harvard
University Library). IHS title-page, does not include fifth book.

FFB Q1595:1-V - The First Fowre Bookes of the ciuile warres betweene the two houses of
Lancaster and Yorke (London, 1595), in EEBO (2283:05; reproduction of a quarto in British
Library). Royal Arms title-page. Includes fifth book and errata page (“faults escaped”).

MS I-11 - Manuscript of first two books of The Civil Wars (London, BL, Sloane MS 1443;
CELM: DaS1).

MS I11 - Manuscript of third book of The Civil Wars (London, BL Harley MS 7332, fols. 262'-
280V; CELM: DaS4).



Shakespeare
1H6, 2H6 and 3H6 - Henry VI, Parts One, Two and Three.

Contention - The First Part of the Contention Betwixt the Two Famous Houses of York and
Lancaster. Unless otherwise noted, edition used is Contention Q1594.

Contention Q1594 - The first part of the contention betwixt the two famous houses of Yorke
and Lancaster . . . (London, 1594), in EEBO (946:14; reproduction of a quarto in Folger
Shakespeare Library).

F1623 or First Folio - Mr. William Shakespeares comedies, histories, & tragedies (London,
1623), in EEBO (774:11; reproduction of a folio in the Folger Shakespeare Library).

R2 - Richard Il

R2 Q1597 - The tragedie of King Richard the second . . . (London, 1597) in EEBO (353: 09;
reproduction of a quarto in the Huntington Library).

True Tragedy - The True Tragedy of Richard Duke of York. Unless otherwise noted, edition
used is True Tragedy 01595.

True Tragedy O1595 - The true Tragedie of Richard Duke of Yorke, . . . (London: Thomas
Millington, 1595), in EEBO (1151:17; reproduction of an octavo in Bodleian Library).

Other
BL - British Library.

EEBO - Early English Books Online.

ESTC - English Short Title Catalogue.

OED - Oxford English Dictionary.

ODNB - Oxford Dictionary of National Biography.

REED - Records of Early English Drama.

TNA - The National Archives

UP - University Press

Modernization

Quotations from early modern texts are presented in their original spelling and punctuation;
however, modernized lettering is substituted for “vv” (for “w”), long “S”, ligatures, tilde (“~”

for contractions of “n” or “m”) and thorns (*'Y” for “th”). Circumflexes over the letter “0” (0)
are ignored.



Chapter 1

Introduction - Daniel and Shakespeare: 1592 to 1595
It is widely accepted that William Shakespeare used Samuel Daniel’s The First Four Books of
the Civil Wars as a source for Richard Il.* Critical analyses of Richard Il use the 1595
publication of Daniel’s poem to establish the earliest date for Shakespeare’s composition of the
play.? The appearance of The First Four Books in print is also thought to have launched an
interaction between Daniel and Shakespeare through their works on English history that lasted
for many years. Shakespeare continued to use Daniel’s epic on the English civil wars of the
fifteenth century now known as The Wars of Roses as a source for his Henry IV plays, likely
written between 1596 and 1598, while more than a decade later, in 1609, Daniel revised his

poem, reflecting the influence of Shakespeare’s plays.

This account of the correspondence between Daniel’s and Shakespeare’s writings on English
history ignores any possible relationship between the works prior to Shakespeare’s use of the

printed edition of The First Four Books as a source, for instance the possibility that Daniel was

! Samuel Daniel, The First Fowre Bookes of the ciuile wars between the two houses of
Lancaster and Yorke (London, 1595) (STC 6244.3). | use modernized spelling when referring
to titles unless designating a specific edition. For an overview of the relationship between
Daniel’s and Shakespeare’s works, see Stuart Gillespie, Shakespeare’s Books: A Dictionary of
Shakespeare’s Sources (London: Continuum, 2004), pp. 122-132. For The Civil Wars and
Shakespeare’s history plays, see: Laurence Michel, ed., The Civil Wars (New Haven: Yale UP,
1958), pp. 7-28; George M. Logan, “Lucan-Daniel-Shakespeare: New Light on the Relation
Between The Civil Wars and Richard 11”, Shakespeare Studies, 9 (1976), 121-140; and Charles
Forker, ed., King Richard Il (London: Thompson Learning, 2002), pp. 140-144.

2 Dating of Shakespeare’s works is based on Gary Taylor and Rory Loughnane, “Canon and
Chronology”, in The New Oxford Shakespeare: Authorship Companion, ed. by Gary Taylor
and Gabriel Egan (Oxford: Oxford UP, 2016), pp. 417-602. See pp. 512-513 for Richard I1.
See also Forker, ed., King Richard I, pp. 113-114; Andrew Gurr, ed., King Richard II,
(Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 2003), p. 1.



influenced by Shakespeare’s earlier plays as he wrote the initial installment of The Civil Wars.*
Yet, Daniel’s poem includes numerous parallels to the three plays on the reign of Henry VI
attributed to Shakespeare, plays written and performed years before the appearance of The
First Four Books. The current understanding also overlooks the existence of early manuscripts
of Daniel’s poem that could have served as Shakespeare’s source for Richard Il, rather than the
1595 printed edition. A stanza that appears in one of those manuscripts, but in no printed
version of the poem, includes imagery that parallels a section of Richard Il and calls into
question the dating of Shakespeare’s composition of the play. A study of Daniel’s poem and
Shakespeare’s early history plays reveals numerous facts that that have been inadequately
considered in analyses of the relationship between Daniel’s and Shakespeare’s works, calling
for a reassessment of our current understanding of the scope, depth and direction of influence

between those works.

Traditional scholarship has long assumed that Daniel, the courtly poet, would have paid little
attention to the dramatic works of Shakespeare, the fledgling popular playwright, while writing
The First Four Books.® In this thesis, | reassess that assumption through a re-evaluation of the
relationship between Daniel’s poem and the history plays written and performed in the early to
mid-1590s. Such a re-evaluation encompasses an analysis of textual parallels and a
consideration of the authors’ shared use of common sources. It also includes a review of the
context of their composition of the works, a review that reveals links between Daniel and

Shakespeare as they concurrently wrote and revised works on the same topic. At a minimum,

4 As described later in this chapter, Daniel’s poem was published in multiple editions between
1595 and 1609. | use the title The Civil Wars to refer collectively to all versions of the work.
Specific editions are cited based on their title-pages and dates.

® Michel, ed., Civil Wars, pp. 7-8; Taylor and Loughnane, “Canon and Chronology”, p. 513.



the analysis illuminates both Daniel’s poem and Shakespeare’s plays, illustrating how two
writers in different mediums depicted many of the same events in sometimes disparate but
often surprisingly similar ways. The analysis also suggests a more complex relationship

between the works than currently accepted.

The 1595 First Four Books of the Civil Wars includes much overlap with Henry VI Parts 1, 2
and 3, plays believed to include some of Shakespeare’s earliest work, perhaps written
collaboratively by the young playwright. Versions of all three plays had been performed prior
to the appearance of The First Four Books and Daniel had a connection to the acting company
that was performing two of them as he was writing his epic poem. His patron from 1592 to
1594, Mary Sidney, was the wife of Henry Herbert, the Earl of Pembroke, the man who
sponsored the acting company that performed versions of Henry VI Parts 2 and 3.% Daniel also
had indirect connections to Shakespeare as the playwright wrote Richard Il. Between 1594
and 1595, Daniel’s and Shakespeare’s patrons, Charles Blount (Baron Mountjoy) and Henry
Wriothesley (the Earl of Southampton), were both close friends of Robert Devereux, the Earl
of Essex, and members of his circle of supporters. During this period, both artists composed
works about the deposition of Richard I, a topic of interest to Essex and those around him.
The analysis of Daniel’s and Shakespeare’s connections to the Essex circle discloses important
background for The First Four Books and Richard I1. It also identifies parallels between the
works that are best understood in the context of their composition under the shared influence

of Essex and his followers. Evidence suggests that Daniel may have been familiar with the

6 Margaret P. Hannay, Philip’s Phoenix: Countess of Pembroke (Oxford: Oxford UP, 1990),
pp. 112-118. Although she could be referred to as Mary Sidney Herbert or Mary Herbert, |
generally refer to Mary Sidney by her birth name or as the Countess of Pembroke. When using
the Sidney name for either her or her brother, Philip, I include the first name to distinguish
them from each other.



Henry VI plays as he wrote The First Four Books and that Shakespeare could have used an
early manuscript version of Daniel’s poem while writing Richard Il — a potentially very
different version of the relationship between the works than one which begins with

Shakespeare reading the published edition of The First Four Books in 1595.

Overview of Daniel’s and Shakespeare’s Careers in the Early 1590s

In this thesis, | analyze Daniel’s and Shakespeare’s careers and works in the early to mid-
1590s. For context, this introductory chapter includes a brief overview of their literary status

prior to the 1595 appearance of Daniel’s First Four Books.

The 1592 publication of Daniel’s sonnet cycle Delia and his historical poem The Complaint of
Rosamond established him as one of the leading poets of his day, arguably second only to
Edmund Spenser among living writers.” Spenser himself praised Daniel’s work, proclaiming
in Colin Clouts Come Home Again:

And there is a new shepheard late vp sprong,

The which doth all afore him far surpasse . . .

Then rouze thy feathers quickly Daniell,

And to what course thou please thy selfe aduance . . .2

Daniel was embraced by prominent literary figures of the day — Thomas Nashe, Gabriel

Harvey, Thomas Churchyard.® Soon after the publication of Delia and Rosamond he also

" Samuel Daniel, Delia. Contayning certayne Sonnets: with the complaint of Rosamond
(London, 1592); John Pitcher, “Essays, Works and Small Poems: Divulging and Augmenting
the Elizabethan Poet, Samuel Daniel”, in The Renaissance Text: Theory, Editing and
Textuality, ed. by Andrew Murphy (Manchester: Manchester UP, 2000), pp. 8-29 (p. 10).

8 Edmund Spenser, Colin Clouts Come Home Again (London, 1595), sig. C2"; quoted in
Alexander B. Grosart, ed., Samuel Daniel: The Complete Works in Verse and Prose, 5 vols
(London: Hazell, Watson and Viney, 1885-1896), vol. 4 (1896), pp. vii-viii.

® Grosart, ed., Samuel Daniel, vol. 4, pp. viii-ix; Thomas Nashe, Pierce Penilesse his
supplication to the diuell (London, 1592), sig. D3'; Gabriel Harvey, Foure Letters and



gained the support of Mary Sidney, Countess of Pembroke, sister of the late Sir Philip Sidney
and one of the most influential patrons of the arts in the 1590s. Immediately upon his arrival

on the literary scene, Daniel was viewed as one of the leading poets to English nobility.

In 1592, when Delia and Rosamond was published, Shakespeare was an actor and playwright
who had worked on a few plays (Two Gentlemen of Verona, the Henry VI plays, Titus
Andronicus, The Taming of the Shrew and perhaps Arden of Faversham), some collaboratively;
but he was unrecognized as an author.'® It was only with the publication of his two non-
dramatic poems, Venus and Adonis (1593) and The Rape of Lucrece (1594), that his name
appeared in print, and it was then in dedications that accompanied the works, not advertised on
their title pages.!! At this stage in his career, Shakespeare’s name was not used to sell works
he had written. Printed editions of his plays did not include authorial attribution until 1598.2
Daniel’s name, on the other hand, was featured prominently on the title-page of his works
beginning with the 1594 Delia and Rosamond Augmented. Cleopatra.'®* By 1595, when The
First Four Books of the Civil Wars was published, Daniel was widely recognized and praised
whereas Shakespeare was just beginning to achieve recognition, more so for his poems than
his plays. Their relative status at the time has influenced critical assessments of the

relationship between their works, leading literary scholars to infer influence in solely one

Certaine Sonnets (London, 1592), sig. F4Y; Thomas Churchyard, Churchyards Challenge
(London, 1593), sig. S4V.

10 Taylor and Loughnane, “Canon and Chronology”, p. 484; Lukas Erne, Shakespeare as
Literary Dramatist, 2" edn (Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 2013), pp. 80-87.

1 'william Shakespeare, Venus and Adonis (London, 1593), sig. A2"; William Shakespeare,
Lucrece (London, 1594), sig. A2"; Katherine Duncan-Jones and H. R. Woudhuysen, eds.,
Shakespeare’s Poems (London: Bloomsbury Publishing, 2007), pp. 477-483.

12 John Jowett, Shakespeare and Text (Oxford: Oxford UP, 2007), p. 9; Erne, Shakespeare as
Literary Dramatist, pp. 82-87.

13 Samuel Daniel, Delia and Rosamond Augmented. Cleopatra (London, 1594).



direction, from Daniel to Shakespeare. A representative example is from the recent New
Oxford Shakespeare Authorship Companion, which, in affirming the view that The First Four
Books was a source for Richard Il, opines that “in this period of their respective careers, a
professional playwright like Shakespeare was more likely to borrow from a prestigious courtly

poet like Daniel than vice-versa.”*4

Issues Surrounding Daniel’s First Four Books and Shakespeare’s Early History Plays

The principal works addressed in this thesis are The First Four Books of the Civil Wars, the
three Henry VI plays and Richard 11.*> A simple version of the known “facts” surrounding
their publication and production histories, ignoring complications, is as follows:

o All three Henry VI plays were performed by 1592 and versions of two were printed in
1594 and 1595,

e Daniel’s First Four Books of the Civil Wars was published in 1595,

e Shakespeare’s Richard Il was performed in late 1595, soon after the appearance of

Daniel’s poem.

This simplified chronology ignores a wide range of issues that complicate the analysis of the
relationship between the works. 16 Even the seemingly simple title of this thesis, “Samuel
Daniel’s First Four Books of the Civil Wars and Shakespeare’s Early History Plays”, includes
multiple possible inaccuracies and partial facts which | could be accused of not appropriately
recognizing. | hope to acquit myself of that charge by fully considering those issues in this

thesis, while an overview is provided here.

14 Taylor and Loughnane, “Canon and Chronology”, p. 513.

15 Since FFB does not extend into the reign of Richard 111, Shakespeare’s play on the reign of
that king is considered only peripherally in this thesis.

16 Documentation supporting both this simplified chronology and the complications
surrounding it will be evaluated throughout the body of this thesis.



As implied by its published title, The First Four Books of the Civil Wars included the first
installment of a projected longer work. Between 1595 and 1599, a fifth book was printed and
added to unsold copies of The First Four Books. Extant copies of The First Four Books with a
title-page dated 1595 exist in two states, with and without the fifth book. " This results in the
counterintuitive circumstance of a work titled The First Four Books often being regarded as
including five books. In this thesis, | evaluate matter in all five books; accordingly, a more
accurate description of the work analyzed might be The First Four Books of the Civil Wars
(including the fifth book). For convenience, | refer to The First Four Books and, unless
otherwise noted, this should be regarded as encompassing the fifth book. Quotations from
Books I-1V are from a copy that includes only those books (Q1595:1-1V; EEBO 494:01,
reproduction of an original in Harvard University Library) and quotations from Book V are
from a copy that includes all five (Q1595:1-V; EEBO 2283:05, reproduction of an original in

British Library, General Reference Ashley 537).

Daniel revised and supplemented The Civil Wars twice after adding the fifth book. In 1601, he
augmented the work with a sixth book. In 1609, he expanded the former third book, divided it
in two (then the third and fourth books), and added an eighth. In both instances, he revised

many stanzas included in prior editions. The final version of The Civil Wars, that published in

1609, covered English history from the Norman conquest (1066) through Edward 1V’s

17 ESTC includes the work under the title The first fowre bookes of the ciuile wars between the
two houses of Lancaster and Yorke (STC 6244). A second 1595 edition (STC 6244.3) includes
the title, The First Fowre Bookes of the ciuile warres betweene the two houses of Lancaster
and Yorke, but identical text. Copies with each title-page exist with and without the fifth book.
See James G. McManaway, “Some Bibliographical Notes on Samuel Daniel’s Civil Wars”,
Studies in Bibliography, 4 (1951/1952), 31-39 (pp. 31-32). McManaway describes the two as
the “IHS” (STC 6244.3) and “Royal Arms” (STC 6244) issues.
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marriage to Elizabeth Grey (1464). The poem remained an unfinished work, Daniel stating
that he intended to continue it through to the reign of Henry VII (1485).18 In this thesis, later
editions of The Civil Wars are considered only to the extent they shed light on Daniel’s

treatment of material in The First Four Books.

In referring to “Shakespeare’s Early History Plays”, | include the plays now known as Henry
VI Parts 1, 2 and 3. This simplification obscures multiple issues associated with the dramatic
works. The first is authorship. Current scholarship suggests that all three plays are
collaborative and that one, Henry VI Part 1, may be mostly by others.'® One literary scholar
has gone so far as to say that calling that play “Shakespeare’s King Henry VI, Part One” is “a
necessary commercial fiction”.2° Given the unsettled status of this research it is, in a sense,
controversial to include these works in the category of “Shakespeare’s Early History Plays”. |
recognize that | may be “cheating” by doing so and hope to obtain allowance by considering
the authorship question in my analysis. | do not mean to pre-judge authorship by calling the
plays “Shakespeare’s” or to ignore the likely collaborative process involved in assimilating

source materials into the Henry VI plays.

The second issue associated with the Henry VI plays is the question of exactly what plays are
being discussed. A version of Henry VI Part 2 appeared in a 1594 quarto titled The First Part

of the Contention betwixt the Two Famous Houses of York and Lancaster.?! A version of Part

18 Samuel Daniel, Civile Wares betweene the Howses of Lancaster and Yorke corrected and
continued (London, 1609), sig. A2".

19 Taylor and Loughnane, “Canon and Chronology”, pp. 493-496, 496-499, 513-517.

20 Edward Burns, ed., King Henry VI Part 1 (London: Thomson Learning, 2000), p. 84.

21 The First Part of the Contention betwixt the Two Famous Houses of Yorke and Lancaster,
(London, 1594).
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3 was printed in a 1595 octavo as The True Tragedy of Richard Duke of York.??> Both early
printed editions are significantly shorter than the plays included in the First Folio and differ
from the longer versions in ways that have never been conclusively explained. It is uncertain
whether the First Folio versions represent the plays as originally performed or if the two early
editions document works that were revised after their initial composition and adapted to
become the Henry VI plays as they appear in the First Folio. In this thesis, | consider both
versions of each play and address the question of which version existed prior to the publication
of Daniel’s poem. | further contend that a consideration of the relationship between the Henry
VI plays and Daniel’s First Four Books should be included in any analysis of evaluating and

dating possible revisions to the plays.

Similarly, although it appears in only one version, that in the First Folio, it is uncertain whether
the text of Henry VI Part 1 represents that play as originally performed in the early 1590s. The
relationship of 1H6 to a work that Philip Henslowe called harey the vj is debated and some
believe that the text in the First Folio includes later revisions. As with Parts 2 and 3, the
possibility of revision is evaluated as part of this thesis. There is also a scholarly debate as to
whether Part 1 preceded or followed Parts 2 and 3. Since some version of all three clearly
preceded The First Four Books, the order of their initial composition figures only tangentially

into questions surrounding their relationship to Daniel’s poem.

Finally, even the play Richard 11, one that is accepted to be entirely Shakespeare’s, is not
without textual complications. The play was printed in 1597, two years after it was initially

performed, in a quarto that did not include its potentially controversial “deposition scene”.

22 The True Tragedie of Richard Duke of Yorke (London, 1595).
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Whether that scene was included in the play as originally written, and was censored, or
whether it was added in later years remains a topic of debate. Again, the comparison to

Daniel’s poem sheds light on this debate.

Reconsideration of Daniel

While the focus of this thesis is on the relationship between Daniel’s and Shakespeare’s works,
I hope that it can play a part in the reevaluation of Daniel in his own right, exclusive of the
consideration of him as a Shakespearean source. Today Shakespeare is widely recognized as a
poetic genius while Daniel has faded into obscurity. No edition of Daniel’s complete works
has appeared since the late nineteenth century and many individual works, including The First
Four Books of the Civil Wars, are not available in any modern print edition.?® Yet at the time
that Daniel and Shakespeare were writing, especially the early to mid-1590s, Daniel was the
more highly regarded poet. It is not intended as disparagement to Shakespeare to say that this
assessment had some basis. Daniel’s published editions by 1595 included a broad range of
influential works: the sonnet cycle Delia, the historical poem Rosamond, the closet drama The
Tragedy of Cleopatra and the epic First Four Books of the Civil Wars. All were trend-setting
works that provided inspiration to artists for years to come. Before turning to The First Four
Books, Shakespeare, had already been influenced by Rosamond while writing The Rape of

Lucrece and had likely begun writing his sonnets using Delia as a model.?*

23 John Pitcher’s forthcoming Oxford UP edition of The Works of Samuel Daniel will represent
the most significant step in resolving the issues of availability and recognition of Daniel’s
works. | hope that my thesis can help support and amplify his efforts.

24 Duncan-Jones and Woudhuysen, eds., Shakespeare’s Poems, p. 48; Katherine Duncan-
Jones, ed., Shakespeare’s Sonnets (London: Bloomsbury Publishing, 2010), pp. 43, 89-90;
John Kerrigan, ed., The Sonnets and A Lover’s Complaint (London: Penguin Classics, 1986;
reissued 2009), pp. xviii-xix; Bart van Es, Shakespeare in Company (Oxford: Oxford UP,
2013), p. 29; John Pitcher, “Samuel Daniel: New and Future Research”, Oxford Handbooks
Online (Oxford: Oxford UP, 2015, online publication date Feb. 2017).
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The precision of Daniel’s poetry, clarity of his expression and his thoughtful approach to
complex topics can speak to us today, just as they did to his contemporaries. He was widely
read for at least two centuries after his death; Alexander Pope parodied him, Samuel Taylor
Coleridge and Charles Lamb debated and praised his works, William Wordsworth quoted
him.?> Even C. S. Lewis, who was not uncritical of Daniel, said of him that he “actually thinks
in verse; thinks deeply, arduously; he can doubt and wrestle . . . he is the most interesting man
of letters whom that century produced in England.”?® By approaching one of his works, The
First Four Books of the Civil Wars, through the lens of his now better known contemporary, |
hope to help revive an appreciation of his poetic artistry and unique voice among a wider
audience than early modern literary scholars, perhaps among Shakespeare enthusiasts. With
that in mind, I quote more extensively from Daniel’s works than from his now globally-
recognized contemporary. Lastly, | also include, as Appendix 1 of this thesis, the entire text of
The First Four Books of the Civil Wars as originally printed between 1595 and 1599 (with
footnotes noting variants from extant manuscripts). | believe this to be the first time the entire

poem that served as Shakespeare’s source has been reprinted in over 400 years.

An element of the reconsideration of Daniel offered by this thesis is a reevaluation of his

attitude toward English drama. Modern literary scholars who have studied Daniel emphasize

25 Michel, ed., The Civil Wars, pp. 48-51, 340; Stephen Gill, “Meditative Morality:
Wordsworth and Samuel Daniel”, The Review of English Studies, 55 (2004), 565-582 (pp. 575-
576); Cecil Seronsy, “Coleridge Marginalia in Lamb’s Copy of Daniel’s Poetical Works”,
Harvard Library Bulletin, 7 (1953), 105-112 (p. 105); Charles Lamb and Mary Lamb, The
Letters of Charles and Mary Anne Lamb, ed. by Edwin Marrs, Jr., 3 vols (Ithaca, NY: Cornell
UP, 1975-1978), vol. 3, (1978), p. 13; Geoffrey G. Hiller and Peter L. Groves, eds., Samuel
Daniel: Selected Poetry and a Defense of Rhyme (Asheville, NC: Pegasus Press, 1998), p. 170.
26 C.S. Lewis, English Literature in the Sixteenth Century, Other Than Drama (London:
Oxford UP, 1954), pp. 530-531.
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his criticism of popular theater. | believe that this perspective overstates his disregard for
theater and ascribes to him a dismissiveness that prevented him from distinguishing between
greater and lesser works or finding pearls within both (the same may be true for those around
him, including his patrons).?” One such pearl is the depiction of the relationship between
Queen Margaret and the Duke of Suffolk in Henry VI Part 2, a relationship included in a
section of the play that most scholars, regardless of their perspective on authorship and
revision, believe is principally by Shakespeare. If Daniel borrowed from this section of the
play, it may be one of the earliest examples of an artist finding inspiration from Shakespeare’s
dramatic works.?® The assessment of whether such influence existed allows us to reconsider
both Daniel’s judgment and Shakespeare’s status as a literary artist during the early stages of

their careers.

A reconsideration of Daniel’s works and of their relationship to Shakespeare’s is also
warranted by developments in scholarship during the last decades of the twentieth century and

early part of the twenty-first. The last time Shakespeare and Daniel scholars analyzed the

27 The early modern practices of taking notes at performances and extracting excerpts from
printed works for recording in commonplace books may explain how such “pearls” were
preserved for later use. See Peter Mack, Elizabethan Rhetoric: Theory and Practice
(Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 2002), pp. 44-45; D.R. Woolf, Reading History in Early Modern
England (Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 2000), pp. 96-100, 106-107; Blair Worden, “Historians
and Poets”, in The Uses of History in Early Modern England, ed. by Paulina Kewes (San
Marino, CA: Huntington Library, 2006), pp. 69-90, p. 86.

28 Meghan Andrews has asserted that Michael Drayton was Shakespeare’s “first literary
reader”, citing the influence of Shakespeare’s poems on works written by Drayton between
1593 and 1595 and of the Henry VI plays on Drayton’s Heroical Epistles, printed in 1597;
Andrews, “Michael Drayton, Shakespeare’s Shadow”, Shakespeare Quarterly, 65 (2014), 273-
306 (pp. 277, 279, 306). If Daniel found inspiration in the Henry VI plays it was concurrent
with Drayton’s use of Shakespeare’s poetry and before Drayton’s borrowing from the plays.
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relationship in any depth was in Laurence Michel’s 1958 critical edition of The Civil Wars.?®
Since that time, critical thinking has shifted on a wide range of issues that bear on questions
surrounding the relationship between Daniel’s and Shakespeare’s works (these shifts are
mentioned here while detailed citations of the research underlying them are included in the
body of the thesis).*® The idea that Mary Sidney led a movement to reform English drama has
been substantially discredited. The relationship between noble patrons and the acting
companies they sponsored has been reevaluated and many details of the activities of those
acting companies have become available for the first time. The Henry VI plays are no longer
regarded as the lesser efforts of a young playwright but are viewed as important developments
in the English history play and a wide range of issues surrounding them has been studied
extensively. Significant research has been done on Essex and the impact of literature
emanating from his circle. Analyses of Shakespeare as collaborator, literary artist, playwright
of the court and contemporary political commentator have called into question previous
notions of the playwright as an actor and solo author who did not care if his dramatic works
enjoyed a life beyond the popular stage. Our idea of what constitutes a literary source has
changed and now encompasses a range of intertextuality. The circulation of manuscripts, well
after the establishment of printed books, has been analyzed as an alternate form of publication.

Network theory has shed light on how ideas get transmitted and has been used to trace

29 Michel, ed., Civil Wars, pp. 7-28. Critical editions of Shakespeare’s works have addressed
Shakespeare’s use of Daniel as a source, but none has evaluated the overall relationship
between Daniel’s poem and Shakespeare’s plays.

30 Critics whose works have especially advanced the developments noted include (in
alphabetical order): Leeds Barroll, Michael G. Brennan, John Burrows, Hugh Craig, Richard
Dutton, Lukas Erne, Alexandra Gajda, Andrew Gurr, Andrew Hadfield, Margaret P. Hannay,
Paul E. J. Hammer, Grace loppolo, Paulina Kewes, Noel J. Kinnamon, Peter Lake, Mary Ellen
Lamb, Harold Love, Sally-Beth MacLean, Lawrence Manley, Scott McMillin, Robert S.
Miola, Records of Early English Drama (REED), Gary Taylor, Steven Urkowitz, Bart van Es,
Blair Worden and H. R. Woudhuysen. For details of the works involved, see Bibliography.
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connections within early modern literary networks. These developments call for a re-
evaluation of the relationship between Daniel’s First Four Books of the Civil Wars and

Shakespeare’s early history plays.

One recent study includes a description that serves as an excellent summary of a perspective
that I will be employing in this thesis. In his book Shakespeare’s Companies, Terence G.
Schoone-Jongen considers the question of Shakespeare’s theatrical affiliation prior to the
formation of the Chamberlain’s Men and provides a framework for evaluating hypotheses
proposed, defining differing levels of probability (possible, plausible, probable):

In analyzing the competing claims for Shakespeare’s early theatrical career . . .,

my assessment relies heavily on a terminology of the possible, the plausible and

the probable. | regard a possibility as a hypothesis which no evidence flatly

contradicts; . .. A plausibility is something more than a possibility, in that it is

speculation which can be justified (though not proven) on one or more counts. .

.. At the same time, however, a plausibility is not strong or convincing enough

to rule out other possibilities or plausibilities. In the case of a probability, other

possibilities can effectively be laid aside because the probable hypothesis is so

much stronger or more likely than any alternatives.3!
Schoone-Jongen is clear about what qualifies a theory as plausible, relative to one which is
possible: it requires positive evidence. He is less clear about the criteria for determining when
a hypothesis is probable, using the imprecise standard that it is “more likely than any
alternatives”. | believe that the gauge for measuring the likelihood of one hypothesis relative
to another should, like Schoone-Jongen’s categorization of plausible versus possible, involve

evidence. A likely hypothesis is one that a wide range of positive evidence substantiates and

no evidence refutes, other than the existence of other unproven alternatives. A probable

31 Terence G. Schoone-Jongen, Shakespeare’s Companies: William Shakespeare’s Early
Career and the Acting Companies, 1577-1594 (Farnham, Surrey: Ashgate Publishing Limited,
2008), p. 4.
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hypothesis is further supported by evidence disproving the alternatives. In looking toward
evidence as a means of classifying the likelihood of conclusions reached, | am extrapolating
from Robert Hume’s methodology for reconstructing the context of the composition of a work,
a methodology he refers to as “Archaeo-Historicism”.3? Quoting Hume, “One of the most
basic principles of Archaeo-Historicism is that you can only claim what you have evidence to
support”.®® In evaluating questions surrounding the nature of the relationship between
Daniel’s and Shakespeare’s early works on English history, | assess evidence that has been
previously inadequately considered and evaluate ranges of hypotheses to determine which

plausible explanation is better supported by such evidence.

Applying the combination of Schoone-Jongen’s possible-plausible-probable framework and
Hume’s archaeo-historicist methodology, | hope to demonstrate that the current view of Daniel
as a poet who was unaware of Shakespeare’s early work, while still possible, is improbable,
that various explanations of how Daniel could have encountered the plays are plausible and
that, based on an analysis of the textual, bibliographical and biographical evidence, a more

complex relationship than that currently comprehended is probable.

An Apology

In conducting my analysis, | question and, at times, criticize the work of scholars that have
come before me in studying Daniel. | particularly challenge the work of Laurence Michel, the

man who published the most on Daniel’s Civil Wars in the twentieth century, including the

32 Robert Hume, Reconstructing Contexts (Oxford: Oxford UP, 1999). See chapter 2, “The
Practice of Archeo-Historicism”, pp. 45-100. Hume’s methodology includes “arriving at
questions”, “acquiring evidence” and “testing results”.

33 Hume, Reconstructing Contexts, p. 93.
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only printed edition of the complete poem to appear in the past 130 years. This is unfortunate,
as his edition is shrewd, insightful and enjoyable. He conveys a great understanding of and
appreciation for Daniel and takes the reader with him on a journey that too few modern readers
have taken. | highly recommend his work. Unfortunately, since | disagree with some of his
key conclusions and these disagreements inform a central aspect of my thesis, | quote and refer
to his work principally to contradict it. By way of apology both to him and to others whose
conclusions I challenge, | offer Daniel’s words from his 1618 prose Collection of the History
of England, his last work:

Pardon us Antiquitie, if we miscensure your actions which are euer (as those of

men) according to the vogue, and sway of times, and haue onely their upholding

by the opinion of the present. Wee deale with you but as posterite will with us

(which euer thinkes it selfe the wiser) that will iudge likewise of our errors
according to the cast of their imaginations.®*

Structure of Thesis and Content of Chapters

This thesis falls into four sections: one on the Henry VI plays and The First Four Books
(chapters 2 and 3), one on Richard 11 and Daniel’s poem (chapters 4 and 5), one on the
uncertain chronology of Daniel’s fifth book and the Henry VI plays (chapters 6 and 7), and a
conclusion (chapter 8). One aspect of the organization that may not be immediately apparent
is that it is intended to follow a chronological sequence. The reason that the Henry VI plays
are revisited in the latter part of the thesis is the consideration of possible revisions to them in

the mid to late 1590s, around the same time that Daniel added a fifth book to his poem.

Chapter 2 evaluates parallels between the Henry VI plays and The First Four Books to

determine whether they indicate Daniel’s awareness of the plays and a plausibility of

34 Samuel Daniel, The Collection of the Historie of England (London, 1618), sig. K3
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influence. Chapter 3 reviews the performance and publication history of the Henry VI plays
and compares it to biographical details of Daniel’s life to evaluate how he could have
encountered the dramatic works. Chapter 4 analyzes two extant manuscripts of portions of The
Civil Wars to determine if they preceded the printed edition and assess whether Shakespeare
could have used an early manuscript version of the poem as a source for Richard Il. Chapter 5
considers Daniel’s and Shakespeare’s connections to the Essex circle during the period when
Daniel was completing The First Four Books and Shakespeare was writing Richard Il,
elucidating the influence of the thinking of the Essex circle on both artists. Chapter 6 analyzes
matter in the fifth book of The Civil Wars to determine when the book was written. Chapter 7
evaluates the relationship between Daniel’s poem and possible revisions to the Henry VI plays.
Chapter 8 reaches conclusions on the relationship between Daniel’s and Shakespeare’s early
works and considers implications for scholarship on both writers. Two appendices include the
full text of The First Four Books (Appendix 1) and images from extant Daniel manuscripts

(Appendix 2).

In reevaluating the relationship between Daniel’s and Shakespeare’s early works, | review
many textual, bibliographical and biographical facts previously inadequately considered. In
some instances, the review suggests specific conclusions regarding that relationship; in others,
it offers possibilities and raises questions for further study. The consideration of the evidence
IS more important than the conclusions reached. | believe that the analysis highlights Daniel’s
importance as a writer who warrants further attention than he has been accorded. The

reconsideration of the relationship between his works and Shakespeare’s is long overdue.
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Chapter 2
Textual Parallels between the Henry VI Plays and
The First Four Books of the Civil Wars
There is significant overlap between the Henry VI plays and The First Four Books of the Civil
Wars, overlap in subject matter, episodes depicted, characterization, themes, imagery and
wording. Given the shared sources for the works, the English history chronicles, it is
inevitable that there would be similarities between the two; however, some parallels include
verbal echoes and thematic likenesses that are only partially supported by common sources, or

not supported at all. This chapter evaluates parallels that cannot be as readily explained as

others, textual evidence that may indicate influence of one work on the other.

In analyzing textual overlap between some of Shakespeare’s earliest works and the first edition
of Daniel’s poem, it is not my objective, at this stage of the analysis, to determine whether
Daniel was personally aware of Shakespeare or to speculate on the nature of his engagement, if
any, with the playwright’s work.! Such questions may be addressed only once a chronology of
the composition and revision of the works is hypothesized, a chronology that will be
considered in later chapters. At this stage, | seek to reevaluate textual evidence that has been
inadequately considered in assessing the relationship between the Henry VI plays and The First
Four Books to determine if it plausibly indicates influence. | believe that such an evaluation
sheds new light on the works while yielding a better understanding of the relationship between
the texts. Even if one concludes that there is no evidence of influence and that similarities are

coincidental, effectively the currently accepted conclusion, the assessment of the parallels and

! Michael Baxandall describes a wide range of potential engagements that one artist can have
with another’s work. For example, an artist can “draw on, . . . appropriate from, . . . refer to, . .
. paraphrase, . . . respond to” the work of another. Michael Baxandall, Patterns of Intention:
On the Historical Explanation of Pictures (New Haven: Yale UP, 1985), 59.
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consideration of the context of composition of the works yields new insight into areas where
the authors of the plays and the poem varied from their sources but still came to present their

material in similar ways.

Critical Consideration of the Relationship Between the Henry VI Plays and The Civil Wars

In the introductory section of his critical edition of The Civil Wars, Laurence Michel concludes
it unlikely that Daniel knew of or was influenced by the Henry VI plays while writing his first
edition of the poem.? Although Michel’s edition was published nearly sixty years ago, his
view of the relationship between the Henry VI plays and The First Four Books is still generally
accepted and represents an effective summary of current scholarly consensus. Accordingly, it
is worth quoting his statements supporting that view at length:

The likelihood that Daniel knew Shakespeare or any of his works before at least

1604 is small. There is no convincing external evidence, and what similarities

in their writings can be mustered . . . can all be instances of a one-way

influence, if any, from Daniel to Shakespeare.®

Daniel was a self-conscious littérateur, a purist, and, scornful of the popular

stage and its purveyors, would not conceive of its productions, even when

printed, as literature. It is therefore unlikely that he would have seen or read the

plays and even less likely that he would have considered them proper source

material .

Relying on the basic probability asserted above, we may assume that Daniel did

not know the original plays of which The Contention and The True Tragedy are

generally considered to be some kind of distorted versions.®

This is the extent of Michel’s consideration of the relationship between the Henry VI plays and

the first edition of Daniel’s Civil Wars; he evaluates no evidence of possible influence between

2 Michel, ed., Civil Wars, pp. 7-8, 27-28.
3 Michel, ed., Civil Wars, p. 7.

4 Michel, ed., Civil Wars, pp. 7-8.

® Michel, ed., Civil Wars, p. 27.
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the plays and The First Four Books of the Civil Wars as printed in 1595. He does consider the
possibility that when Daniel came to write the eighth book of The Civil Wars, published in
16009, the poet may have “sought out the dramatist’s treatment of material he was about to
work up for the first time”, material that includes “the wooing of Lady Grey by Edward 1V,
and King Henry on the molehill at Towton”, both events depicted in Henry VI Part 3.5 Michel
concludes that “the evidence that in 1609 Daniel drew upon Henry VI is less extensive and
convincing” than indications that the poet appropriated elements of Richard 11 and the Henry
IV plays at that time.” Michel believed that Daniel either remained unaware of or ignored the
Henry VI plays, even when he was borrowing from Shakespeare’s later plays for his 1609
revisions to The Civil Wars. In reaching this conclusion, Michel may have been prejudiced by
his own low opinion of the Henry VI plays. In an earlier essay written with Cecil Seronsy,
Michel and Seronsy describe Daniel as “a very discriminating critic” and state that “one can

applaud his discrimination” in ignoring the Henry VI plays.®

It is unfortunate that Michel’s image of Daniel and his own low opinion of the Henry VI plays
pre-empted his consideration of the possibility that the plays influenced Daniel’s poem. Ata
minimum, the comparison of The First Four Books to the plays could have helped
contextualize the poem, relating it to other works on the same topic written around the same
time. Further, some scholars who preceded Michel reached different conclusions about the
relationship between the plays and the poem. Albert Probst in his 1902 German doctoral

dissertation, “Samuel Daniel’s Civil Wars between the two Houses of Lancaster and York und

6 Michel, ed., Civil Wars, p. 27.

" Michel, ed., Civil Wars, p. 28.

8 Laurence Michel and Cecil Seronsy, “Shakespeare’s History Plays and Daniel: An
Assessment”, Studies in Philology, 52 (1955), 549-577 (pp. 568-569).
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Michael Drayton’s Baron’s Wars: Eine Quellenstudie [A Source Study]”, evaluates areas of
overlap between Daniel’s poem and the Henry VI plays.® In that dissertation Probst, working
with the then-current belief that Shakespeare’s Richard Il preceded the first edition of Daniel’s
poem, assumes that Daniel used that play as a source for The First Four Books. Given his
assumption of Daniel’s awareness of Shakespeare’s work prior to 1595, he was more open to
considering the possible influence of the Henry VI plays on the poem. He detects such
influence in a few areas; however, given his focus on Daniel’s and Drayton’s use of the
English chronicles, his analysis of Shakespeare’s influence is limited.'® In most instances,
Probst mentions the similarities between The Civil Wars and the Henry VI plays without
providing analysis of common sources, generally accepting the plays’ influence on Daniel to
be likely. The lack of detail provided for his conclusions may account for why his findings
have been largely ignored, although contributing factors include the facts that his work is a
dissertation (not a book or article) in German and begins with the assumption that Richard I1
preceded The Civil Wars, a chronology now regarded as incorrect.!? | believe, however, that

many of his observations retain validity and note them as parallels are considered.

Shakespeare scholars have generally not explored the possible influence of the Henry VI plays

on The Civil Wars, as their focus is on Shakespeare’s use of Daniel as a source. Since the

% Albert Probst, “Samuel Daniel’s Civil Wars between the two Houses of Lancaster and York
und Michael Drayton’s Baron’s Wars: Eine Quellenstudie” (doctoral dissertation, Strassburg:
Kaiser Wilhelms Universitat, 1902).

10 Gillian Wright similarly provides a limited analysis of Daniel’s use of Shakespeare in
“Samuel Daniel’s Use of Sources in The Civil Wars”, Studies in Philology, 101 (2004), 59-87.
Wright states that her “survey makes no claim to be exhaustive. It focuses strictly on one
category among the sources, the chronicle histories . . .” (p. 60). She provides commentary on
areas where Daniel may have used Shakespeare’s work in later editions as he was revising his
poem (pp. 72-73, 86).

11 See Michel, ed., Civil Wars, p. 7 for his reasons for discounting Probst’s analysis.



24

Henry VI plays were believed to have preceded the poem, the relationship was not considered.
F. W. Moorman’s comment from his 1904 essay “Shakespeare’s History-Plays and Daniel’s
Civile Wars” summarizes the situation well and stands to this day:

Our interest lies primarily in discovering the influence of Daniel upon

Shakespeare, and we may consequently ignore whatever Daniel has to say

concerning the reign of Henry VI, inasmuch as his poetic version of that reign

appeared long after the three Parts of Shakespeare’s ‘Henry VI’, had been

written and acted.?
One scholar who peripherally considered the relationship between the Henry VI plays and
Daniel’s poem was E. M. W. Tillyard in Shakespeare’s History Plays.*® Tillyard, an admirer
both of Daniel’s poem and of the Henry VI plays, was well suited to giving the analysis full
consideration; however, this was not his focus. Rather, Tillyard was intent on proving that
Daniel, like Shakespeare, used his works to expound the Elizabethan world picture or Tudor
myth, the idea that the overthrow of Richard Il had upset the divinely-established natural
order.** Hence, Tillyard states that, “The question of debt . . . is of trivial importance
compared with the planning of an ambitious poem. . . . Daniel’s intention in the Civil Wars is
precisely Shakespeare’s in his History Plays”.'®> Tillyard is not concerned with the question of

influence, only with analyzing the similarity of political outlook, an analysis now questioned,

at least with respect to Shakespeare.'® Tillyard contends, however, that “Daniel could not have

12 F.W. Moorman, “Shakespeare’s History-Plays and Daniel’s ‘Civile Wars’ ”, Shakespeare
Jahrbuch, 40 (1904), 69-83 (p. 71).

13 E.M.W. Tillyard, Shakespeare’s History Plays (New York: MacMillan, 1946).

14 Tillyard, Shakespeare’s History Plays, pp. 238-9; E.M.W. Tillyard, The English Epic and Its
Background (London: Chatto and Windus, 1954), pp. 320-337; Gillian Wright, “The Politics
of Revision in Samuel Daniel’s The Civil Wars”, English Literary Renaissance, 38 (2008),
461-483 (pp. 464-465).

15 Tillyard, Shakespeare’s History Plays, pp. 238-239. Lily Campbell articulates a similar
view in her edition of William Baldwin, Mirror for Magistrates, ed. by Lily Campbell
(Oxford: Oxford UP, 1938; repr. New York: Barnes & Noble, 1960), p. 219.

16 Blair Worden, “Shakespeare and Politics” in Shakespeare and Politics, ed. by Catherine M.
S. Alexander (Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 2004), pp. 22-43 (pp. 24-26).
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escaped knowing, at least by hearsay, Shakespeare’s first historical tetralogy”, a statement that
challenges Michel’s contention that it was unlikely “Daniel knew Shakespeare or any of his

works before at least 1604”.17

More recently, Andrew Hadfield has argued that the Henry VI plays are modeled on Lucan’s
epic, The Pharsalia, the same poem that served as Daniel’s inspiration for his account of the
English civil wars.!® Hadfield credits those plays with inspiring the 1590s “vogue for
Lucanizing English history”, a vogue which in his analysis includes Daniel’s poem.*®
Hadfield’s analysis takes on increased credibility with the recent attribution of portions of the
Henry VI plays to Christopher Marlowe.?° Marlowe had translated the first book of Lucan’s
Pharsalia, a translation that circulated in manuscript in the early 1590s.2* Although he does
not explicitly address Daniel’s awareness of the Henry VI plays, Hadfield’s analysis implies
that Daniel knew of and was influenced by the plays. This assumption makes more sense if the

plays are, in fact, informed by the poem that served as his inspiration.

My evaluation of the relationship between the Henry VI plays and The First Four Books begins

with an analysis of the textual overlap between the works and reconsiders whether such

17 Tillyard, Shakespeare’s History Plays, p. 238; Michel, ed., Civil Wars, p. 7.

18 Andrew Hadfield, Shakespeare and Republicanism (Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 2005), pp.
103-129.

19 Hadfield, Shakespeare and Republicanism, p. 107.

20 Taylor and Loughnane, “Canon and Chronology”, pp. 493-499, 513-517; Santiago Segarra
and others, “Attributing Authorship of the Henry VI Plays by Word Adjacency”, Shakespeare
Quarterly, 67 (2016), 232-256 (pp. 244-249); John Burrows and Hugh Craig, “The Joker in the
Pack?: Marlowe, Kyd and the Co-authorship of Henry VI, Part 3, in New Oxford Shakespeare
Authorship Companion (Oxford: Oxford UP, 2016), pp. 194-217; Hugh Craig, “The three parts
of Henry VI”, in Shakespeare, Computers, and the Mystery of Authorship, ed. by Hugh Craig
and Arthur F. Kinney (Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 2009), pp. 40-77 (pp. 62-68, 73-76).
Debates about the authorship of the Henry VI plays are considered further in chapter 7.

21 Hadfield, Shakespeare and Republicanism, pp. 63, 107.
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overlap indicates influence, an analysis that inherently questions Michel’s conclusion. Such
questioning is supported by Probst’s belief that some aspects of The Civil Wars reflect the
influence of the Henry VI plays, Tillyard’s assertion that Daniel was likely aware of the plays,
and Hadfield’s thesis that the dramatic works helped spur a movement that included Daniel’s

poem.

As noted in chapter 1, the comparison of The Civil Wars to the Henry VI plays is complicated
by the existence of multiple versions of Parts 2 and 3 and questions surrounding possible
revisions to all three plays. | begin by making textual comparisons to the earliest printed
edition of each play and note where substantive variants in the 1623 First Folio (F1623) impact
the comparison. In addition, a fifth book was added to The First Four Books of the Civil Wars
at an undetermined date between 1595 and 1599.22 In this chapter | evaluate textual overlap
between that fifth book and the Henry VI plays without dating the book relative to potential
revisions of the plays. All issues surrounding dating, authorship and revision of the works are
considered in chapters 6 and 7. My analysis begins by evaluating textual parallels in the works
and comparing those parallels to common sources and analogues to determine if influence is
indicated. Where uncertain, direction and timing of possible influence is assessed later.
Parallels documented in only F1623 and not the early printed editions are regarded as uncertain
with respect to direction of influence, if any, while those documented in the 1594 quarto of
Contention (Q1594) and the 1595 octavo of True Tragedy (O1595) are evaluated as possible

indications of Daniel being influenced by the plays.

22 McManaway, “Some Bibliographical Notes”, pp. 34-39; Michel, ed., Civil Wars, pp. 56-57.
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Textual Parallels - Book IV

The most extended overlap between The First Four Books and the Henry VI plays is their
shared depiction of a romantic relationship between Henry’s queen, Margaret of Anjou, and
William de la Pole, the Duke of Suffolk, a relationship featured in both Henry VI Part 2 and
Daniel’s fourth book. Such a relationship is not detailed in the English chronicles which
describe Suffolk as a favorite of both Margaret and the king.?® Literary scholars and modern
historians affirm this assessment of the historical relationship among the three, concluding that
Shakespeare invented the idea of the queen and duke as lovers.?* Wording in one section of
Hall’s Union, however, could have inspired both Daniel and the playwright(s) of the Henry VI
plays to invent an adulterous relationship between the queen and the royal favorite. In a
passage describing the commons’ objections against Suffolk, Hall states that the queen
“entierly loued the Duke” and the chronicler refers to him as the “Quenes dearlynge”.?
Nowhere, however, does Hall provide any details of an intimate relationship between the
queen and her “dearlynge”. Hall’s use of the word may be intended to indicate that Suffolk
was a member of the court favored by the queen, a trusted advisor. Recognizing this, the
Oxford English Dictionary (OED) includes the quotation from Hall as an example of the use of

“darling” defined as “a favourite, a minion."26

23 See, for instance, Edward Hall, The vnion of the two noble and illustrate famelies of
Lancastre and Yorke (1548), fols. CLVIII™, where Henry reluctantly agrees to Suffolk’s
banishment, “meanyng by this exile, to appease the furious rage of the outragious people, and
that pacified, to reuocate him into his olde estate”.

24 Gwyn Williams, “Suffolk and Margaret”, Shakespeare Quarterly, 25 (1974), 310-322 (p.
310); Roger Warren, ed., Henry VI Part 2 (Oxford: Oxford UP, 2003), p. 29; Ralph A.
Griffiths, The Reign of King Henry VI: The Exercise of Royal Authority, 1422-1461 (Berkeley:
University of California Press, 1981), p. 271.

25 Hall, Union, fol. CLVIII". Holinshed repeats much of this, The Third Volume of Chronicles
(1587), p. 632. Warren, Henry VI Part 2, p. 29.

26 Oxford English Dictionary (OED) online (Oxford: Oxford UP, 2016) definition (b) of
“darling”.
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Hall’s suggestive wording could have inspired the depiction of an amorous relationship
between Margaret and Suffolk in one or both of 2H6 and The First Four Books. It is more
difficult, however, to pinpoint possible shared inspiration for invented events and interactions
employed in both works to illustrate that relationship. For instance, both the play and the
poem include descriptions of Suffolk’s departure upon his exile and the queen’s reaction to the

duke’s death.

Henry VI Part 2 includes two emotional scenes dramatizing Margaret’s reaction to her lover’s
fate. The first is a lengthy dialogue in which the two lament their enforced separation and part
for the last time (2H6 111.2.304-417).2" The second sees a distracted Margaret carrying
Suffolk’s decapitated head during a meeting between Henry and his advisors (2H6 1V.4.1-24).
Both scenes, the queen’s parting from Suffolk and her mourning for his death, are dramatic
highlights of 2H6 without precedent in its sources, which do not provide details of the queen’s

separation from her favorite and are silent about her reaction to his death.

Daniel presents a more reserved version of Margaret’s reaction to Suffolk’s exile and death
than that in 2H6, yet he, like the play, includes in Book IV a mourning queen and a reference
to the lovers’ emotional parting. Upon being informed of Suffolk’s death, Margaret undergoes
“wondrous passions” and addresses her dead lover in her mind:

Whose death when swift-wingd fame at full conuaid

Vnto the trauaild Queen misdoubting nought,
Despight and sorrow such affliction laid

27 Unless otherwise noted, citations of act, scene and line numbers in Shakespeare’s plays are
from the Oxford University Press individual editions of the plays, published in the early 2000s
(see “Note on Abbreviations, Editions and Modernization” for details). Quotations, however,
are from early modern quartos/octavos or F1623 and designate which text is being used.
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Vpon her soule as wondrous passions wrought:
O God (saith she) and art thou thus betraid?
And haue my fauours thy destruction brought?
(FFB Q1595:1-1V, 1V.104.1-6)%®

Margaret’s lament occupies seven stanzas, a significant portion of the poem given that it is an
episode with no historical basis. Michel noted that he had “not found an exemplar for the
speech in any of Daniel’s usual chronicle sources.”?® The queen relives the scene where she
and Suffolk parted; she recalls the “wofull” look that revealed her lover’s dejected “heart”:

Deere Suffolke, o | saw thy wofull cheere

When thou perceiu’dst no helpe but to depart:

I saw that looke wherein did plaine appeare

The lamentable message of thy heart:

(FFB Q1595:1-1V, 1V.107.1-4)

Margaret’s recollection of Suffolk’s departure in Daniel’s poem resonates with the parting
scene in 2H6:

Suff. I goe.

Queene. And take my heart with thee.

She kisseth him.
Suff. A iewell lockt into the wofullst caske,
That euer yet containde a thing of woorth,
(Contention 1594, sig. F1"; 2H6, 111.2.412-414)%

Both the poem and the play exhibit a sense of pity for Suffolk, a pity not expressed by the

English chroniclers, while both also include the words “heart” and variations of the word

“wofull” in their invented scenes of Suffolk parting from his love.

28 Quotations from editions of The First Four Books and The Civil Wars cite the edition, book
and stanza number, and line number (where applicable).

2% Michel, ed., Civil Wars, p. 353.

30 The version in F1623 is substantially identical, 2H6 F1623, sig. N4v; 2H6 111.2.412-414.
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The similar depictions of a grief-stricken queen recalling her lover and speaking to him in her
mind may be coincidence. Daniel’s approach differs from that in the play, combining the
queen’s reaction to Suffolk’s death and their parting into a complaint, a literary form that the
poet had used in Rosamond to similarly explore the mind of a grief-stricken, flawed woman.3!
The idea of Margaret suffering an emotional loss may have independently occurred to Daniel
and appealed to his predisposition for expressing what John Pitcher calls “the grace and pathos
of a great woman who was suffering”, something he had done previously in Rosamond and
The Tragedy of Cleopatra.®? If so, Daniel and the author(s) of 2H6 coincidentally sought a
way to elicit sympathy for a queen condemned by the chroniclers and both found it in the

shared invention of her grief at Suffolk’s death.

Probst sees the queen’s lament being inspired by the play:

Von einer wortlichen Ubereinstimmung ist natiirlich abzusehen, denn so weit
geht die Anlehnung Daniel’s an die historischen Dramen seines Zeitgenossen an
keiner Stelle, wohl aber kénnen einige jener Reden bei Daniel ihre
Veranlassung gefunden haben in den Worten, welche bei den gleichen
Gelegenheiten der Dramatiker seinen Personen in den Mund legt, und manche
der in Shakespeare’s Worten ausgesprochenen Gedanken finden sich auch beli
Daniel wieder. So kdnnen z. B. die Klagen der Konigin Margaret bei der
Kunde von dem Tode ihres Glnstlings Suffolk (C.W. V.102 ff.) ihre
Veranlassung und ihr Vorbild gehabt haben in dem schmerzerfullt Worten der
Konigin in “Henry VI” B. Act IV sc. 4.33

[Translation: A verbatim concordance is not found at any point between Daniel
and the historical dramas of his contemporary, but some of Daniel’s speeches
may have found their origin in the words which the dramatist, on the same
occasion, put in characters’ mouths, and some of the thoughts expressed in
Shakespeare’s words are echoed in Daniel. Thus, Margaret’s complaint on the

31 Wright, “Samuel Daniel’s Use of Sources”, pp. 71, 85-86; Brown, Redefining Elizabethan
Literature, pp. 194-202; John Kerrigan, ed., Motives of Woe, Shakespeare and ‘Female
Complaint’ (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1991), pp. 27-29, 164.

32 John Pitcher, “Daniel, Samuel (1563/3 - 1619)”, ODNB (Oxford: Oxford UP, 2004). See
also Wright, “Samuel Daniel’s Use of Sources”, pp. 85-86.

33 Probst, “Samuel Daniel’s Civil Wars”, p. 76.
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news of the death of her favorite, Suffolk (CW V.102 ff.), has its model in the

grieved words of the Queen in Henry VI Part 2, Act IV, scene 4.]3*
If Daniel’s reference to the woeful Suffolk’s departure provides evidence of influence, this
would be a clear case of Daniel borrowing from the play. Some version of 2H6 had been
performed by 1592 and the scene of Margaret and Suffolk’s parting is included in Q1594 as
well as F1623, both describing him as “the wofullst” cask holding Margaret’s “heart” (words
echoed in Daniel’s stanza). With respect to the scene of Margaret holding Suffolk’s severed
head, the analysis is more complicated; the quarto and folio versions of this scene differ
materially. The quarto includes no lines for the mournful queen, only the stage direction,
“Enter the King reading of a Letter, and the Queene, with the Duke of Suffolkes head”
(Contention Q1594, sig. F4Y).2> The folio, on the other hand, gives the queen 10 lines in which
she either speaks about her dead lover or addresses his severed head. Daniel’s depiction of
Margaret addressing the dead Suffolk in her mind is more analogous to the scene in F1623. In
both versions, however, Henry says to his queen, “How now Madam, still lamenting and
mourning for Suffolkes death” (Contention Q1594, sig. G1";, 2H6 F1623, N6Y; 2H6 1V.4.20-
21), indicating that she has been demonstrating her grief in some way. The implications of the

differences between Q1594 and F1623 are evaluated in chapter 7.

Daniel’s fourth book shares another unhistorical element with 2H6 related to Suffolk’s death:
both works depict him being killed by pirates. The play includes a scene dramatizing the

duke’s capture and murder (2H6, IV.1). After his captors argue whether to ransom or kill their

341 thank Dr. Kevin Goldberg, Jana Boerger and Michael Otte for their assistance in translating
Probst.

3 As a side note, | would nominate this bizarre stage direction from the quarto to rank
alongside “Exit pursued by a bear” as one of the most striking in Shakespeare’s works.
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prisoners, Suffolk is taken offstage uttering his final line, “And Suffolke dies by Pyrates on the
seas” (Contention Q1594, sig. F2v; 2H6 F1623, sig. N5Y; 1V.1.139). Similarly, the
“Argument” that precedes the fourth book of Daniel’s poem states that the duke was murdered

by pirates:

Suffolke that made the match preferd too hie
Going to exile a pirat murthereth:
(FFB Q1595:1-1V, Argument of the Fourth Book, 5-6)

The chroniclers who describe Suffolk’s death do not mention pirates, rather they say that “he
was encontered with a shippe of warre aperteynyng to the duke of Excester”.3® Daniel seems
to recognize that he was stretching the truth; the body of the poem does not refer to pirates,
instead it ambiguously states that the earl was encountered on the seas by “some” who assured
that he would never return home, not naming his killers:

But as he to his iudged exile went,
Hard on the shore he comes incountered
By some, that so far off his honor sent,
As put his backe-returne quite out of dread:
For there he had his rightfull punishment
Though wrongly done, and there he lost his head,
Part of his bloud hath Neptune, part the sand,
As who had mischiefe wrought by sea and land.
(FFB Q1595:1-1V, 1V.103)

In his 1609 revisions, Daniel clarified the ambiguity, adding a note stating that Suffolk was

captured by a warship:

As the D. was sayling into France, hee was incountered with a ship of Warre,
appertaining to the D. of Excester: who tooke him, & brought him back to
Douer; where his head was striken off, and his body left on the sands.

36 Hall, Union, fol. CIVIIIV. Raphael Holinshed, ed., The Third Volume of Chronicles
(London, 1587), p. 632, and John Stow, The annales of England, (London, 1592), p. 629,
include similar statements. See Thomas Cartelli, “Suffolk and the Pirates: Disordered
Relations in Shakespeare’s 2 Henry V17, in A Companion to Shakespeare’s Works, Vol. 1I: The
Histories (Malden, MA: Blackwell Publishing, 2003), ed. by Richard Dutton and Jean E.
Howard, pp. 325-343 (pp. 333-334), for a contemporary account of Suffolk’s death.
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(CW Q1609, V.101)

The bulk of the stanza remained intact, leaving it so unclear that Coleridge later called it
“unintelligible” without the note:
Considering the style of this poem & how it is pitched, it is unpardonable in the
Author to have put the particulars of Suffolk’s Death in a Note; & yet havinge
inserted a Stanza unintelligible without it.3’
Coleridge most likely did not know the earlier version of Daniel’s poem that included no note
and, therefore, would have been all-the-more unintelligible. At that stage, in 1595, the stanza

becomes clear only if combined with the line in the prefatory Argument referring to Suffolk’s

death by pirates.

The addition of the note in 1609 demonstrates Daniel’s awareness that he was artistically
misrepresenting the circumstances of Suffolk’s death. Yet, even at that point he left the
reference to pirates in the Argument for the then Book V. In all editions of the poem, Daniel
seems to have wanted to leave the impression that Suffolk was killed by pirates, an impression
unsupported by the English chronicles. That impression had precedent, however, in the
popular play, Contention, a play which dramatized Suffolk’s death by pirates and highlighted
on its printed title-page “the banishment and death of the Duke of Suffolke”. Daniel also
emphasizes the separation of Suffolk’s head from his dead body, saying “there he lost his head,
/ Part of his bloud hath Neptune, part the sand”, while Hall specifically states that Suffolk’s

killer “left hys body with the heade vpon the sandes of Douer”, a detail repeated in Holinshed

37 Samuel Taylor Coleridge, The Collected Works of Samuel Taylor Coleridge, Marginalia, ed.
by George Whalley, 6 vols (London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1980-2001), vol. 2: Camden to
Hutton (1984), p. 122. See also Michel, ed., Civil Wars, 353; Seronsy, “Coleridge
Marginalia”, p. 108.
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and Stow.*® In 2H6, of course, Suffolk’s severed head appears onstage, separated from his

body.

There is a possible common source for Daniel’s and the play’s depiction of Suffolk being
killed by pirates, the collection of complaints titled The Mirror for Magistrates. Mirror was
originally published in 1559 and was supplemented and expanded in six editions between 1563
and 1587.%° The work has been cited as a potential source for a number of Shakespeare’s plays
and was an influence on Daniel in his 1592 Complaynt of Rosamond.*® All editions of Mirror
included a complaint for Suffolk, which describes how he was “worthily punyshed for abusing
his Kyng and causing the destruction of good Duke Humfrey”.#! Mirror provides no support
for an amorous relationship between Suffolk and Margaret and includes an account of
Suffolk’s death that, in its original version, cites the “Earle of Deuonshires barke”.*> Editions

from 1571 onwards, however, changed the ship to a “Pyrates Barke, that was of little price”.*®

It is possible that Mirror’s association of Suffolk’s death with pirates appealed to both Daniel
and the playwright(s) of 2H6, inspiring them to use that account to romanticize the relationship
between the duke and Margaret. It would be unusual, however, for Daniel to prefer Mirror for
Magistrates over the more historically-based chroniclers — Hall, Holinshed and Stow — for a
detail such as the identity of Suffolk’s murderers. Probst, whose dissertation provides the most

comprehensive study of Daniel’s sources, does not specifically comment on the basis for the

38 Hall, Union, fol. CLVIIIY; Holinshed, Chronicles, p. 632; Stow, Annals, p. 629.

39 Baldwin, Mirror, pp. 10-21.

40 Gillespie, Shakespeare’s Books, pp. 339-341; Brown, Redefining Elizabethan Literature, pp.
195-197; Kerrigan, ed., Motives of Woe, p. 27.

41 Baldwin, Mirror, p. 162.

42 Baldwin, Mirror, p. 168.

43 Baldwin, Mirror, p. 168.
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poet’s account of the duke’s death. He does, however, have a section where he reviews the
relationship between The Civil Wars and Mirror for Magistrates, concluding that he found no
instance where Daniel used Mirror as a source:

Sehr zahlreich sind die Lebensskizzen aus der Zeit Henry’s VI: Glocester . . .
Suffolk . . . Jack Cade . . . und endlich der unglticklich Kénig Henry VI . . . In
dieser uberreichen Menge von Stoff findet sich auch nicht eine einzige Episode,
welche eine solche Ubereinstimmung mit der Darstellung desselben Ereignisses
bei Daniel zeigt, dass der Gedanke an eine Beeinflussung unseres Dichters
durch den “Mirror for Magistrates” aufkommen konnte . . . Eine Beeinsflussung
Daniel’s durch die entsprechenden Gedichte des “Mirror for Magistrates” ist
meines Erachtens nach vollstandig ausgeschlossen. 44

[The life sketches from the time of Henry VI [in Mirror] are numerous:

Gloucester . . . Suffolk . . . Jack Cade . . . and finally the unfortunate King

Henry VI ... In this abundant quantity of matter, there is not a single episode

that aligns with Daniel’s portrayal of the event and demonstrates the influence

of the “Mirror for Magistrates” . . . The influence of the corresponding poems

of the “Mirror for Magistrates” is, in my estimation, out of the question.]
Although I do not regard Probst’s analysis as conclusive, it does demonstrate Daniel’s
preference for other sources and decreases the likelihood of the poet looking to Mirror for

details of Suffolk’s death. It remains possible, however, that Mirror was the source for

Suffolk’s death by pirates in both The First Four Books and 2H6.

The parallels relating to Suffolk and Margaret considered so far have all involved Henry VI
Part 2; there is another relating to Part 1. In their depictions of the earl fetching England’s
future queen from France, both Daniel’s poem and 1H6 compare Suffolk to Paris stealing
Helen of Troy. In 1H6, Suffolk is analogized to Paris in the last scene of the play:

Suf. Thus Suffolke hath preuail’d, and thus he goes

As did the youthfull Paris once to Greece,

With hope to finde the like euent in loue,

But prosper better than the Troian did:
(1H6 F1623, sig. M2";, 1H6 V.6.103-106)

44 Probst, “Samuel Daniel’s Civil Wars”, pp. 94-95.



36

The ending of 1H6 foreshadows the adulterous relationship that occupies a significant portion
of 2H6 (or refers back to it, if 2H6 was written first). Daniel’s poem, unlike the play, does not
explicitly state that Suffolk intends for Margaret to be his mistress at this stage in the narrative;
however, he does similarly use an analogy between the earl and Paris to introduce his
relationship to Margaret. After three stanzas describing Suffolk’s role in arranging the king’s
marriage, Daniel reflects:

What Paris brought this booty of desire

To set our mighty Ilium here on fire?

(FFB Q1595:1-1V, 1V.64.7-8)

Daniel’s comparison of Suffolk to Paris hints at a romantic relationship with the queen he

brings to England, as Paris brought Helen to Troy/llium, a relationship that is later confirmed

in the queen’s laments about “her loue”.

Like Suffolk’s death by pirates, it is possible that the analogy of Suffolk to Paris was suggested
to both Daniel and the playwrights of 1H6 by The Mirror for Magistrates. In Suffolk’s
complaint, the duke refers to Margaret as being “In wit and learning matchles hence to
Greece”, possibly invoking a comparison to Helen.*> Both Daniel and 1H6, however,
specifically make the comparison of Suffolk to Paris, who is not mentioned in the Mirror
imagery, both refer to Troy/llium and both use this analogy at the same point in their
narratives, during Suffolk’s negotiation of Henry’s marriage. The Civil Wars and 1H6 are
more like each other in their comparison of Paris to Suffolk than either one is like Mirror. If

the authors of the poem and the play independently found inspiration from Mirror’s invocation

45 Baldwin, Mirror, p. 165.
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of Helen, they both adapted it in the same way and used it to introduce a romantic relationship

between the duke and Henry’s queen.*

In addition to the similarities involving Suffolk and Margaret, the fourth book of The First
Four Books includes two other parallels with the Henry VI plays not explained by shared
sources. The works use similar imagery to describe Gloucester’s removal and they both credit
the Duke of York with personally instigating Cade’s rebellion. Likenesses in wording,

imagery and logic reinforce the overlap.

Both The First Four Books and 2H6 include the prosecution and death of the Duke of
Gloucester, Henry’s uncle and England’s Protector. While there are many similarities in their
presentations of the episode — for instance the assumption that Gloucester was murdered at the
queen’s instigation — most can be explained by the chronicles. One poetic echo, however,
cannot be so explained. In 2H6, after Henry acquiesces to Gloucester’s arrest, Gloucester says,

O! thus King Henry casts away his crouch,

Before his legs can beare his bodie vp,

(Contention Q1594, sig. D4V; 2H6 111.1.189-190)*7

In The First Four Books, after Gloucester’s death, Daniel says of him:

And now the king alone all open lay,

No vnderprop of bloud to stay him by,

None but himselfe standes weakely in the way

Twixt Yorke and the affected sou’raignty:
(FFB Q1595:1-1V, 1V.92.1-4)

46 Probst (“Samuel Daniel’s Civil Wars”, p. 74) sees Daniel’s invocation of the Paris/Helen
analogy being influenced by the Henry VI plays, however, he cites a line from 3H6, 11.2.145,
where Edward, insulting Margaret, says, “Helen of Greece was fayrer farre then thou” (3H6
F1623, sig. P2"), apparently missing the more closely analogous lines from 1H®6.

47 Line is substantially identical in F1623 (sig. N2").
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Both works refer to Gloucester as Henry’s crutch or underprop without which the weak king
cannot stand. | have not found any inspiration for the imagery using either the word “crutch”
or “underprop” in the historical chronicles and literary analogues.*® It is possible that the
image was suggested by Hall who said that the “waight and burden of the realme, rested” upon
the duke:

But the publique wealth of the realme of Englande, by the vnworthy death of

this pollitique prince, susteined great losse, & ran into ruyne, for surely the

whole waight and burden of the realme, rested and depended vpon him, as the

experience afterward did declare.*
Hall’s imagery emphasizes Gloucester’s role as England’s supporter, but does not specifically

refer to a weak Henry who cannot stand without the duke’s assistance, something shared by

both Daniel’s poem and the play.

In Daniel’s fourth book, as in 2H6 and most of the chronicles, Gloucester’s murder is
immediately followed by Suffolk’s exile and Cade’s rebellion. Unlike the chroniclers,
however, both poem and play show York playing an active part in planning that rebellion. In
2H6 (111.1.331-383), York has a long soliloquy describing how he intends to attain the crown.
Among other things, he reveals that he has “seduste a headstrong Kentishman, / lohn Cade of
Ashford, / VVnder the title of lohn Mortemer” (Contention, Q1594, sig. E1v-E2r). Immediately
after the queen’s lamentation of Suffolk’s death, Daniel similarly describes how the rebels in
Kent gathered under a leader who falsely took the name Mortimer:

Thus in her passion lo shee vttered,
When as far greater tumults now burst out,

48 A search for “underprop” or “under-prop” on EEBO yields 144 hits in 107 records; however,
nearly all of them use the word as a verb, not a noun, saying that something is being used “to
underprop” something else, often associated with building and religious imagery. A search for
“crutch” near “Henry” or “Gloucester” yields only entries related to 2H6/Contention.

49 Hall, Union (1548), fol. CLI".
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Which close and cunningly were practised

By such as sought great hopes to bring about:

For vp in armes in Kent were gathered

A mighty insolent rebellious rout

Vnder a daungerous head; who to deter

The state the more, himselfe nam’d Mortimer.
(FFB Q1595:1-1V, IV.111)

The fact that both FFB and 2H6 refer to Kent and to Cade naming himself Mortimer is not
noteworthy as these are included in the chroniclers’ accounts of the rebellion. No such shared
source exists, however, for Daniel’s assertion, in the immediately following stanza, that York
secretly instigated the rebellion:
The Duke of Yorke that did not idle stand
But seekes to worke on all aduantages,
Had likewise in this course a secret hand,
(FFB Q1595:1-1V, 1V.112.1-3)
In both The Civil Wars and 2H6 the instigation of Cade’s rebellion is personally attributed to
York. There are also parallels in York’s logic in 2H6 and that ascribed to him by Daniel. Both
describe how York wins whether the rebels prosper or not. In 2H6 York says (I11.1.374-81):
and by that meanes
I shall perceiue how the common people
Do affect the claime and house of Yorke,
Then if he haue successe in his affaires,
From Ireland then comes Yorke againe,
To reape the haruest which that coystrill sowed,
Now if he should be taken and condemd,
Heele nere confesse that | did set him on,
(Contention Q1594, sig. E2r)°
Using Cade, York intends to test how the people are disposed toward a rebellion by the

descendants of Mortimer. If Cade succeeds, York benefits; if he fails, York is not

incriminated. Daniel describes York’s thinking in a similar way:

%0 The lines in F1623 differ, though the sense of them is the same; 2H6 F1623, sig. N3
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Knowing himselfe to be the onely one

That must attempt the thing if any should,

And therefore lets the Rebel now runne on

With that false name t’effect the best he could . . .

For if the traitor sped, the gaine were his;

If not, yet he standes safe, and blameles is.

(FFB Q1595:1-1V, IV.113)

As in 2H6, Daniel’s York is using Cade to test support for his claim to the crown. If Cade
succeeds, “the gain were his”, if Cade fails, he “blameless is”. The words differ, but York’s
logic is the same as in 2H6 (“if he haue successe / . . . then comes Yorke againe . . . if he
should be taken . . . / Heele nere confesse that | did set him on”). The sixteenth-century
chroniclers do not describe York’s instigation of Cade’s rebellion. As with the unhistorical
romantic relationship between Margaret and Suffolk, the conclusion of literary scholars and
modern historians is that the depiction in 2H6 is not historically accurate; York was not
personally involved in Cade’s rebellion.5! Contrary to their sources, 2H6 and Daniel both

show York planning the uprising and both describe him using the same logic — let Cade test

support for the Mortimer/Yorkist claim and York wins whether the rebel succeeds or not.

These shared elements between the fourth book of Daniel’s poem and the Henry VI plays are
supported by hints or suggestive wording in the English history chronicles or The Mirror for
Magistrates. | will now consider overlaps in Daniel’s fifth book, overlaps which include

closer verbal parallels and fewer instances of possible inspiration from common sources.

51 Warren, ed., Henry VI Part Two, pp. 198, 356-7. Isobel M.W. Harvey reaches a similar
conclusion, Jack Cade’s Rebellion of 1450 (Oxford: Oxford UP, 1991), pp. 147-148.
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Textual Parallels - Book V

The parallels between the fifth book of The Civil Wars and the Henry VI plays include three
from Talbot’s defeat at Bordeaux. This is a prominent episode in both the poem, where it
comprises 26 stanzas of the fifth book (V.77-102), and in 1H6, where it occupies most of the
fourth act. As in 1H6, Daniel describes Talbot being joined at the battle by his son, whom the
father unsuccessfully tries to convince to flee the battlefield (FFB 1595-1599, V.90-91; 1H6
IV.5, IV.6). Many similarities in this exchange are supported by the common sources, Hall’s
Union (fols. CLXV" - CLXV") and Holinshed’s Chronicles (p. 640).5> Both the poem and
play, however, provide overlapping details of the son’s death that are inconsistent with the
chronicles. Both describe young Talbot rushing on the French and being overcome. In 1H6,
the elder Talbot relates how his son personally fought against the French nobility:

When from the Dolphins Crest thy Sword struck fire,

It warm’d thy Fathers heart with prowd desire

Of bold-fac’t Victorie . . .

The irefull Bastard Orleance, that drew blood

From thee my Boy, and had the Maidenhood

Of thy first fight, | soone encountred . . .

(1H6 F1623, L5"; 1H6 1V.6.10-18)

One scene later, the general reports his son’s death:

Dizzie-ey’d Furie,and great rage of Heart,

Suddenly made him from my side to start

Into the clustring Battaile of the French:

And in that Sea of Blood, my Boy did drench

His ouer-mounting Spirit; and there di’de
(1H6 F1623, sig. L5"; 1H6 1V.7.11-15)

52 Despite the inclusion of descriptions of the conference between Talbot and his son in Hall
and Holinshed, Probst sees 1H6 as being Daniel’s more likely source, given the less extensive
version included in the chronicles (Probst, Samuel Daniel’s Civil Wars, p. 33).
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Daniel’s poem includes a similar description of the young Talbot fighting the “chiefest Peeres”
of the French:

On th’other part, his most all-daring sonne

(Although the inexperience of his yeeres

Made him lesse skyld in what was to be done,

Yet dyd it thrust him on beyond all feares)

Flying into the mayne Battalion,

Neere to the King, amidst the chiefest Peeres,

With thousand wounds became at length opprest,

As if he scornd to dye, but with the best.

(FFB, Q1595:1-V, V.100)

Daniel’s imagery of the inexperienced Talbot “Flying into the mayne Batallion” parallels
Talbot’s description in 1H6 of how his son, “Suddenly . . . from my side did start / Into the
clustring Battle of the French”. The shared imagery does not have precedent in the chronicles,
none of which provides details of how young Talbot was killed. After describing the death of
the elder Talbot, Hall simply states:

there dyed manfully hys sonne the lord Lisle [young John Talbot], his bastard

sonne Henry Talbot, and syr Edward Hull, elect to the noble order of the

Gartier, and xxx. valeant personages of the English nacion.>
Hall’s statement that young Talbot “dyed manfully” may have inspired both playwright and

poet to describe him rushing on the French, although the consonant wording of

“Battle”/“Batallion” suggests possible influence between their works.

The description of Talbot’s defeat in 1H6 and Daniel’s poem also both emphasize how the
elder Talbot ignored his age and performed the feats of a younger man. Again, this is a detail
absent from the English chronicle sources. In 1H6, Talbot, describing his own actions, says:

Then Leaden Age,
Quicken’d with Youthfull Spleene, and Warlike Rage,

53 Hall, Union, fol. CLXVI".



43

Beat downe Alanson, Orleance, Burgundie,
And from the Pride of Gallia rescued thee.
The irefull Bastard Orleance, ...
I soone encountred,
And interchanging blowes, I quickly shed
Some of his Bastard blood,
(1H6 F1623, sig. L5"; 1H6 1V.6.12-20)

The play’s description of how the aged Talbot discovered newfound vigor and fought with the
best of the French corresponds to Daniel’s statement that the English general’s reinvigorated
spirit belied his years and helped him perform incredible feats, driving “back the stoutest
powres” with “infatigable hands”:

Whilst Talbot, whose fresh spirit hauing got

A meruailous aduantage of his yeeres,

Carries his vnfelt age as if forgot,

Whirling about where any neede appeares: . . .
Now vrging here, now cheering there he flyes,
Vnlocks the thickest troupes where most force lyes.

In midst of wrath, of wounds, of blood and death, . . .
Driues back the stoutest powres that forward prest:
There makes his sword his way, there laboreth
Th’infatigable hands that neuer rest,
Scorning vnto his mortall wounds to yeeld
Till Death became best maister of the field.

(FFB Q1595:1-V, V.97-98)

Both the play’s and Daniel’s description of Talbot’s rejuvenation have no basis in the
chronicles; rather, they contradict the chroniclers’ accounts. Hall emphasizes that Talbot’s age
hampered the general’s actions, causing him to ride “on a little hakeney” during the battle:

When the Englishmen were come to the place where the Frenchmen were
encamped, . . . they lyghted al on fote, the erle of Shrewesbury [Talbot] only
except, which because of his age rode on a little hakeney, and fought fiercely
with the Frenchmen . . . . But his enemies hauing a greater company of men, a
more abundance of ordinance then before had bene sene in a battlayle, fyrst shot
him through the thyghe with a handgonne, and slew his horse, & cowardly
killed him, lyenge on the grounde . . .5

54 Hall, Union, fols. CLXVY-CLXVI".



44

In Hall, it is the rest of the English troops who “lyghted al on fote” and “fought fiercely”, while
Talbot “because of his age rode on a little hakeney” and was ultimately killed “with a
handgonne . . . lynge on the grounde” — a narrative inconsistent with the Talbot of 1H6 whose
“Leaden age / Quicken’d with Youthfull Spleene, and Warlike Rage” or with the “whirling

about” and “infatigable hands” described by Daniel.

The third element shared by The Civil Wars’ narration of Talbot’s defeat and the Henry VI
plays includes the closest verbal echoes. It is the comparison of a battle to a war between
waves and wind. Interestingly, the section of the Henry VI plays that includes this description
is not that dramatizing Talbot’s defeat in 1H6, rather it is in the battle of Towton in 3H6. In
that play, King Henry sits on a molehill and describes the raging battle:

This battell fares like to the mornings Warre,
When dying clouds contend, with growing light, . . .
Now swayes it this way, like a Mighty Sea,
Forc’d by the Tide, to combat with the Winde:
Now swayes it that way, like the selfe-same Sea,
Forc’d to retyre by furie of the Winde.
Sometime, the Flood preuailes; and than the Winde:
Now, one the better: then, another best;
Both tugging to be Victors, brest to brest:
Yet neither Conqueror, nor Conquered.
So is the equall poise of this fell Warre.
(3H6 F1623, P2'; 3H6, 11.5.1-13; as discussed below, this is
from F1623, not True Tragedy.)

Daniel employs similar imagery to describe the fighting at Bordeaux:

For as with equall rage, and equall might

Two aduers winds combat with billowes proude
And neyther yeeld: Seas, skyes maintayne like fight,
Waue against waue opposd, and clowd to clowd.

So war both sides with obstinate despight,

With like reuenge, and neyther party bowd:
Fronting each other with confounding blowes,
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No wound, one sword vnto the other owes.
(FFB Q1595:1-V, V.96)

Both compare the battle to a struggle between waves and wind and both use the words “war”,
“cloud”, “sea(s)”, “combat”, “wind(s)”, “equal” and “might”/“mighty” in their descriptions.
Of the 59 words in Daniel’s stanza, 28 (47%) are included in the section of 3H6 quoted above
(including repetitions).>> Of the 103 words in the section of 3H6, 38 (37%) are included in
Daniel’s stanza.>® While the image of a battle being like a fight between opposing waves, or
waves and wind, may have independently occurred to both Daniel and the playwrights of 3H6,
it is noteworthy that they use so many of the same words to describe it. A comparison to three
possible partial sources of inspiration or analogues demonstrates that the extent of similarity is

unusual, both in language and concept.

Randall Martin suggests that the image in 3H6 may have been inspired by Hall, who says of
the battle at Towton:

This deadly battayle and bloudy conflicte, continued x. houres in doubtfull

victorie. The one parte some time flowyng, and sometime ebbyng, . . .5’
Hall’s use of the phrase “some time flowyng, and sometime ebbyng” may have given rise to

the image of a swaying wave. But the wind plays no part in Hall’s imagery and his description

% The words included in Daniel’s stanza also contained in the description from 3H6 are as
follows, with the counts for repeated words noted parenthetically: “with” (5), “equal” (2),
“and” (4), “might” (*“mighty” in 3H6), “winds”, “combat”, “neither” (2), “seas”, “like” (2),
“cloud” (2), “to”, “s0”, “war”, “both”, “one”, “the”, “other” (“another” in 3H6). Of the 46
unique words in stanza V.96, 17 (37%) are included in the comparable section of 3H6.

%6 “like” (3), “to” (5), “the” (10), “war” (2), “clouds”, “with” (2), “neither” (2), “mighty”, “sea”
(2), “combat”, “wind” (3), “and”, “one”, “another”, “both”, “so”, “equal”. Of the 66 unique
words in this section of 3H6, 16 (24%) are included in the section of Daniel’s poem.

57 Randall Martin, ed., Henry VI Part 3 (Oxford: Oxford UP, 2001), pp. 208, 212. Hall, Union,
fol. CLXXXVII".
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of the battle includes none of the more significant words shared between Daniel and 3H6. It

may have triggered the wind-wave imagery in one of the two, but unlikely both.

In analyzing this section of Daniel’s poem, Probst cites a similar description of the fight
between Paridel and Scudamor in Book IV of The Faerie Queene, a book first printed in 1596
although circulated in manuscript earlier:

As when two billowes in the Irish sowndes,

Forcibly driuen with contrarie tydes

Do meete together, each abacke rebowndes

With roaring rage; and dashing on all sides,

That filleth all the sea with fome, diuydes

The doubtfull current into diuerse wayes:

So fell those two in spight of both their prydes, . . .58
Probst concludes that Daniel’s imagery is closer to 3H6 than to Spenser.>° | agree with that
assessment; the imagery from The Faerie Queene includes nothing about winds or clouds, only
waves. It shares fewer words with either Daniel or 3H6 than they share with each other.%° In
this regard, The Faerie Queen may provide an analogue for the imagery in The Civil Wars and
3H6, but one that is more instructive in pointing out how the images in both differ from

Spenser’s epic than in identifying that poem as a source. It demonstrates how imagery of

violent waves may have been a common trope, with Spenser’s poem likely being written

%8 Edmund Spenser, The Faerie Queene, ed. by Thomas P. Roche, Jr. (London: Penguin
Books, 1978), p. 575 (1V.1.42).

59 Probst, “Samuel Daniel’s Civil Wars”, p. 82, “Eine grossere Ubereinstimmung mit
Shakespeare zeigt folgender Vergleich: Daniel vergleicht den Kampf Talbot’s gegen die
Franzosen mit dem Zusammenstosse zweier Winde: . . .”; [Daniel shows great consistency
with Shakespeare when he compares Talbot’s fight against the French with the collision of two
winds: . . .]; p. 121, “Eine dhnlichen Vergleich verwendet Spenser in Bezug auf den Kampf
zwischen Paridell und Scudamour . . . Jedoch steht das bereits erwahnte Bild in Shakespeare’s
‘Henry VI’ dem Daniel’schen naher.” [Spenser employed a similar comparison regarding the
battle between Paridel and Scudamour...However, the imagery in Shakespeare’s Henry VI
described above better approximates Daniel’s].

60 The description in 3H6 has 19 words (18%), counting repetitions, also included in Spenser’s
stanza while that in FFB has 12 (20%).
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around the same period as the fifth book of The Civil Wars and 3H6, but the trope did not

include elements shared by the poem and the play.

One of Daniel’s principal inspirations for his poem, Lucan’s Pharsalia, includes a section that
describes how the winds control the ebb and flow of the waves. The description, however, is
not employed to describe the violence of battle, rather it is used to evoke the shoreline where
Caesar’s forces amassed, a shoreline that was “nor sea, nor land” as the waves covered it and
rolled back.%* As it is included in Lucan’s first book, | can quote from a contemporary
translation, one that Daniel could have possibly seen, that by Christopher Marlowe:

And others came from that uncertain shore

Which is nor sea, nor land, but oftentimes both,

And changeth as the ocean ebbs and flows;

Whether the sea rolled always from that point

Whence the wind blows, still forced to and fro,

Or that the wandering main follow the moon, . . .5
It is believed that Marlowe translated the first book of Lucan’s Pharsalia in the late 1580s and
that it circulated in manuscript, although it was not published until 1600, seven years after the
poet’s death.%® Lucan’s imagery, as translated by Marlowe, could therefore feasibly have been
an influence on either Daniel or 3H6. As noted earlier, Marlowe has been identified as a
potential part author of the Henry VI plays, hence raising the possibility that the wind-wave

imagery from 3H6 is directly related to his translation. Since this section of the play is one

that differs significantly between the 01595 and F1623 versions, the ramifications of the

61 Christopher Marlowe, The Complete Poems and Translations, ed. by Stephen Orgel
(London: Penguin Books, 1971), p. 200.

62 Marlowe, Complete Poems, p. 200 (1.410-415).

63 Marlowe, Complete Poems, pp. 9-10.
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parallel are addressed in chapter 7. For now, | consider only the extent of similarity between

Lucan’s imagery and that in Daniel’s poem and 3H6.

It is apparent from Lucan’s poem that wind-wave imagery was used by writers long before the
Henry VI plays or The Civil Wars. It is possible that Pharsalia provided partial inspiration for
the imagery employed by one or both; however, the two works share a critical element absent
from Lucan. The interaction between wind and waves is violent in the play and Daniel’s
poem, used to describe a raging battle, not the regular movement of waves back-and-forth over
the shore. If Daniel and/or the auhor(s) of 3H6 were inspired by Lucan’s poetic wind-wave
imagery, they both employed it for a very different purpose. The depiction of winds battling
waves in FFB has 11 words (17%) shared with Marlowe’s translation while that in 3H6 has 10

words (10%), a significantly lower proportion than the words shared with each other.

Hall’s, Spenser’s and Lucan’s imagery, quoted above, all share elements of the invocation of
wind and waves in the poem and the play. None, however, are as close to the two as they are
to each other. The similarity between Daniel’s description of Talbot’s battle at Bordeaux and
Henry’s commentary on Towton in 3H6 provides the most extended verbal parallel between
the Henry VI plays and the five books of The Civil Wars published between 1595 and 1599.

At a minimum, potential influence between the two seems plausible. Since some version of
the 3H6 is known to have been performed by 1592, three years before the earliest possible date
of the fifth book, one might think it obvious that the direction of influence, if any, was from
play to poem. Unfortunately, the textual history of the play complicates the analysis. The
wind-wave imagery appears only in the F1623 version of 3H6, not the 01595 version of True

Tragedy. The early printed edition instead includes an image of a mastless ship:
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How like a mastlesse ship vpon the seas,

This woful battaile doth continue still,

Now leaning this way, now to that side driue,

And none doth know to whom the daie will fall.

(True Tragedy, 01595, sig. C2Y)

While this imagery involves the seas and a wavering battle, swaying back and forth, it shares
much less with Daniel’s description of Talbot’s defeat than the imagery in the folio version of
the scene. Since it is uncertain when the folio scene, first printed in 1623, was written and
when, between 1595 and 1599, Daniel added the fifth book to The Civil Wars, the analysis of

potential influence is particularly complex. Chapter 7 evaluates these factors and considers the

implications with respect to direction of potential influence.

In addition to this parallel from the folio version of Henry VI Part 3, any comparison of
Daniel’s poem to Part 1 necessarily calls for a consideration of questions surrounding potential
revision of that play. This includes all elements of the play’s depiction of Talbot’s defeat and

its analogizing of Suffolk to Paris. Again, these questions are considered in chapter 7.

Textual Parallels: Source or Paralogue?

I have analyzed nine textual parallels between The First Four Books of the Civil Wars
(including the fifth book) and the Henry VI plays. The following list assigns numbers to them
so they may be easily referred to in later chapters:

Suffolk’s woeful parting from Margaret (FFB, 1V.107; 2H6, 111.2),
The queen’s reaction to Suffolk’s death (FFB, 1V.104; 2H6, 1V.4),
Suffolk’s murder by pirates (FFB, IV.Argument, IV.103; 2H6, 1V.1),
Suffolk compared to Paris (FFB, 1V.64; 1H6, V.6),

Gloucester as Henry’s crutch/underprop (FFB, 1V.92; 2H6, 111.1),
York’s instigation of Cade’s rebellion (FFB, 1V.112; 2H6, 111.1),
The death of young Talbot (FFB, V.100; 1H6, 1V.6-7),

Talbot’s heroic feats, ignoring his age (FFB, V.97-98; 1H6, 1V.6),
Wind and wave imagery to describe a battle (FFB, V.96; 3H6, I1.5).

©CoNoa~WNE
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Shared partial inspiration for some of these parallels is suggested by common sources while
others are more difficult to explain. There are many other parallels between Daniel’s poem
and the Henry VI plays that | have either referred to briefly or not mentioned because they are
more readily dismissed as coincidental given their basis in the English chronicles. Among the
ones | have not cited are the following six: (1) the characterization of Henry VI’s pious,
pacifist nature (FFB, 1V.54-56, V.63-68; 2H6 1.3, 3H6 2.2); (2) Suffolk being rewarded for
arranging Henry’s marriage to Margaret as if he had achieved a “mighty benefit”/“great favor”
(FFB, 1V.62; 2H6, 1.1); (3) a complaint about the loss of Anjou and Maine that contains a play
on the word “Maine” (FFB, V.19; 2H6, 1.1); (4) Daniel’s use of Warwick’s sobriquet “King-
maker”, one who “Monarchs makes, and made, againe puts downe” (FFB, V.16; 2H6, 11.2;
3H6, 11.3, 111.3, V.1); (5) a description of York’s troubled mind on being challenged by
Henry’s messenger (FFB, V.58; 2H6, V.1); and, (6) the poetic use of the phrase “tumultuous
broils” (FFB, 1.1; 3H6, VV.5). The volume of parallels raises the question of whether they are

indicative of influence or some other form of intertextuality.

In his essay “Seven types of intertextuality”, Robert S. Miola describes different categories of
relationships between texts. He defines “source texts” as follows:

Source texts provide plot, character, idea, language, or style to later texts. The
author’s reading and remembering directs the transaction, which may include

complicated strategies of imitatio. The source text in various ways shapes the
later text, its content, or its rhetorical style and form.54

64 Robert S. Miola, “Seven Types of Intertextuality”, in Shakespeare, Italy, and Intertextuality,
ed. by Michele Marrapodi (Manchester: Manchester UP, 2004), pp. 13-25 (p. 19).
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The parallels listed above certainly exhibit similarities in “content”, “rhetorical style” or
“form”. What is unclear, however, is whether they reflect one author “reading” (or possibly
viewing, in the case of a play) and “remembering” another’s work. Miola describes another
form of intertextuality that is more diffuse than a source, a form he refers to as “paralogue”:

Paralogues are texts that illuminate the intellectual, social, theological, or

political meanings in other texts. Unlike texts or even traditions, paralogues

move horizontally and analogically in discourses rather than in vertical lineation

through the author’s mind or intention.%®
Avre the parallels between The First Four Books of the Civil Wars and the Henry VI plays
indicative of one being a source for the other or are the works paralogues, texts that exhibit
similarities due to common contexts of their composition? On its own, the textual evidence is
inconclusive. There are not enough clear, extended verbal echoes to confirm influence. Itis
possible that the works reflect two (or more) authors interpreting their sources in similar ways,
especially when it came to translating historical figures into fleshed-out characters and
inventing episodes to illustrate those characters: Margaret, the fierce but vulnerable queen;
Suffolk, the opportunistic earl who becomes pitiable when getting his just rewards; the
Talbots, heroic warriors who define glory even in defeat; York, the hot-tempered pretender to
the crown who schemes and dissembles; Warwick, the powerful king-maker who changes
monarchs at his will; and, Henry, the good man but ineffectual king. The chronicles contain
hints for these characterizations, but none of the usual sources fully explain the bulk of the

overlapping depictions in The First Four Books and the Henry VI plays. If the works are

paralogues, they were written by artists of similar minds when it came to characterization.

6 Miola, “Seven Types of Intertextuality”, p. 23.
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In considering questions of possible influence and direction of influence, it is helpful to
categorize the parallels enumerated above based on two gauges: extent of support in sources
and existence of textual overlap in the early printed versions of the Henry VI plays. Some
parallels have limited support in the chronicles, others almost none. Some parallels arise when
comparing Daniel’s poem to both the quarto/octavo and the folio versions of the plays while
others relate only to the folio. The parallels that most strongly suggest the influence of the
plays on Daniel’s initial composition of the poem are those that both have a limited basis in the
chronicles and appear in the early printed versions. | am not implying that Daniel necessarily
had read those printed versions, rather | take those printed versions to document the existence
of textual elements that existed prior to the publication of The First Four Books; Daniel could
have seen the plays performed. | believe that two of the parallels listed above fit into both
categories, having limited basis in sources and appearing in early versions of the plays:
Suffolk’s woeful departure (#1, above) and Margaret’s reaction to Suffolk’s death (#2). There
are three other parallels that have partial support in common sources, and are therefore more
questionable of potential influence, while being fully documented in the early printed editions
of the plays: Suffolk’s murder by pirates (#3), Gloucester as Henry’s crutch (#5) and York’s
instigation of Cade’s rebellion (#6). These three may be dismissed unless influence is accepted

for #1 and #2, in which case they would also become plausible evidence of influence.

The evaluation of the similarity between Daniel’s and Shakespeare’s depiction of Margaret’s
reaction to Suffolk’s death is complicated by alternate versions of the scene in the quarto of
Contention and the folio version in 2H6. The one textual overlap that has no support in the
chronicles and appears clearly, with a verbal parallel, in both an early version of the play and

the First Folio is Suffolk’s parting from Margaret. Daniel’s queen who relives her lover’s
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departure in her mind and says she “saw thy wofull cheere / When thou perceiu’dst no helpe
but to depart” seems to recall the scene from Contention of exiled Suffolk parting from his
lover and taking her heart as “A iewell lockt into the wofullst caske”. The scene, which exists
in both versions of the play, has no precedent or suggestion in Daniel’s or Shakespeare’s
sources. This does not prove influence, but the conclusion that the two are paralogues and
similarities are coincidental requires a strong belief in two artists’ ability to use similar
imagery and wording to illustrate the same invented event. If, on the other hand, one accepts
this parallel as being evidence of Daniel using 2H6 as a source, then the others become more
likely indications of influence as well. Once influence is accepted for one, demonstrating that
Daniel was familiar with the play, other areas of overlap, including those partially supported

by common sources, become plausible evidence of one work influencing the other.

The probability that areas of overlap indicate influence is impacted by an assessment of
whether it was likely that Daniel was aware of the plays based on external evidence. In some
ways, the complicated analysis of potential influence is simplified by the answer to one
question. Was Michel correct when he said:

The likelihood that Daniel knew Shakespeare or any of his works before at least

1604 is small. There is no convincing external evidence, and what similarities

in their writings can be mustered . . . can all be instances of a one-way

influence, if any, from Daniel to Shakespeare. . . .6
My analysis of the textual parallels between the Henry VI plays and The First Four Books
suggests that Michel was incorrect in at least one of his assertions embedded in this statement.

Some “similarities in their writings”, for instance the reference to a “woeful” Suffolk’s

departure, cannot be an instance of influence from Daniel to Shakespeare. The play which

66 Michel, ed., Civil Wars, p. 7.
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includes it had been performed years before the appearance of The First Four Books and it is
documented in a printed edition of the play published a year before Daniel’s poem. The
similarity may be coincidence, a paralogue not a source, but it cannot be an instance of the

playwright(s) of 2H6 using Daniel as a source.

I believe that a second element of Michel’s assertion is also incorrect, the idea that there is no
“convincing external evidence” that Daniel knew Shakespeare’s early works. There are three
pieces of external evidence indicating that Daniel was at least aware of the Henry VI plays by
1594. Two of them involve contemporary common references to Daniel and the plays in
works that appeared as Daniel was writing the poem. These suggest his awareness of the
plays. The third involves the entry of Daniel’s poem in the Stationers’ Register, an entry that

indicates some level of familiarity with the published text of at least one of the plays.

External Evidence of Daniel’s Awareness of the Henry VI Plays

On February 4, 1592, the first collection of Daniel’s poems attributed to him was entered in the
Stationers’ Register.6” Delia. Contayning certayne sonnets: with the complaint of Rosamond
was an immediate success, resulting in a second expanded edition that same year.%® The first
critical recognition of Daniel’s work is included in Thomas Nashe’s Pierce Pennilesse his

Supplication to the Deuill, a book entered in the Stationers’ Register on August 8, 1592, six

67 Daniel’s poems had been surreptitiously included in an edition of Sir Philip Sidney’s
Astrophil and Stella in the preceding year. See H.R. Woudhuysen, Sir Philip Sidney and the
Circulation of Manuscripts, 1558-1640 (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1996), p. 356.

88 pitcher, ‘Daniel, Samuel’, ODNB, “The book, on sale by the spring of 1592 . .. was an
immediate success; Daniel followed up in the same year with a second edition, which supplied
four new sonnets to Delia, and a revised version of Rosamond.” For a bibliographic
description of the two 1592 editions, see Harry Sellers, “A Bibliography of the Works of
Samuel Daniel”, Proceedings and Papers of the Oxford Bibliographical Society, 2 (1927), 29-
54, (pp. 32-33).
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months after Daniel’s volume.%® Connections between Nashe and Daniel, as well as between
Nashe and the Henry VI plays, complicate the implications of Nashe’s work, as will be
discussed below. Ata minimum, however, Nashe documents the positive critical reception of
Daniel’s Rosamond. In a section defending poetry against its detractors, he states:

you shall finde there goes more esquisite partes and puritie of witte, to the

writing of one such rare Poem as Rosamond, than to a hundred of your

dunsticall Sermons.’®
A few pages later, Nashe attacks the “shallow-braind censures” who criticize plays, offering
praise of a recent popular work from the London stage:

Nay, what if | proove playes to be no extreame: but a rare exercise of vertue?

First, for the subiect of them (for the most part) it is borrowed out of our

English Chronicles, wherein our forefathers valiant acts (that haue line long

buried intrustie brasse, and worme-eaten bookes) are revuiued, and they

themselues raised from the Graue of Obliuion, . .

How it would haue ioyed the braue Talbot (the terror of the French) to thinke

that after he had lyne two hundred yeares in his Tombe, hee should triumphe

againe on the Stage, and haue his bones newe embalmed with the teares of ten

thousand spectators at least, (at seuerall times) who in the Tragedian that

represents his person, imagine they behold him fresh bleeding.”*
Nashe’s eloquent statement is generally interpreted as a reference to some version of 1H6,
perhaps performed as harey the vj, which played to large crowds at the Rose Theatre from
March to June 1592 (see chapter 3, pp. 72-74, for further analysis of these performances).’
The recognition of a play that depicted the death of Talbot in the printed work that also

included the first public praise of Daniel’s poetry offers positive evidence that Daniel was

69 Edward Arber, ed., Transcript of the Registers of the Company of Stationers of London,
1554-1640 A.D, 5 vols (London: “privately printed”, 1875-1877; repr. New York: Peter Smith,
1950), vol. 2 (1875), fol. 292".

0 Nashe, Pierce Penniless, sig. D3'.

1 Nashe, Pierce Penniless, sig. F3'.

2 Michael Taylor, ed., Henry VI Part One (Oxford: Oxford UP, 2003), pp. 1-4.
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plausibly aware of a popular play dramatizing the historical matter about which he was writing.
A connection between Daniel and Nashe in 1591 to 1592 increases the likelihood of that

awareness.

In 1591, the year before the publication of Daniel’s Delia and Rosamond, the first printed
edition of the late Sir Philip Sidney’s Astrophel and Stella appeared in a volume that included
“sundry other rare sonnets of diuers noble men”, including 28 by Daniel, and an introductory
address “Somewhat to read for them that list”, by Nashe.”® The edition was published by
Thomas Newman and was likely based upon a stolen or surreptitious manuscript version of
Philip Sidney’s poems.” It was called in by the Stationers” Company which took action
against Newman.”® It is unclear how Newman came to possess such a manuscript. H. R.
Woudhuysen speculates that one or both of Daniel and Nashe may have been involved, both
potentially seeking the favor of Mary Herbert née Sidney, the Countess of Pembroke.’®
Regardless of the accuracy of that speculation, the inclusion of their works in the unauthorized
published edition of Astrophel and Stella is an indication of Daniel’s and Nashe’s awareness of
each other and may provide evidence of their personal acquaintance. This increases the
likelihood that Daniel would note Nashe’s recognition of a play about Talbot in Pierce
Penniless. If Daniel personally knew Nashe, another connection further increases that

likelihood; Nashe was a probable part author of the play.

3 Philip Sidney, Syr P.S. His Astrophel and Stella, . . . To the end of which are added, sundry
other rare sonnets of diuers Noble men and gentlemen (London, 1591), sigs. 13V-L2Y, A3"-A4".
"4 Woudhuysen, Sir Philip Sidney, pp. 367-371.

S Woudhuysen, Sir Philip Sidney, pp. 367-368.

6 Woudhuysen, Sir Philip Sidney, pp. 371-383. Daniel’s involvement with the Countess of
Pembroke after the appearance of his Delia and Rosamond will be addressed in chapter 3.
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In the past two decades, a strong consensus has developed that Nashe is the author of at least
the first act of Henry VI Part 1.7 If that is the case, Nashe’s praise of the play is a self-serving
promotion of a contemporary theatrical work in which he had a hand. It may also indicate that
Nashe was working on the play in 1591, around the time of his association with Daniel and the
publication of Astrophel and Stella. While these connections are speculative, they reinforce
the evidence provided by Nashe’s citation of one of the Henry VI plays in Pierce Penniless that

Daniel plausibly had some awareness of the play.

Another work that appeared before the publication of The First Four Books also refers to both
Daniel’s Rosamond and the Henry VI plays. Katherine Duncan-Jones identified a reference in
Giles Fletcher’s poem The Rising to the Crowne of Richard the third which she believes
proves that all three Henry VI plays were familiar to English audiences by September 1593 and
that playgoers were looking forward to Richard 111.78 The poem appears in the 1593 book
Licia, or Poemes of Loue, . . . whereunto is added the Rising to the Crowne of Richard the
third.”® The opening stanza begins:

The Stage is set, for Stately matter fitte,

Three partes are past, which Prince-like acted were,
To play the fourth, requires a Kingly witte,

" Taylor and Loughnane, “Canon and Chronology”, pp. 513-514. Taylor, Vincent and
Vickers all assign the first act of the play to Nashe: Gary Taylor, “Shakespeare and Others:
The Authorship of Henry the Sixth, Part One”, Medieval and Renaissance Drama in England,
7 (1995), 145-205 (pp. 174-177); Paul J. Vincent, “When harey Met Shakespeare: The Genesis
of The First Part of Henry the Sixth” (unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of
Auckland, 2005), pp. 265-270; Brian Vickers, “Incomplete Shakespeare: Or, Denying
Coauthorship in 1 Henry VI, Shakespeare Quarterly, 58 (2007), 311-352 (pp. 316, 328-332).
8 Katherine Duncan-Jones, “ ‘Three partes are past’: The Earliest Performances of
Shakespeare’s First Tetralogy”, Notes and Queries, 50 (2003), 20-21.

9 Giles Fletcher, Licia, or Poemes of loue . . .Whereunto is added the rising to the crowne of
Richard the third (London, 1593).

8 Fletcher, Licia, sig. L2".
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In Duncan-Jones’s words, “Fletcher’s remark that ‘Three partes are past’ makes best sense as
referring to recent performance of the plays we now know as 1, 2, and 3 Henry V1.8 The
reference to “the fourth” is an apparent reference to a play about Richard Il1, the subject of

Fletcher’s poem, a play that was anticipated but had not yet been performed in late 1593.82

Two stanzas later, on the same page, Fletcher cites a historical figure brought back to life in
another recent work:

Rosamond was fayre, and farre more fayre than she,

Her fall was great, and but a womans fall.83
As with Nashe’s recognition of a play about Talbot a year earlier, it provides evidence that
Daniel may have been aware of a work referring to the Henry VI plays, one that concurrently
invoked the heroine of his poem. This time, however, the reference to the Henry VI plays
documents the recognition of all three and implies that there was public awareness of them in

late 1593, when Daniel was certainly writing The Civil Wars.

The joint mention of Daniel’s poems alongside references to the Henry VI plays in two
separate works published between 1592 and 1593 indicates an environment where Daniel’s
awareness of the plays seems more likely than his lack of knowledge of them. A third piece of
external evidence provides the strongest indication that he was familiar with the published
edition of one of them, Contention. The entry of Daniel’s poem in the Stationers’ Register in
October 1594 seems to have been modeled on the title of that play as it was printed a few

months earlier.

81 Duncan-Jones, “ “Three partes are past’ ”, p. 20.
8 Fletcher, Licia includes a note “To the Reader” dated “Septemb. 8. 1593”, sig. B1".
8 Fletcher, Licia, sig. L2".
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Contention was entered in the Stationers’ Register on March 12, 1594 and was printed soon
thereafter with the title-page:®*

THE | First part of the Con- | tention betwixt the two famous Houses of Yorke

| and Lancaster, with the death of the good | Duke Humphrey: | And the

banishment and death of the Duke of | Suffolke, and the Tragicall end of the

proud Cardinall | of Winchester, with the notable Rebellion | of lacke Cade: |

And the Duke of Yorkes first claime vnto the | Crowne. | LONDON. | Printed

by Thomas Creed, for Thomas Millington, | and are to be sold at his shop

vnder Saint Peters | Church in Cornwall. | 1594.

(Contention Q1594 title-page)

Seven months later, on October 11, Daniel’s poem was entered in the Stationers’ Register not
as The Civil Wars but as The discention betwixt the houses of Yorke and Lancaster:

Symon waterson/ Entred for his copie vnder the wardens handes, a booke

intituled, The discention betwixt the houses of Yorke and Lancaster in

verse penned by Samuell Danyell, vppon Condicion that before yt be printed he

shall procure sufficient authority for the printing of yt.8
It is unclear why Daniel’s work would be identified as The Discention betwixt the houses of
Yorke and Lancaster and not as The Civil Wars. An extant early manuscript of the first two
books (analyzed in chapter 4) includes the title “The ciuile warrs betweene the houses of york
& Lanaster [sic]”.85 The title does not include the word “discention”, nor is that word used
anywhere in the body of the poem to describe the conflict. The title of the work was certainly

important to Daniel who sought to associate his epic with Lucan’s Pharsalia, a work also

known by its alternate title, De Bello Civili [The Civil War], as echoed in Daniel’s opening

8 Arber, ed., Transcript, vol. 2, fol. 305". For format of title-page transcriptions, see Philip
Gaskell, A New Introduction to Bibliography (Oxford: Oxford UP, 1972; reprinted with
corrections by Oak Knoll Press: New Castle, Delaware, 2012), p. 368

8 Arber, ed., Transcript, vol. 2, fol. 313"

8 BL, Sloane MS 1443; CELM, DaS 1. This manuscript is analyzed in chapter 4.
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line, “I sing the ciuil warrs”.8” In 1603, Daniel referred to his poem as “my Homer-Lucan”, in
his Defense of Ryme, emphasizing its connection to Lucan’s epic.88 Daniel does not seem to
have intended the poem to be titled The discention; why then is it recorded that way in the

Stationers’ Register?

I believe a plausible explanation is that it was contemplated that Daniel’s poem would be
printed and marketed as The discention to be reminiscent of The Contention, the play on the
same topic printed as Daniel was completing the first edition of his work. Both were being
represented as adaptations of Hall’s chronicle, The vnion of the two noble and illustre famelies
of Lancastre & Yorke beeyng long in continual discension. Daniel may have adopted the word
“discension” from Hall; however, the contemplated title of Daniel’s work, The discention
betwixt the houses of Yorke and Lancaster, is more similar to The First part of the Contention
betwixt the two famous Houses of Yorke and Lancaster, than it is to Hall’s work. Both poem
and play include the words “betwixt” and “houses”, words that do not appear in Hall, and
present the family names of York and Lancaster in the same order, the opposite order of that in
Hall. Reflecting the intent to take advantage of the play’s popularity, Daniel’s poem may have
been initially submitted to the Stationers’ Company with a title-page that closely mirrored the
play, a title-page that could be used to market the work. Paulina Kewes points out that early

modern readers did not necessarily distinguish between different genres — chronicles, stage

87 Gillian Wright, “What Daniel Really Did with the Pharsalia: The Civil Wars, Lucan, and
King James”, The Review of English Studies, 55 (2004), 210-232 (p. 210).

8 Tillyard, The English Epic, pp. 322-323; Edward Paleit, War, Liberty and Caesar:
Responses to Lucan’s Bellum Ciuile, ca. 1580-1650 (Oxford: Oxford UP, 2013), p. 68; Samuel
Daniel, A panegyrike congratulatorie deliuered to the Kings most excellent Maiestie . . .
(London, 1603), fol. H6".
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plays, poems — in regarding all as histories. They “expected . . . to make comparisons
across a spectrum of texts dealing . . . with the national or foreign past.” The fact that Daniel’s
poem was entered as The discention . . . in verse (my emphasis) encouraged a comparison to

the dramatic and prose versions of the same historical material.

Of course, it would be Daniel’s publisher, Simon Waterson, not Daniel himself, who registered
the work and would be concerned with marketing it. Yet Daniel’s involvement in the decision
of how his poem would be titled and sold is suggested by the Stationers’ Register entry that
specifically identifies him, indicating that the manuscript submitted featured his name. The
poet would undoubtedly be aware if the poem that he intended to be called The Civil Wars was
expected to be sold with an alternate title. Perhaps Daniel and Waterson debated the title, with
the publisher desiring to take advantage of the popularity of Contention. If that were the case,
it appears that Daniel won in the end, since the printed work was called The First Four Books

of the Civil Wars and not the title by which it was identified in the Stationers’ Register.

Regardless of why Daniel’s poem was registered as The discention, not The Civil Wars, the
close parallel between the work as entered in the Stationers’ Register and the title page of
Contention provides strong evidence that Daniel was aware of a printed version of the play.
The title of his poem as entered in the Stationers’ Register, The discention betwixt the houses
of Yorke and Lancaster in verse closely parallels The First part of the Contention betwixt the
two famous Houses of Yorke and Lancaster, printed within the preceding seven months. That

printed edition included a romantic relationship between Margaret and Suffolk, a depiction of

8 paulina Kewes, “History and Its Uses”, in The Uses of History in Early Modern England, ed.
by Paulina Kewes (San Marino, CA: Huntington Library, 2006), pp. 1-30 (p. 5).
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their woeful parting, Suffolk’s death by pirates, a description of Gloucester as Henry’s crutch
and York’s personal instigation of Cade’s rebellion, all elements included in the fourth book of
Daniel’s poem. Contrary to Michel’s assertion regarding the lack of external evidence of
Daniel’s knowledge of the Henry VI plays, the registration of his work in the Stationers’
Register indicates it likely that he knew of at least Contention while parallels with the first
edition of the poem provide indications of possible influence that can be in only one direction,

from that play to Daniel.

In this chapter | have evaluated nine textual parallels between the Henry VI plays and Daniel’s
First Four Books of the Civil Wars (including the fifth book) not fully explained by reference
to common sources. | have also considered bibliographical evidence suggesting that Daniel
was aware of the Henry VI plays as he was writing his poem and that he may have had some
familiarity with the printed edition of one of the plays. The analysis is not conclusive of
influence; there are no extended quotations and it remains possible that all areas of overlap are
coincidental. The evidence demonstrates, however, that the hypothesis that Daniel adopted
elements of the Henry VI plays while writing his poem is plausible. There is textual and
bibliographical evidence of such influence. Employing Hume’s framework, this hypothesis
needs to be further tested through a review of other evidence, specifically biographical and
historical evidence of whether Daniel could have encountered the plays in performance or
print. In the next chapter | evaluate such evidence to determine if it supports or refutes the

hypothesis that Daniel was influenced by the Henry VI plays.
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Chapter 3

Samuel Daniel and the Henry VI Plays: 1592-1594
Currently accepted literary scholarship holds that Daniel was likely unaware of the Henry VI
plays while writing The First Four Books of the Civil Wars and that the first published edition
of his poem was not influenced by the plays. This view is based, in part, on the fact that
Oxford-trained Daniel inhabited a milieu dominated by the aristocracy, people like his patrons,
the Countess of Pembroke and Baron Mountjoy, who are thought to have had little exposure to
or regard for popular theater. A review of what is known of Samuel Daniel’s life and the
performance and publication history of the Henry VI plays, however, yields a number of
connections between those around Daniel and theater, as well as connections to these specific
plays. Two of the plays, Contention and True Tragedy, were likely being performed by
Pembroke’s Men, the acting company sponsored by the Countess’s husband, when Daniel was
part of the Pembroke household and contemplating, if not composing, The Civil Wars. Further
details of Mary Sidney’s activities during the summer of 1592 suggest a vehicle for Daniel see
performances of the plays. Similarly, Mountjoy’s documented interest in playbooks and
historical drama provides evidence of how Daniel could have become aware of printed editions

of the plays as they became available.

Biographical and historical evidence surrounding Daniel’s life and the performance history of
the Henry VI plays provides a basis for testing the hypothesis that he was influenced by the

plays while writing The First Four Books. Much of this evidence, especially analysis of Mary
Sidney’s activities and details of the itineraries of the acting companies, has become available

in the past few decades and so was not encompassed in Michel’s 1958 analysis when he
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concluded it unlikely that Daniel “would have seen or read the plays”.> The new evidence

calls for a reevaluation of Michel’s conclusion.

Samuel Daniel and the Countess of Pembroke: 1592 to 1594

During the three years preceding the October 1594 entry of The First Four Books of the Civil
Wars in the Stationers’ Register, Daniel wrote The Tragedy of Cleopatra under the patronage
of Mary Sidney, the Countess of Pembroke, and completed the first edition of The Civil Wars
with the support of Charles Blount, Baron Mountjoy. As described in chapter 2 (p. 56), his
literary career was effectively launched in late 1591 with the inclusion of his sonnets in the
first edition of Philip Sidney’s Astrophel and Stella.? Soon after its publication, the edition
was called in by the Stationers’ Company, most likely at the insistence of Mary Sidney who
tightly controlled the publication of her brother’s works.® Daniel was either visiting Italy at the
time with Sir Edward Dymoke or had recently returned to England.* The seemingly
unauthorized publication of his poems gave Daniel reason to appeal to the Countess for
patronage in his 1592 edition of Delia and Rosamond.®> The volume included a prose
dedication “To the Right Honorable Ladie Mary, Countesse of Pembroke” in which Daniel
protested the inclusion of his poems in the questionable edition of her brother’s work and
pleaded for support:

Right honorable, although | rather desired to keep in the priuate passions of my

youth, . . . seeing | was betraide by the indiscretions of a greedie Printer, and

had some of my secrets brewraide to the world, vncorrected: doubting the like

of the rest, | am forced to publish that which | neuer ment. . . . And for my selfe,
seeing | am thrust out into the worlde, and that my vnboldned Muse, is forced to

! Michel, ed., Civil Wars, p. 8.

2 Pitcher, “Daniel, Samuel” ODNB; Woudhuysen, Sir Philip Sidney, p. 356.

3 Woudhuysen, Sir Philip Sidney, pp. 367-369, 380-381.

4 Woudhuysen, Sir Philip Sidney, pp. 380-381; Mark Eccles, “Samuel Daniel in France and
Italy”, Studies in Philology, 34 (1937), 148-167 (pp. 165-167).

> Woudhuysen, Sir Philip Sidney, p. 377.
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appeare so rawly in publique; I desire onely to bee graced by the countenance of

your protection: whome the fortune of our time hath made the happie and

iudiciall Patronesse of the Muses, . . .

(Delia and Rosamond, 15923, sig. A2"™Y)

Daniel’s appeal to the Countess worked; he was soon writing under her patronage and
direction. The exact date when Daniel gained Mary Sidney’s support is unknown but may be
important in determining how he could have encountered the Henry VI plays. Daniel’s
signature in an autograph book of German traveler Erhard Grinthaler places him in Padua in
June 1591 following a journey through the Alps.® The entry of Delia and Rosamond in the
Stationers’ Register on February 4, 1592 may indicate that he had returned to England by that

date. He was certainly in England by March as details of a lawsuit between Dymoke and his

uncle, the Earl of Lincoln, place Daniel in Dymoke’s home on March 1 of that year.’

Some literary scholars have speculated that his involvement with the Countess began before

the publication of Delia and Rosamond and that she may be the “Delia” of his poems.2 Daniel
biographers, however, have dismissed that possibility based on the change in tone between his
1592 dedication to her and that in 1594, and the lack of any documentation connecting Daniel
to the Pembrokes before 1592.° The 1592 prose dedication seeks patronage (“I desire onely to

bee graced by the countenance of your protection”, Delia and Rosamond, 1592a, A2") whereas

6 June Schlueter, “Samuel Daniel in Italy: New Documentary Evidence”, Huntington Library
Quarterly, 75 (2012), 283-290 (pp. 285-288).

" Joan Rees, Samuel Daniel: A Critical and Biographical Study (Liverpool: Liverpool UP,
1964), pp. 8-9; Woudhuysen, Sir Philip Sidney, p. 377.

8 Rees, Samuel Daniel, p. 16; Hannay, Philip’s Phoenix, pp. 116-118.

° Rees, Samuel Daniel, pp. 9-11; Cecil Seronsy, Samuel Daniel (New York: Twayne
Publishers, 1967), p. 25. Richard A. McCabe notes that “Overly literal interpretation of the
affective language of dedication led to such bizarre biographical fictions as the identification of
the Countess of Pembroke as Daniel’s “‘Delia’ ”, Ungainefull Arte: Poetry, Patronage and
Print in the Modern Era (Oxford: Oxford UP, 2016), p. 21.
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the 1594 verse dedication addresses the Countess as a current patron (“Great Patroness of these
my humble Rymes”, Delia and Rosamond Augmented. Cleopatra., 1594, A2"). Itis possible
that Daniel had acquired the Countess’s support by the time of the original dedication; in the
Oxford DNB, John Pitcher, posits that Daniel was “permitted . . . to dedicate an authorized
edition of the Delia sonnets . . . to Sidney’s sister, Mary, countess of Pembroke”.1° | believe,
however, that the change in tone reflects a shift in Daniel’s relationship with Mary Sidney and
that her patronage began after the first dedication. Mary Ellen Lamb points out that many

writers dedicated works to the Countess, but not all were afforded approval.

A clue as to when Daniel first met the Countess might be provided by her literary career. Her
translations of Phillippe de Mornay’s Discourse on Life and Death and Robert Garnier’s
tragedy Antonius were entered in the Stationers’ Register on May 3, 1592, three months after
the entry of Delia and Rosamond.*? The affinity of Daniel’s historically-oriented and tragic
Complaint of Rosamond with her tragedy Antonius may have been what drew her to him. She
directed Daniel to write a companion piece to her classical play, one continuing the narrative
past Mark Antony’s death and relating it from the standpoint of Cleopatra. It is plausible that
Daniel’s composition of Cleopatra and the period of Mary Sidney’s patronage began around
the time of the entry of her translation of Antonius in the Stationers’ Register. The registration
of her work for publication provides evidence that she would be motivated to acquiesce to his

public request for patronage if he would agree to write the sequel to Antonius.

10 Pitcher, “Daniel, Samuel (1562/3-1619)", ODNB.

11 Mary Ellen Lamb, “The Countess of Pembroke’s Patronage”, English Literary Renaissance
12 (1982), 162-179 (pp. 164-165).

12 Victor Skretkowicz, “Mary Sidney Herbert’s Antonius, English Philhellenism and the
Protestant Cause”, Women’s Writing, 6 (1999), 7-25 (p. 12); Arber, ed., Transcript vol. 2, fol.
288"
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Delia and Rosamond appeared in two printed editions in 1592, both including Daniel’s appeal
to the Countess for his work to be “graced” by her “countenance” (sig. A2" in both editions).
This differed from the dedication that preceded Delia when it was printed two years later with
Cleopatra, in the 1594 Delia and Rosamond. Cleopatra. The 1594 dedication referred to her
as “Great Patroness of these my humble Rymes” (sig. A2"). The shift seems to reflect a change
in Daniel’s status between the printing of the second edition of Delia and Rosamond (at some
point after February 1592) and the entry of Cleopatra in the Stationers’ Register (October 19,
1593).13 During the intervening period, Daniel apparently began composing The Tragedy of
Cleopatra under the direction of the Countess, a “worke the which she did impose / Who onely
doth predominate my Muse”, according to the poet (Delia and Rosamond augmented.

Cleopatra, 1594, sig. H5").

While composing Cleopatra, Daniel may have joined the Pembroke household and served as
tutor to twelve-year old William Herbert.*> Although there is no firm documentation of Daniel
filling such a role, a decade later, in 1603, the poet addressed his Defence of Ryme to Herbert,
referring to Wilton as his “best Schoole”, perhaps implying that the Pembroke estate was both
his source of learning and employment as an instructor.*® If Daniel was the young Herbert’s
tutor, his role was short-lived. On March 9, 1593, William Herbert matriculated at New

College, Oxford where he was tutored for the next two years by John Lloyd.?” In assuming

13 See Lamb, “Countess of Pembroke’s Patronage”, pp. 164-165, for description of differing
levels of status and respectability afforded to those who sought the Countess’s patronage.

15 Hannay, Philip’s Phoenix, p. 112; McCabe, Ungainefull Arte, p. 254.

16 Daniel, A Panegyrick Congratulatorie . . .. Also Certain Epistles With a Defence of Ryme
(1603), sig. E4".

17 Victor Stater, ‘Herbert, William, Third Earl of Pembroke (1580-1630)’, ODNB (Oxford:

Oxford UP, 2004); Brian O’Farrell, Shakespeare’s Patron: William Herbert, Third Earl of
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duties in the Pembroke household, Daniel would have joined a stable of other writers who
served the Herberts in various capacities.'® Even if Daniel was not Herbert’s tutor, he
plausibly had some role in the household, perhaps secretary to the Countess, as he wrote

Cleopatra.

Between mid-1592 and late 1593, Daniel seems to have resided with the Pembrokes and acted
as one of the Countess’s principal poets-in-residence, occupied with writing Cleopatra.
During this period, he likely spent time at the principal Pembroke estate, Wilton in Wiltshire,
and at their other residences — Ivychurch and Ramsbury (both in Wiltshire), and Baynard’s
Castle in London.?® As discussed in greater detail later, a visit by Queen Elizabeth and the
court to Ramsbury in August 1592 places the Pembroke household there at that time. Mary
Sidney and Daniel probably spent most of summer of 1592 in Wiltshire at some combination

of Wilton and Ramsbury, preparing for and attending the queen’s visit.

Daniel remained with the Pembrokes for two years or less. At some point, he experienced
financial difficulty and took refuge with Mountjoy. His financial situation is indicated by both
external evidence and references in The First Four Books. On April 8, 1595, Daniel’s friend
and fellow poet, Fulke Greville, wrote to Robert Cecil indicating that he sought the Queen’s
approval to gain Daniel a steady income:

The parsonage in the Isle of Wight, which | moved Her Majesty for Samuel
Danyel, and which she was pleased to be certified by you from your father, is

Pembroke 1580-1650 (London: Continuum International Publishing, 2011), p. 8; Brennan,
Literary Patronage, p. 99.

18 Hannay, Philip’s Phoenix, p. 112; Michael G. Brennan, Literary Patronage in the English
Renaissance: The Pembroke Family (London: Routledge, 1988), pp. 74-78.

20 Hannay, Philip’s Phoenix, p. 106.
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called Shawflete. . .. Sir, you shall do a good deed to help the poor man; many

will thank you.?!
While Greville’s letter indicates that Daniel’s economic difficulties continued through April
1595, stanzas of The Civil Wars included in both the printed edition and early manuscripts
attest to the shelter, if not financial support, that Mountjoy provided before that date as Daniel
completed the first edition of his poem during 1594 (the dating of the manuscripts is evaluated
in chapter 4).22 Daniel describes himself as a “fortune-tossed wight” whom Mountjoy has
received into his “quiet shore”:

And thou Charles Mountioy borne the worldes delight,

That hast receiu’d into thy quiet shore

Me tempest-driuen fortune-tossed wight,?

Tir’d with expecting and could hope no more:

And cheerest on my better yeares to write

A sadder Subiect then | tooke before,

(FFB, Q1595:1-1V 1.5.1-6)

And you o worthy you, that take remorse

Of my estate, and helpe my thoughts to rise;

Continue still your grace that | may giue

End to the worke, wherein your worth may liue.
(FFB, Q1595:1-1V, 111.132.5-8)

The inclusion of these stanzas in early manuscripts indicates that Daniel left the Pembroke
household and began writing, with Mountjoy’s support as he shifted from completing

Cleopatra to writing The Civil Wars, perhaps around the time of or soon after Cleopatra’s

21 Rees, Samuel Daniel, p. 63. Rees cites Historical Manuscripts Commission (Hatfield
House), part v, p. 166 as the original source.

22 As noted by Richard A. McCabe, after Mountjoy’s death, in his Funeral Poem, Daniel
claimed to have never received significant remuneration from Mountjoy. McCabe,
Ungainefull Arte, pp. 258-259. Samuel Daniel, A Funeral Poem Vppon the Death of the Late
Noble Earle of Deuonshyre (London, 1606), sig. ALY,

23 Pitcher, “Daniel, Samuel”, ODNB, notes, “the [shipwreck] metaphor was borrowed from
Tasso, but even so his difficulties were probably real enough”.
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October 1593 registration.?* This places Daniel in the Pembroke household from mid-1592 till

a date between late 1593 and early 1594.

There are indications that Daniel was already writing The Civil Wars when he published the
first version of Delia and Rosamond in February 1592. The Latin motto on the title page of
that edition, “Aetas prima canat veneres postrema tumultus”, based on a line from Propertius’s
Elegies, 11.x.7, translates as “Let youth sing of love, age of war”.?> The twenty-nine to thirty-
year-old Daniel seemingly already considered himself past the frivolous considerations of
youth, such as sonnet writing, upon the publication of his first poems and was contemplating if
not composing a work on “tumultus” (a variation of a word used in the opening line of The
Civil Wars, “I sing the ciuil warrs, tumultuous broyles”). Daniel’s “Epistle Dedicatorie” to the
1612 edition of The First Part of the Historie of England indicates that he first took up the
study of history “in forraine countries”, which may refer to his travels in France and Italy from
1586 to 1591.26 Daniel was contemplating if not already writing The Civil Wars in mid-1592
when he was directed by Mary Sidney to put it aside and write a companion tragedy to
Antonius. It was apparently in the forefront of his mind as he completed Cleopatra in late
1593. The dedication to the Countess accompanying that work includes an appeal for her
support of his efforts in setting English history to verse, efforts that he felt “More fitting” to his
“nature” and he concludes with his aspiration “to take a greater taske in hand”:

And | heereafter, in another kinde,

24 Matthew Bran Davies, The 2nd Earl of Essex and the History Players: the Factional Writing
of John Hayward, William Shakespeare, Samuel Daniel, and George Chapman (Unpublished
doctoral disseration, The University of Texas at Austin, Dec. 2012), 187; Pitcher, “Daniel,
Samuel”, ODNB, “Daniel got from him [Mountjoy] . . . the encouragement and intellectual
support of a cultivated and scholarly aristocrat, as well as access to a well-stocked library”.

25 Michel, ed., Civil Wars, p. 339.

26 Samuel Daniel, The First Part of the Historie of England (1612), sig. A2"; Eccles, “Samuel
Daniel”, pp. 148-167.
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More fitting to the nature of my vaine,
May (peraduenture) better please thy minde,
(Delia and Rosamond augmented. Cleopatra, 1594, sig. H5Y)
But, (Madam,) this doth animate my mind,
That fauored by the Worthyes of our Land,
My lynes are lik’d, the which may make me grow,
In time to take a greater taske in hand.
(Delia and Rosamond augmented. Cleopatra, 1594, sig. H7")
The Countess did not succumb to Daniel’s plea; when he took up The Civil Wars again, he did
so with Mountjoy’s support.?” On October 11, 1594, less than a year after the registration of
Cleopatra, the work, which included four books with over 4,000 lines of verse, was entered in
the Stationers’ Register. It appeared in print the following year, with multiple references to
Mountjoy in the text and no explicit dedication (perhaps a tactful attempt to not insult the
Countess).?® The period between Daniel joining Mountjoy and the entry of the work, a period
of six months to a year, is insufficient for Daniel to have composed the bulk of the text. A
significant portion must have been written either while he was working with the Countess or
before then. It appears that he wrote the bulk of the work during the three-year period between
the 1592 appearance of Delia and Rosamond and the 1595 publication of The First Four
Books, temporarily setting it aside in mid-1592 to write Cleopatra. Just as Daniel was setting

aside The Civil Wars, versions of the three Henry VI plays were being performed by two acting

companies, Lord Strange’s Men and the Earl of Pembroke’s Men.

Strange’s Men, Pembroke’s Men and the Henry VI Plays

Extant documentation of the early performance history of the Henry VI plays suggests multiple

instances where Daniel could have seen performances of the plays. | regard each of these

27 McCabe, Ungainefull Arte, pp. 254-255.
28 McCabe, Ungainefull Arte, pp. 255.
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instances of Daniel’s possible access to the plays as plausible, though none of them rises to the
level of probable. Each will be reviewed before considering details of the Countess of

Pembroke’s activities that make one scenario more likely, while not ruling out others.

As described in chapter 2 (pp. 55-56), Nashe’s Pierce Penniless includes the first
documentation of a likely performance of one of the Henry VI plays, Henry VI Part 1, a play
that Nashe may have partly written.?® Nashe’s comment coincides with fifteen entries in Philip
Henslowe’s diary between March 3 and June 19, 1592 of a play he listed as harey the vj.3° The
play was part of the repertory of Lord Strange’s Men, the resident acting company at the newly
expanded Rose Theatre.3 Andrew Gurr notes that Strange’s Men’s run at the Rose, from
February 19 to June 22 of that year, “may well have been the longest tenure for one company
at one playhouse up to that time” and Lawrence Manley states that they “offered 105
performances of 24 different plays”.3> The plays included the very popular “leronymo” [The
Spanish Tragedy] and “The lewe of Malltuse” [The Jew of Malta]; however, harey the vj was
“the single most profitable and most frequently performed” of their repertory.®® Although
uncertain and still subject to some debate, it is probable that the play being referred to by

Nashe and harey the vj are one and the same, and that both are some version of the play printed

29 Taylor and Loughnane, “Canon and Chronology”, pp. 513-514.

30 Philip Henslowe, Henslowe’s Diary, ed. by Reginald A. Foakes (Cambridge: Cambridge
UP, 2002), pp. 16-19.

31 Lawrence Manley and Sally-Beth MacLean, Lord Strange’s Men and Their Plays (New
Haven: Yale UP, 2014), pp. 58-63.

32 Andrew Gurr, The Shakespearian Playing Companies (Oxford: Oxford UP, 1996), p. 259;
Manley, Lawrence, “From Strange’s Men to Pembroke’s Men: 2 Henry VI and The First Part
of the Contention”, Shakespeare Quarterly, 54 (2003), 253-287 (p. 254).

33 Manley and MacLean, Lord Strange’s Men, p. 274. Sarah Neville notes that the initial
performance of harey the vj, “on 3 March 1592 . . . took in a record £3.16s.8d.”, “The first
Part of Henry the Sixt”, in The New Oxford Shakespeare: Critical Reference Edition, ed. by
Gary Taylor and others, 2 vols. (Oxford: Oxford UP, 2016), vol. 2, p. 2387.
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in the 1623 first folio as The first Part of Henry the Sixt.3* The final performance of harey the
vj during Strange’s Men’s 1592 run at the Rose on June 19, 1592 was a few days before the
Privy Council ordered the London theaters closed on June 23, 1592, initially due to an
apprentices’ riot and later due to the outbreak of plague. *> The theaters remained closed

through late December.

The performances of harey the vj at the Rose from March to June 1592 present the first
opportunity for Daniel to see a version of one of the Henry VI plays. Daniel’s whereabouts
after early March 1592, when he was with Dymoke in Lincoln, are unknown. Soon thereafter,
Daniel left Dymoke and joined the Countess of Pembroke. While it is possible that he went
directly from Lincoln to the Pembroke estate, Wilton, in Wiltshire, it is also possible that he
came first to London and met the Countess there. If that were the case, the period between
March and June 1592 is the most likely timeframe for such a meeting to occur. During that
time, the two editions of Daniel’s Delia and Rosamond were being printed, both evidencing
significant revisions from prior versions (including the versions of the Delia sonnets included
in the 1591 Astrophel and Stella). Daniel may have been actively involved in making such
revisions. In later years, he was known to have worked at the London home of his friend and
publisher, Simon Waterson, and he may have done the same while the 1592 editions of Delia
and Rosamond were being finalized.®® It is possible that the Countess was also in the city

during that period, staying at the Pembrokes’s London home, Baynard’s Castle. As with

34 Manley and MacLean, Lord Strange’s Men, pp. 96-99; Schoone-Jongen, Shakespeare’s
Companies, pp. 109-111; Taylor and Loughnane, “Canon and Chronology”, pp. 515-516.

3 Henslowe, Henslowe’s Diary, p. 19; Manley and Maclean, Lord Strange’s Men, p. 248. For
listings of dates during which the London playhouses were closed see Gurr, Shakespearian
Playing Companies, p. 91; Taylor and Loughnane, “Canon and Chronology”, p. 443.

3 Rees, Samuel Daniel, p. 123.
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Daniel, there exists no documentation of her whereabouts from March to June 1592. She
generally organized annual moves of the household to London.®” If there was such a move in
1592, it would not have been during the summer, because the Countess would have been in

Wiltshire, preparing for the Queen’s August visit to Ramsbury.38

If Daniel and the Countess were in London during March to June 1592, it is likely that they
knew of the popular play being performed at the Rose. Based on the estimated capacity of the
Rose, up to 2,500 spectators, the fifteen performances of harey the vj could have
accommodated 37,500 attendees. 3 This represented 19% of the entire London population of
under 200,000 at the time and a more significant portion of the theater-going population. Even
if the average attendance was half of that amount, a figure it almost certainly exceeded (based
on its profitability), over 9% of the entire population of London attended a performance of
harey the vj during Strange’s Men’s three-month run at the Rose. It is probable that a poet
who was writing a poem about the English civil war and his prospective patron would hear
something of the play that included the heroic death of Talbot, a play possibly in part by
Nashe, who had penned the dedication to the 1591 edition of Philip Sidney’s Astrophel and

Stella that included Daniel’s poems.

The next documentation of performances of one of the Henry VI plays is from another work
published in 1592. Greene’s Groatsworth of Wit, entered in the Stationers’ Register on
September 20, 1592, famously used a variation of a line from Henry VI Part 3, a line that also

appears in the octavo of True Tragedy, to ridicule an actor-playwright who had a “Tygers

37 Hannay, Philip's Phoenix, p. 151; Brennan, Literary Patronage, pp. 93-94.
38 Hannay, Philip’s Phoenix, p. 151.
3% Manley and MacLean, Lord Strange’s Men, p. 59.
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heart wrapt in a Players hyde” and saw himself as “the onely Shake-scene in a countrey”.4°
The parody of a line from 3H6 (“Tygers hart wrapt in a womans hide”) provides evidence that
some version of that play had been performed by September 1592 and that Shakespeare, a
player, was recognized as at least part author of the play.** Combined with Nashe’s reference
to a version of 1H6 and the assumption that 2H6/Contention preceded 3H6/True Tragedy, the
September 1592 variation of a line from 3H6 establishes that all three plays had been
performed before that date. It is also regarded as evidence that a performance of True Tragedy
occurred in London, perhaps at John Burbage’s The Theatre, or at The Rose before Philip
Henslowe began making records of performances in his diary in February of that year.4?
Unfortunately, no documentation exists of any such performance of True Tragedy in London;

however, if it did occur in 1592, it would have been before the closure of the theaters in June.

Wherever True Tragedy had been performed before September 1592, it was staged by the Earl
of Pembroke’s Men. The title-page of the 1595 octavo notes that it had been “sundrie times
acted by the Right Honourable the Earle of Pembrooke his seruants.” The possible
relationship between the Countess of Pembroke and the acting company that bore her
husband’s name is considered in the next section of this chapter. For now, the association of
True Tragedy with Pembroke’s Men increases the likelihood that the Countess and Daniel

would have been aware of the play performed in London if the two of them were there. Ata

40 Greenes Groatsworth of Wit Bought With a Million of Repentance . . ., London, 1592, F1".
John Jowett has demonstrated that Greene’s Groatsworth is a likely forgery, perpetrated by
Henry Chettle after Robert Greene’s death on September 3, 1592, “Johannes Factotum: Henry
Chettle and Greene’s Groatsworth of Wit”, Papers of the Bibliographical Society of America,
87 (1993), 453-486. The work, however, is still referred to as Greene’s Groatsworth of Wit.
41 Schoone-Jongen, Shakespeare’s Companies, pp. 27-35.

42 Gurr, Shakespearian Playing Companies, p. 270; Manley and MacLean, Lord Strange’s
Men, p. 302. Schoone-Jongen argues that Strange’s Men did not play at The Theatre but may
have played at The Rose, Shakespeare’s Companies, pp. 59-61, 79.
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minimum, Daniel would have had an interest in a play being performed by the company
supported by Pembroke, the husband of his prospective patron, especially one about the
English civil wars. Although more speculative than the reasonably well-documented
performance of harey the vj in London during that year, again it is possible that Daniel would

have been aware of a performance of True Tragedy in early to mid-1592.

Both Strange’s and Pembroke’s Men toured during the remainder of 1592 as the London
theaters remained closed.*® It is probable that harey the vj and True Tragedy were in their
respective repertories. It is also likely that the repertory of Pembroke’s Men included The
Contention. The quarto of that play, published in 1594, unusually, does not cite a specific
acting company on its title-page; however, the close association of Contention to True Tragedy
is taken by most scholars to indicate that Pembroke’s Men owned both.4* Al three of the plays
— harey the vj, Contention and True Tragedy — were likely being performed in the provinces

during the summer of 1592 by Strange’s and Pembroke’s Men.

As with all performance records of the time, there survives limited documentation of Strange’s
and Pembroke’s Men’s provincial tours. Lawrence Manley and Sally-Beth MacLean describe
both the sources and limitations of such documentation in reconstructing Strange’s Men’s
travels:

The 1592 tour records include no private residences or inns, nor, as we have
indicated, do they reflect every town that may have been favored with a
performance on the routes taken. What we know is based only on very
incomplete data, and where records do exist, it must be admitted that only the
reward paid for a single official performance before the mayor or council is
noted, ... We can safely assume that there may also have been private

43 Gurr, Shakespearian Playing Companies, p. 91.
4 Gurr, Shakespearian Playing Companies, p. 269; Schoone-Jongen, Shakespeare’s
Companies, p. 120.
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residences with hosts friendly to Lord Strange along the preferred southern

roads, but the loss of family records, especially acute in the south, prevents us

from identifying these additional locations.*®
As they note, extant documentation, principally civic records, is incomplete and does not
reflect performances at private residences. The Earl of Pembroke’s sponsorship of Pembroke’s
Men provides evidence that he may have been one of the “hosts friendly” to acting companies
and establish the Pembroke estates as plausible locations for such private performances.
Unfortunately, the Pembroke Wiltshire homes, Wilton and Ramsbury, were among those
whose records have been lost; both were destroyed by fire in the 17th century.4’ The only
documentation that survives to indicate the likelihood of performances at those estates are the
limited records of Strange’s and Pembroke’s Men’s tours, records that can establish if such

performances were feasible based on other stops in the companies’ travels.

As described by Sally-Beth MacLean, the tour routes taken by the acting companies followed
regular patterns:

We can say with some assurance, therefore, that tour routes followed long-
familiar roads across England to towns and households with an established taste
—and even need — for public and private entertainment. Ease of travel must
have dictated the choice of some routes over others . . . 48

4 Manley and MacLean, Lord Strange’s Men, p. 251.

47 Wilton was destroyed in 1647 and Ramsbury in 1648. If any records remained at the
Herberts’ London estate, Baynard’s Castle, they were destroyed in the great fire of 1666.
Hannay, Philip’s Phoenix, p. 177; Margaret P. Hannay, Mary Sidney, Lady Wroth (Farnham,
Surrey: Ashgate, 2010), p. xiv. See also Wiltshire and Swindon History Centre
<http://www.wshc.eu/blog/tag/Ramsbury.html>. Manley and MacLean note a thorough search
for tour records relating to 1593 from many sources along “several roads through Wiltshire”,
including accounts at Wilton, which search “yielded no returns”, Lord Strange’s Men, p. 260.
48 Sally-Beth MacLean, “Tour Routes: ‘Provincial Wanderings’ or Traditional Circuits?”,
Medieval and Renaissance Drama in England, 6 (1993), p. 9.
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One of the most popular routes was along the Marlborough road between London and
Bristol.*® Civic records of Bristol include a payment of 30s to Strange’s Men between August
6 and August 19, 1592, indicating they were on the Marlborough road during that month.°
Bristol is approximately 40 miles from Marlborough, a three to four-day journey for a
travelling company.>! Manley and MacLean specifically cite Wilton as a location not far from
Marlborough that could have easily served as one of the “private residences” where they
believe performances may have occurred:

Along or near this same route there were alternatives for players prominent at

court — the Earl of Pembroke’s residence at Wilton some thirty-five miles

southwest of Marlborough and the Earl of Hertford’s residence at Tottenham

House, a few miles east of the town . . . 52
What Manley and MacLean do not note is that the other Pembroke home in Wiltshire,
Ramsbury, was a mere few miles from Marlborough, less than a day’s journey. From August
26 to 29, 1592, Queen Elizabeth and the court visited the Pembrokes at Ramsbury.>3

Unfortunately, no records exist of how the Pembrokes entertained the visiting members of the

court during their stay there.>* Lord Strange’s Men were on the Marlborough road less than a

49 MacLean, “Tour Routes”, p. 10.

%0 Records of Early English Drama: Patrons & Performances (REED: P&P), Bristol, 142.

51 Andrew Gurr (Shakespearian Playing Companies, p. 46) notes that the travelling companies
could rapidly travel great distances. Queen Anne’s Men travelled from Leicester to Hythe, “a
journey of more than two hundred and thirty miles in eighteen days” from March 16 to April 3,
1613 (approximately 13 miles a day). The Queen’s Men travelled from Norwich to Coventry,
“a distance of a hundred and thirty miles in eight days by the main Tudor roads” from June 25
to July 4, 1594 (approximately 16 miles a day).

52 Manley and MacLean, Lord Strange’s Men, p. 250.

53 See William Cecil, “Diary of Events By Burghley [1 of 2]” on Cecil Papers Online <
https://search-proquest-com./cecilpapers/docview/> (CP 333/1). For description of the visit
see Edward Wilson-Lee, “Women’s Weapons: Country House Diplomacy in the Countess of
Pembroke’s French Translations” in The Culture of Translation in Early Modern England and
France, 1500-1660, ed. by Tania Demetriou and Rowan Tomlinson (Basingstoke: Palgrave
Macmillan, 2015), pp. 128-129.

5 Wilson-Lee, “Women’s Weapons”, pp. 128-129. Literary scholars have speculated that a
performance of Mary Sidney’s “A Dialogue between Two Shepherds . . . in Praise of Astraea”
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day’s journey from Ramsbury during August 1592, the same month when the Pembrokes were
hosting Queen Elizabeth there. Manley and MacLean state that during their summer 1592
tour, Strange’s Men were “never more than a few days from London or the location of the
itinerant royal court”, perhaps indicating that requests for royal entertainments were
anticipated.® A performance by Strange’s Men at Ramsbury for Queen Elizabeth is plausible,

as is a performance at Wilton during the period leading up to the royal visit.

Strange’s Men were touring within an area that would have allowed them to perform at one or
both of Wilton and Ramsbury during August 1592. What of Pembroke’s Men? Records of
their provincial tours during their brief life from 1592 to 1593 are less clear than those for
Strange’s Men, but one record that overlaps between the two companies indicates that both
may have been in Bath, 13 miles from Bristol and just off the Marlborough-Bristol road,
during August 1592. Civic records for Bath include payments of 16s, 3d to Strange’s Men and
16s to Pembroke’s Men for an unspecified date between June 11, 1592 and September 10,
1593.5¢ The REED Patrons and Performances website includes the following notation for this
joint record:

Entry one of a number that follow a 22 Aug. payment to the Queen’s players,

but it cannot be determined whether these entries were entered into the account
chronologically or whether the 22 Aug. referred to is for 1592 or 1593.57

(published in 1602) may have been included in the Queen’s 1592 visit to Ramsbury. See Gurr,
Shakesperian Playing Companies, p. 267. Recent research, however, has demonstrated that
the Astraea dialogue was written for a 1599 visit that never occurred. See Mary C. Erler,
“Davies’s Astraea and Other Contexts of the Countess of Pembroke’s ‘A Dialogue’ ”, Studies
in English Literature, 1500-1900, 30 (1990), 41-61; Elizabeth Zeman Kolkovich, Elizabethan
Country House Entertainment (Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 2016), p. 193.

%5 Manley and MacLean, Lord Strange’s Men, p. 251.

% REED: P & P, Somerset 15; Schoone-Jongen, Shakespeare’s Companies, p. 217.

S REED: P & P, Somerset 15.
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The proximity of this record to that of an August payment to The Queen’s Men may indicate
that this payment is similarly around the month of August, although uncertain if it is for 1592
or 1593. 1 believe that the history of Pembroke’s Men suggests it is more likely for 1592 as
records for 1593 place them far from Bath before they broke up during the summer of that
year. A letter dated September 28, 1593 from Philip Henslowe to his son-in-law, Edward
Alleyn, documents the demise of the company. In the letter, Henslowe states [text in brackets
quoted from R. A. Foakes]:

as for my lorde a penbrockes . . . they are all at home and hauffe ben t[his] v or

sixe weackes for they cane not saue ther carge [w]th trauell as | heare & weare

fayne to pane the[r] parell for ther carge.5®
If Henslowe’s letter can be taken at face value, the members of Pembroke’s Men had been
back in London for five or six weeks as of September 28, 1593. The latest they could have
arrived back home was August 24, indicating that they left the last stop on their final tour some
time before that. Records during the summer of 1593 place them in York (in the north),
between June 1 and 28, at Caludon Castle in Warwickshire (the Midlands) on June 21 and in
Rye, Sussex (the far southeast) between July 1 and 31.5° The journey between those three
locations was over 300 miles during a two-month period. A stop in Bath, in Somersetshire
(southwest England) would have added at least 130 miles to an already long two-month trip.

Although such a side-trip is feasible (the travelling companies could travel upwards of 15

%8 Henslowe, Henslowe’s Diary, p. 280.

%9 1 thank Sally-Beth MacLean and Peter Greenfield for pointing out the performance at
Caludon Castle to me, a performance not included on the REED Patrons and Performances
website but included in Greenfield’s paper “Entertainments of Henry, Lord Berkeley, 1593-4
and 1600-05”, Records of Early English Drama Newsletter, 8 (1983), 12-24 (p. 14). | also
thank Prof. MacLean for sharing with me her tentative itinerary for Pembroke’s Men. Unlike
me, MacLean concludes that Pembroke’s Men visited Bath in 1593, between stops in York and
Rye, rather than in 1592.
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miles a day), it seems to me less likely than a visit to Bath in the prior year, 1592.%° Similarly,
a trip to Bath after the July 1593 performance at Rye is possible, before the company returned
to London by late August. Bath, however, is not along the route between Rye and London and
would have added nearly 200 miles to a 60-mile trip. 1t seems more likely that the stops at
Caludon Castle on June 21, 1593 and Rye in July of that year document two of the last stops
on the company’s final tour, a tour that proceeded from north, through the midlands, and down

to the southeast before the company returned to London and pawned their apparel.

It remains possible that the recorded payment to Pembroke’s Men in Bath relates to 1593, not
1592. If the records were not recorded chronologically, as noted by REED, the payment could
relate to any date between June 1592 and September 1593. If such a performance was in 1593,
it still places Pembroke’s Men near the Herberts’ estates in Wiltshire during a period when
Daniel was working with the Countess. For substantially the entire time that Daniel worked
under the Countess’s patronage, the acting company sponsored by her husband was touring
with two of the Henry VI plays and, during that time, is documented to have been at Bath, a
location not far from the Pembroke estates. | believe, however, that the record of concurrent
payments to Strange’s Men and Pembroke’s Men in Bath is more likely to relate to 1592 than
1593. If that is the case, the record places both companies a few days from both Pembroke
estates, Wilton and Ramsbury, during 1592, while documentation suggests that a performance
in nearby Bath may have been in August of that year, the month of the queen’s visit to
Ramsbury. Performances by the companies at either location are plausible and, based upon the

evidence provided by their touring records, may provide the most likely indication of an

60 Roslyn Knutson places the visit to Bath in “June-August 1592”, “Pembroke’s Men in 1592-
3, Their Repertory and Touring Schedule”, Early Theatre, 4 (2001), 129-138 (p. 134). Gurr
similarly dates the record to August 1592, Shakespearian Playing Companies, p. 274.
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opportunity for Daniel to have encountered the plays in performance. As analyzed below (pp.
88-92), the mention of Mary Sidney in the will of an actor who died during August 1592

increases that likelihood.

Another record of Strange’s Men’s 1592 provincial tour documents a further opportunity for
Daniel to have seen a performance of one of the Henry VI plays. Strange’s Men performed at
Oxford on October 6, less than two weeks after Henry Herbert is documented to have been
there, accompanied by his son, William, as Queen Elizabeth held court at the university town
from September 22 to 28.5! If Daniel was serving as William’s tutor at the time, he may have
accompanied the two of them, especially given his ties to the university.5? It is possible that
they stayed on longer than the queen’s visit or could have heard of the upcoming performance
by Strange’s Men. This may qualify as an opportunity for Daniel to have seen a Henry VI play
that is possible, but short of plausible; nevertheless, it documents the intersecting paths of the
Pembrokes and one of the companies performing the Henry VI plays during 1592, both being

in Oxford around the same time.

Following their 1592 provincial tours, Strange’s Men and Pembroke’s Men returned to London
in December to perform at court during the Christmas season. They were the only two

companies invited to perform that year, Strange’s Men three times and Pembroke’s Men

61 REED: P&P, Oxford 233. Manley and MacLean, Lord Strange’s Men, p. 250; Brennan,
Literary Patronage, p. 99; John Nichols, The Progresses and Public Processions of Queen
Elizabeth 1: A New Edition of the Early Modern Sources, ed. by Elizabeth Goldring and others,
5 vols (Oxford: Oxford UP, 2014), p. 622 (see pp. 674-676 for “List of Those Awarded the
MA Degree on 27 September 1592”).

62 The title-page of the first published work to include Daniel’s name, the 1585 Worthy Tract
of Paulus Jovius, states that the book is “By Samuell Daniell late student in Oxenforde”.
Samuel Daniel, The worthy tract of Paulus louius (London, 1585). Daniel matriculated at
Magdalen Hall in 1581, but left before earning a degree; Rees, Samuel Daniel, pp. 2-7.
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twice.® Manley and MacLean note that that all three of the Henry VI plays may have been
presented there.®* If Michael J. Hirrell is correct that the duration of play performances could
last up to four hours, it is also possible that Pembroke’s Men could have performed The
Contention and True Tragedy together as one play, The Whole Contention, as it was published
years later in 1619.%5 Capping a year in which Samuel Daniel’s path could have crossed with
performances of the Henry VI plays either in London or while they were on tour, or both, these
final speculated performances provide a possible opportunity for him to see all three plays at
once. There is evidence that Mary Sidney may have been at court that Christmas season. A
poem entitled “A Pleasant Conceite penned in verse” delivered by Thomas Churchyard on
New Year’s Day that year included a tribute to the Countess.®® She could have been present to
hear the poem, perhaps while promoting and supporting the acting company that bore her
husband’s name. Pembroke’s Men achieved prominence at court extremely quickly “for a

company of wholly new players” (quoting Andrew Gurr), perhaps indicating that the influence

63 Manley and MacLean, Lord Strange’s Men, p. 310. John H. Astington, English Court
Theatre 1558-1642 (Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 1999), p. 234.

64 Manley and MacLean, Lord Strange’s Men, pp. 310-311. Richard Dutton points out that the
1619 reissue of The Contention and The True Tragedy as The Whole Contention advertised that
the play was “Divided into two Parts”, suggesting that the two works had been played together.
“The Contention . . . and the True Tragedy . . . would together amount to over 4,000 lines.
Court would seem to be the only plausible venue for such a production.” Richard Dutton,
Shakespeare, Court Dramatist (Oxford: Oxford UP, 2016), p. 131.

65 Michael J. Hirrel, “Duration of Performances and Lengths of Plays: How Shall We Beguile
the Lazy Time?”, Shakespeare Quarterly, 61 (2010), 159-182, p. 160; The Whole Contention
betweene the Two Famous Houses, Lancaster and Yorke (London, 1619). The Whole
Contention is approximately 4,200 lines long. Hirrel asserts that plays were delivered at a
speed of approximately 20 lines per minute (“Duration of Performances”, 160-161), suggesting
that The Whole Contention could be performed in three and a half hours.

6 Thomas Churchyard, A pleasant conceite penned in verse (London, 1593), sig. B1Y; Frances
Berkeley Young, Mary Sidney, Countess of Pembroke, (Long Acre: David Nutt, 1912), p. 174.
The dating of the poem is unclear. The poem is dated 1593 and refers to having been delivered
on “New-yeeres day last”. Young dates it as January 1, 1593 while John Nichols dates it New
Year’s Day 1594. Nichols, Progresses and Public Processions, vol. 3, p. 720.
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of their patron and his wife was a more dominant factor than the quality of their work.6” If the
Countess was there, she may have been accompanied by her protégé who had recently
published his widely-admired poems, Delia and Rosamond — another connection that seems
possible, perhaps plausible, but short of probable. Once again, however, the overlap of the
history of the companies performing the Henry VI plays with biographical details of Daniel’s
patron challenges the idea that Daniel would not have been aware of them. Whether in London
during March to June, at Wilton or Ramsbury in August, at Oxford in October or at court in
December, there were plenty of opportunities for the Pembrokes and Samuel Daniel to attend a

performance of one or more of the Henry VI plays during 1592.

Mary Sidney and Pembroke’s Men

Much has been written about the history of Pembroke’s Men.®® Schoone-Jongen provides an
excellent summary of the facts and theories surrounding the company in Shakespeare’s
Companies.®® He notes three “contentious” and “frustratingly complicated” issues surrounding

the company: its repertory, personnel and origin.”® A full consideration of these issues is

67 Andrew Gurr, “Three Reluctant Patrons and Early Shakespeare”, Shakespeare Quarterly, 44
(1993), 159-174 (p. 168).

68 Important analyses of the company include the following: E. K. Chambers, The Elizabethan
Stage, 4 vols. (Oxford: The Clarendon Press, 1923), vol. 2, pp. 128-134; Scott McMillin,
“Casting For Pembroke’s Men: The Henry VI Quartos and The Taming of a Shrew”,
Shakespeare Quarterly, 23 (1972), 141-159; Gerald M. Pinciss, “ Shakespeare, Her Majesty’s
Players, and Pembroke’s Men”, Shakespeare Survey, 27 (1974), 129-136; Karl P. Wentersdorf,
“ The Origin and Personnel of the Pembroke Company”, Theatre Research International, 5
(1979), 45-68; J.A.B. Somerset, “The Lords President: Their Activities and Companies:
Evidence from Shropshire”, The Elizabethan Theatre X: Papers Given at the International
Conference on Elizabethan Theatre Held at the University of Waterloo, Ontario in July 1983
edited by C.E. McGee (Ontario: P.D. Meany, 1988), 93-111; Gurr, “Three Reluctant Patrons”,
pp. 159-174; Gurr, The Shakespearian Playing Companies, pp. 266-277; Manley, “From
Strange’s Men to Pembroke’s Men”, pp. 253-287.

69 Schoone-Jongen, Shakespeare’s Companies, pp. 119-145.

0 Schoone-Jongen, Shakespeare’s Companies, pp. 119.
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beyond the scope of this thesis; however, two have a direct bearing on the question of whether
the company performed at a Pembroke estate during the summer of 1592: its origin and

personnel.

After one notation in 1575-1576 of a performance by a company patronized by the Earl of
Pembroke, Pembroke’s Men disappears for 17 years and resurfaces in records between 1592
and 1593.”* The later company is almost certainly unrelated to the 1575 one and, therefore,
was formed around 1592. In 1592, the 57-year-old Henry Herbert, the Earl of Pembroke, was
in poor health and spent most of his time fulfilling his duties as the Lord President of Wales in
Ludlow and the Welsh Marches.”? There is no good answer to the question of why he would
have chosen to sponsor an acting company at that time. As noted by Gurr, some literary
scholars have speculated that the Countess of Pembroke may have encouraged him to do so:

Whether Mary Herbert did intervene with her husband to make him its patron . .

. there is just not enough evidence to say. Among the many guesses about Mary

Sidney’s interest in reforming the drama there are a few which have proposed

that she must have prompted her husband to become the patron of a new
company in 1592.3

L REED P&P, Kent 207 (Canterbury, 29 Sep. 1575 - 28 Sep. 1576); Chambers, Elizabethan
Stage, vol. 2, p. 128; Schoone-Jongen, Shakespeare’s Companies, p. 119.

2 Gurr, Shakespearian Playing Companies, pp. 74, 266-267; Gurr, “Three Reluctant Patrons”,
pp. 160-161.

3 Gurr, Shakespearian Playing Companies, p. 74. For those who suggest Mary Sidney’s
involvement in the formation of Pembroke’s Men, Gurr cites: Somerset, “The Lords
President”, pp. 93-111; Hannay, Philip’s Phoenix [pp. 124-125]; and, Gary Waller, The Sidney
Family Romance (Detroit: Wayne State University Press, 1993), pp. 224-5. Leeds Barroll
refers to Mary Sidney as one of the most “clear-cut” instances of evidence that “particular
nobles played a hand in the ‘rise’ of some of the formal companies”, “Shakespeare, Noble
Patrons, and the Pleasures of ‘Common’ Playing”, in Shakespeare and Theatrical Patronage in
Early Modern England, ed. by Paul Whitfield White, Suzanne R. Westfall and Leeds Barroll
(Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 2002), pp. 90-121 (p. 101).
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Gurr implies that the question of whether Mary Sidney was involved in the formation of
Pembroke’s Men is intertwined with the Countess’s “interest in reforming the drama”. For
many years, literary critics saw Mary Sidney as the leader of a “circle” to reform English
theater, returning it to classical standards espoused by her brother, Philip Sidney, in his
Defense of Poesy. This view of the Countess’s dramatic efforts was “canonized” (to adopt a
word used by Edward Wilson-Lee) by T.S. Eliot in his 1932 essay, “Apology for the Countess
of Pembroke”.” There is little evidence, however, to support the idea that Mary Sidney or
anyone around her objected to English drama or tried to reform it. In a 1981 ground-breaking
essay, Mary Ellen Lamb argued that no such circle of reformers existed.”> Subsequent
researchers have expanded on her work, evaluating biographical details of the Countess’s life
(Margaret Hannay) and analyzing elements of her work (Michael Brennan, Noel J. Kinnamon,
Paulina Kewes, Daniel Cadman, Edward Wilson-Lee, Gavin Alexander), to dismiss Eliot’s
view of Mary Sidney and those who dedicated works to her.”® They have demonstrated that
the Countess’ work in translating Garnier’s Antonius and encouraging Daniel to write

Cleopatra were not part of a campaign against English drama, but rather were efforts to adapt

"4 Wilson-Lee, “Women’s Weapons”, pp. 135-136, 143. T.S. Eliot, “Apology for the Countess
of Pembroke” in The Use of Poetry and the Use of Criticism: Studies in the Relation of
Criticism to Poetry in England (Cambridge, MA: Harvard UP, 1986), pp. 29-44. Seealso T.S.
Eliot, “Seneca in Elizabethan Translation (1927)” in Essays on Elizabethan Drama (New
York: Harcourt, Brace and Company, Inc., 1956), pp. 39-43.

S Mary Ellen Lamb, “The Myth of the Countess of Pembroke: The Dramatic Circle”, The
Yearbook of English Studies, 11, (1981), 194-202.

6 Hannay, Philip’s Phoenix, pp. 119-129; Margaret P. Hannay, Noel J. Kinnamon and
Michael G. Brennan, eds., The Collected Works of Mary Sidney Herbert Countess of Pembroke
(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1998), vol. 1, pp. 35-37; Brennan, Literary Patronage, 79-82;
Paulina Kewes, “ ‘A Fit Memorial for the Times to Come . . .” Admonition and Topical
Application in Mary Sidney’s Antonius and Samuel Daniel’s Cleopatra”, Review of English
Studies, 63 (April 2012), 243-264 (pp. 245-248); Daniel Cadman, Sovereigns and Subjects in
Early Modern Neo-Senecan Drama (Farnham, Surrey: Ashgate Publishing, 2015), pp. 1-6;
Wilson-Lee, “Women’s Weapons”, pp. 135-136; Gavin Alexander, Writing After Sidney: The
Literary Response to Sir Philip Sidney, 1586-1640 (Oxford: Oxford UP, 2006), pp. 81-82.
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continental works on history, including dramatic works, for an English audience and use them
for contemporary political commentary.”” Eliot’s view of the Countess’s efforts to reform
English drama has been replaced by one that sees her as “far more likely to sponsor drama than

to undertake a campaign against the popular stage”, to quote her biographer, Hannay.’®

This revised view of Mary Sidney’s attitude toward drama supports the possibility that she
played a role in the formation of Pembroke’s Men, perhaps in anticipation of the Queen’s visit
to Ramsbury in the summer of 1592. The company sprang into existence and achieved the
honored position of being invited to court during the year of this visit. It is plausible that
during 1592 Mary Sidney undertook three efforts to promote English drama: publishing her
translation of Garnier’s Antonius, directing Daniel to write Cleopatra and encouraging her
husband to sponsor an acting company to perform for Queen Elizabeth, first at a Pembroke
estate and later at court. Four of the works associated with Pembroke’s Men are of the type
that she would want to include in the repertory of a company that could perform at her
direction: Titus Andronicus, Contention, True Tragedy and Marlowe’s Edward I1.”° These are
works on Roman and English history that fit the criteria her brother, Philip Sidney, described
as the appropriate use of drama. Sidney praises the English history play, Gorboduc, stating

that it:

" Hannay, Philip’s Phoenix, pp. 119-121; Kewes, “Fit Memorial”, pp. 245-254; Wilson-Lee,
“Women’s Weapons”, pp. 135-140; Hannay, Kinnamon and Brennan, eds., Collected Works,
pp. 35-37.

8 Hannay, Philip’s Phoenix, p. 124. See also Hannay, Kinnamon and Brennan, eds., Collected
Works, pp. 37-38.

8 Gurr, Shakespearian Playing Companies, p. 269; Schoone-Jongen, Shakespeare’s
Companies, pp. 120-124.
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is full of stately speeches and well-sounding phrases, climbing to the height of
Seneca’s style, and as full of notable morality, which it doth most delightfully
teach, and so obtain the very end of poesy . . .80
Sidney’s praise of Gorboduc could easily apply to most of the known repertory of Pembroke’s
Men, suggesting that the Countess of Pembroke could have played a role in choosing their

material. Roslyn Knutson notes the unusual paucity of comedies in Pembroke’s Men’s

repertory, The Taming of a Shrew being their only known comedy.8!

A further piece of evidence potentially attaches Mary Sidney to Pembroke’s Men during the
summer of 1592, the mention of “my ladie Pembroke” in the will of the actor Simon Jewell.8?
Questions surrounding Jewell’s will are some of the “frustratingly complicated” issues
surrounding Pembroke’s Men, questions of who was in Pembroke’s Men and whether the
company’s personnel included Jewell. If Jewell was a member of Pembroke’s Men, then his
will may document a performance by the company commissioned by the Countess during the
month of the Queen’s visit to Ramsbury. If Jewell was not one of Pembroke’s Men, his will

documents Mary Sidney’s association with some other acting company at that time.

80 Katherine Duncan-Jones, ed., Sir Philip Sidney: The Major Works (Oxford: Oxford UP,
1989), pp. 243.

81 A Pleasant Conceited Historie, called The taming of a Shrew (London, 1594). Knutson,
“Pembroke’s Men”, p. 135. Taylor and Loughnane, “Canon and Chronology”, p. 499, “A play
called The Taming of a Shrew was entered in the Stationers’ Register on 2 May 1594 and
published in an edition dated 1594 (STC 23667; Wiggins #955). The relationship between this
text and . . . The Taming of the Shrew, first published in 1623 (Wiggins #916), remains
uncertain, but it may safely be assumed that one text in some way imitates or derives from the
other.” See also Martin Wiggins and Catherine Richardson, British Drama 1533-1642: A
Catalogue, 7 vols (Oxford: Oxford UP, 2012-2016), vol. 3 (2013), p.235.

82 Mary Edmond, “Pembroke’s Men”, The Review of English Studies, New Series, 25 (1974),
129-136; Schoone-Jongen, Shakespeare’s Companies, p. 127; Chiaki Hanabusa, “The Will of
Simon Jewell and the Queen’s Men Tours in 15927, Early Theatre, 61 (2013), 11-30.
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Simon Jewell prepared his will on August 19, 1592 and died shortly thereafter.2® Its final
sentence prescribes how his share of money owed by the Countess of Pembroke should be
distributed:

Item my share of suche money as shalbe givenn by my ladie Pembroke or by

her meanes | will shalbe distributed and paide towardes my buriall and other

charges by mr Scott and the saide mr Smithe.84
Elsewnhere in the will, Jewell describes how his “sixth parte” of the amounts invested by him
and his “fellowes” in “apparell”, “horses waggen” and other trappings of an acting company
should be collected and paid out.8> The implication that Jewell was part of an acting company
is clear and a reference to his “sixth parte” indicates that he was one of the sharers of that
company. Jewell’s reference to “my ladie Pembroke” led Mary Edmond, the researcher who
first discovered the will, to conclude “that Jewell and his “fellows’ were in fact the original
Lord Pembroke’s men.”® That conclusion, however, has been challenged by later research on
the members of the acting companies of the time. Jewell mentions four men who are believed
to have been members not of Pembroke’s Men, but of the Queen’s Men: “mr lohnson”
(William Johnson), “Roberte Nicholls”, “mr Smithe” (William Smith) and “mr Cooke” (Lionel
Cooke).8” Additionally, the use of the name “Simon” as a speech prefix in the quarto of The

Old Wiues Tale is taken to indicate Jewell’s inclusion in a performance of that Queen’s Men’s

8 Hanabusa, “Will of Simon Jewell”, p. 11. Jewell was buried on August 21 and his will was
administered on August 23.

8 Although Mary Edmond provides a full transcription of the will (“Pembroke’s Men”, pp.
129-130), the most complete analysis of it, including a facsimile reproduction and alternate
transcription, is included in Hanabusa, “Will of Simon Jewell”, pp. 23-24. Quotations from
the will are from Hanabusa’s transcription.

8 Hanabusa, “The Will of Simon Jewell”, p. 23.

8 Edmond, “Pembroke’s Men”, p. 130.

87 Hanabusa, “Will of Simon Jewell”, p. 12; Scott McMillin, “Simon Jewell and the Queen’s
Men”, The Review of English Studies, 27 (1976), 174-177. For further references to essays
where these actors are mentioned see David J. Kathman’s “Biographical Index of English
Drama Before 1660 at <www.shakespeareauthorship.com/bd>.
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play.®8 Most early modern theater historians and literary scholars now regard the Queen’s Men
as the most likely company of Jewell’s association.8® As with the records of touring by
Pembroke’s Men and Strange’s Men, described earlier, notations from locations where the
Queen’s Men performed during the summer of 1592 are consistent with the possibility that the
company could have performed at Wilton or Ramsbury just prior to Jewell’s death. A payment
to the company is recorded at Bristol in July 1592 and another in Bath in August of either that
year or the next, both locations not far from the Pembroke estates in Wiltshire.*® Based on the
current predominant scholarly thought on Jewell’s affiliation and the consistency of the
Queen’s Men’s touring records, | believe it more likely that he was a member of that company

than Pembroke’s Men.

Yet there remains evidence that Jewell may have had some association with Pembroke’s Men.

G.M. Pinciss, Karl P. Wentersdorf and Scott McMillin all accept the possibility of Pembroke’s
Men having been formed out of the Queen’s Men and of the company including former actors

from the Queen’s Men at the time of Jewell’s death.®* Jewell’s company affiliation remains a

debated issue. Finally, there is another potential connection between Jewell and Pembroke’s

Men. Just as the use of the speech prefix “Simon” in Old Wives Tale is taken to indicate

8 George Peele, The Old Wiues Tale. A pleasant conceited Comedie, played by Queenes
Maiesties players (London, 1595), sig. C4"; Wiggins and Richardson, British Drama, vol. 3, p.
149.

8 Schoone-Jongen reviews the details of the competing claims for Jewell’s acting company
association (Shakespeare’s Acting Companies, p. 127) and concludes the Queen’s Men to be
the most likely, while Hanabusa (“Will of Simon Jewell”, p. 12) states, “Although theatre
historians have not yet unanimously agreed on the question of Jewell’s affiliation, the balance
of probability tilts toward the Queen’s Men in the light of existing scholarship.”

% REED:P&P: Bristol, 142; Somerset 15. The latter of these two entries is the one quoted
earlier (p. 80) that includes a note, “The payment was made on 22 Aug., but it cannot be
determined whether this was for 1592 or 1593”. Hanabusa, “Will of Simon Jewell”, pp. 19-20.
% Pinciss, “Shakespeare, Her Majesty’s Players”, pp. 134-135; Wentersdorf, “Origin”, pp. 55-
59; McMillin, “Simon Jewell and the Queen’s Men”, pp. 176-177.
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Jewell’s involvement in a performance of the Queen’s Men’s play, the use of the name in the
1594 quarto of The Taming of a Shrew may indicate his appearance in that play. The name
“Simon” appears in the induction for A Shrew and in a stage direction in the body of the play.%
The title-page of A Shrew states that the play had been “sundry times acted by the Right
honorable the Earle of Pembrook his seruants”. If the use of Simon’s name in Old Wives Tale
reinforces Jewell’s connections to The Queen’s Men, then the similar use of the name in the
quarto of A Shrew provides a link to Pembroke’s Men, increasing the likelihood that his
reference to “my ladie Pembroke” in his will indicates some connection between the Countess

and that company.

The evidence surrounding Jewell’s will is unclear and conclusions drawn from it varied. As
such, it does not offer clear evidence of a performance by Pembroke’s Men. At a minimum,
however, it establishes that the Countess of Pembroke had a connection to some acting
company during the summer of 1592, the period when Daniel was at the Pembroke estates.
This connection strengthens the possibility that she had commissioned the performance of
plays during that summer. The probable performance indicated by Jewell’s will, even if by the
Queen’s Men, does not preclude the commissioning of performances by others; rather it

increases the plausibility of them.

From August 26 to 29, 1592, the Pembrokes hosted the court for three days and nights at
Ramsbury.®® As described by Margaret Hannay, Mary Sidney would have been the principal

person responsible for the details of the visit, including entertainments:

92 Taming of a Shrew, sigs. A4", B1"; Wentersdorf, “Origin”, p. 48.
93 Calendar of Manuscripts of the Most Hon. the Marquis of Salisbury, Preserved at Hatfield
House, Hertfordshire, Part XII1 (Addenda) (London: Printed under authority of his Majesty’s
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Her estate duties would have become difficult as she prepared for the queen’s

visit to Ramsbury in August 1592. . . . Although no details of the visit survive,

the countess must have ensured the same level of provisions as did Leicester at

Kenilworth [in 1575] . . . The Pembrokes would no doubt have planned

entertainments for the queen, but no records of these programs are extant.%*
In August 1592, Pembroke’s Men, Strange’s Men and the Queen’s Men were all plausibly near
Ramsbury and there is evidence that Mary Sidney owed money to an acting company at that
time. Although documentation is incomplete and details complicated, Jewell’s will provides
evidence that Mary Sidney commissioned the performance of one or more plays for the
Queen’s visit while details of the itineraries for Pembroke’s Men and Strange’s Men support
the possibility of them performing at a Pembroke estate at that time. Pembroke’s Men, the
company sponsored by Mary Sidney’s husband, had a repertory that included Contention and
True Tragedy while Strange’s Men repertory included harey the vj, plays that fit with Mary
Sidney’s penchant for historical drama. | do not believe that these facts render the
performance of those plays at Ramsbury probable, as they do not rule out other possibilities;
however, the accumulation of evidence gives such performances a higher likelihood than other
means of Daniel seeing a performance of one or more of the Henry VI plays. At a minimum,
the evidence makes the performance of the plays at a Pembroke estate during the summer of

1592 plausible and provides a reasonable explanation of how Daniel could have gained

familiarity with them.

Mountjoy and Printed Editions of Contention and True Tragedy

I have evaluated the possibility that Daniel attended a performance of one or more of the

Henry VI plays while he was working with the Countess of Pembroke from 1592 to 1593. In

Stationery Office by the Hereford Times, 1915), p. 466. Wilson-Lee, “Women’s Weapons”, p.
128.
% Hannay, Philip’s Phoenix, p. 151.
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some ways, however, the more obvious way for him to have had access to the plays was in
print. Normally, it is not necessary to prove exactly how an author encountered a printed work
to demonstrate the likelihood of that work’s influence, if such influence is indicated by textual
overlap. The fact that the work was published is sufficient to imply access to it. The
publication of The First Four Books in 1595, for instance, is sufficient evidence that
Shakespeare could have used it while writing Richard Il. The situation is different with
respect to printed editions of plays, especially printed editions in the early 1590s when the
publication of plays was relatively new.*> Playbooks from that time are thought to have been
regarded as something less than literature.®® This view is reflected in Laurence Michel’s
comment that Daniel was “scornful of the popular stage” and “would not conceive of its
productions, even when printed, as literature”.®” There is evidence, however, that Mountjoy,
Daniel’s patron after his time with the Countess of Pembroke, did not hold this view. Such
evidence supports the plausibility of Daniel reading published versions of plays covering the

topic about which he was writing as they became available in print.

The first issue to consider is whether, based on the timeframes involved, the printed versions
of the plays could have feasibly influenced Daniel’s composition of the poem. As noted
earlier, The First Part of the Contention was entered in the Stationers’ Register in March 1594,
seven months before the October entry of The Civil Wars and potentially a year or more before
the appearance of The First Four Books in print. Daniel could have read the play before
completing the first edition of his poem and it could have influenced any part of Books I to IV.

The analysis of the octavo of The True Tragedy of Richard Duke of York is more complicated.

% Erne, Shakespeare as Literary Dramatist, pp. 55-79.
% Erne, Shakespeare as Literary Dramatist, p. 57.
97 Michel, ed., Civil Wars, p. 8.



94

The work was never entered in the Stationers’ Register, perhaps because it was covered by the
entry of The First Part of the Contention. It was printed with a title-page dated 1595. In
theory, it is possible that the volume appeared before The First Four Books and could have
influenced Daniel’s composition of the first edition of the poem. Realistically, however, given
the time it would have taken to set the printing of The First Four Books, it is unlikely for the
octavo to have a significant influence on the original volume that included four books, even if
the printed version of the play appeared months before Daniel’s poem. This would not impact
the analysis of any of the parallels analyzed in chapter 2, none of which involve the first four
books of Daniel’s poem and 3H6 (see p. 49). There is, however, the potential for True
Tragedy to have influenced the fifth book, based both upon the timing of the works and upon a
textual parallel identified in chapter 2, wind-wave imagery used to describe a battle (parallel
#9). Daniel added the fifth book to The Civil Wars between 1595 and 1599. It is, therefore,
feasible for the octavo to have influenced it. Daniel’s wind-wave imagery in the fifth book
could have been influenced by the “mastlesse ship” (True Tragedy 1595, sig. C2v) used to
describe the battle of Towton in True Tragedy. Again, differences between the early printed
edition of the play and that in the First Folio complicate the analysis; however, for this chapter
the important point to consider is whether there is evidence that Daniel plausibly had access to

either or both Contention and True Tragedy in their early printed editions.

Daniel was writing under Mountjoy’s patronage when Contention appeared in print during
1594. Mountjoy was known as a studious man, one who delighted in collecting and reading

books. Like his friend, Robert Devereux, the Earl of Essex, he especially sought out books on
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history.?® Fynes Moryson, Mountjoy’s personal secretary during his Irish military campaign of
the early 1600s, recorded extensive details of Mountjoy’s habits and activities and published
them in his Itinerary printed in 1617.%° He described Mountjoy’s love for books and included
his “reading in Histories” in the list of his lord’s studies:

Touching his studies or Bookishnesse, (by some imputed to him in detraction of

his fitnes to imbrace an actiue imployment), he came young and not well

grounded from Oxford Vniuersity; but in his youth at London, he so spent his

vacant houres with schollers best able to direct him, as besides his reading in

Histories, skill in tongues, . . . and so much knowledge (at least in

Cosmography and the Mathematikes) as might serue his owne ends; . . .10
Given Mountjoy’s interest in history, one might assume that a play on the English civil war
would appeal to him, especially since he had a poet writing under his patronage on the same
topic. Once again, however, the fact that it was a play, not proper literature, might cause
scholars to dismiss such an assumption. An element of Moryson’s description of Mountjoy’s
interests calls such a dismissal into question. On the same page where he addresses
Mountjoy’s “bookishness”, he lists other pursuits that “delighted” Mountjoy, including
“reading play-bookes™:

He delighted in study, in gardens, an house richly furnished, and delectable for

roomes of retrait, . . . in reading play-bookes for recreation, and especially in

fishing and fishponds, seldome vsing any other exercises, . . .10
Although Mountjoy studied much on serious topics — such as history, languages and

mathematics — one of his principal sources of reading “for recreation”, what we might call

pleasure reading, was “play-bookes”. Earlier in his description of Mountjoy, Moryson states

% paul E. J. Hammer, The Polarisation of Elizabethan Politics: The Political Career of Robert
Devereux, 2nd Earl of Essex, 1585-1597 (Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 1999), p. 309.

% Fynes Moryson, An itinerary written by Fynes Moryson Gent. First in the Latine tongue, and
then translated by him into English (London, 1617).

100 Moryson, Itinerary, Part 11, sig. Ff4'".

101 Moryson, Itinerary, Part 11, sig. Ff4".
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that he “will be so farre from lying and flattering, as | will rather be bold modestly to mention
some of his defects”.1%2 Whether Moryson would have considered Mountjoy’s love of plays
among his “defects” is an open question, but it does appear that he is being honest when he
describes his former lord, a man who had been dead for more than ten years when Moryson’s

book appeared.

Mountjoy’s interest in plays, or at least his lack of disdain for them, is further demonstrated in
another contemporary account of his activities. In a letter to Sir Robert Sidney (Mary Sidney’s
brother) dated February 15, 1598, Rowland Whyte wrote about the activities at court in
Sidney’s absence, activities that included the performance of two plays in one night:

Sir Gilly Meiricke made at Essex House yesternight a very great supper. There

were at it my Ladies Leicester, Northumberland, Bedford, Essex, Rich, and my

Lords of Essex, Rutland, Mountjoy, and others. They had 2 plays which kept

them up till 1 o’clocke after midnight.t3
Whyte’s letter documents that on at least one occasion, not only did Mountjoy attend a play, he
did so enthusiastically, seeing two plays and staying up till “1 o’clocke after midnight”.104

Combined with Moryson’s description of Mountjoy’s reading of playbooks for pleasure, it

affirms Daniel’s patron’s interest in plays.1%

102 Moryson, Itinerary, Part 11, sig. Ff3'".

103 Rowland Whyte, The Letters (1595-1608) of Rowland Whyte, ed. by Michael G. Brennan,
Noel J. Kinnamon and Margaret P. Hannay (Philadelphia: American Philosophical Society,
2013), p. 294. For original spelling and punctuation, see C.L. Kingsford, ed., Report on the
Manuscripts of Lord de L’Isle & Dudley Preserved at Penshurst Place (London: Published by
His Majesty’s Stationery Office, 1934), p. 322.

104 The fact that the showing of the plays was connected to “a great supper” held on February
14, Valentine’s Day, and was attended by five ladies, including Mountjoy’s mistress, Lady
Rich, may partially explain his enthusiasm.

105 potential evidence of Mountjoy’s interest in theater is also provided by an oft-cited
performance of Gorboduc commissioned by Mountjoy and staged at Dublin Castle on
September 7, 1601. Wiggins and Richardson, British Drama, vol. 1, p. 377; Christopher
Morash, A History of Irish Theatre, 1601-2000 (Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 2002), pp. 2-3.
Unfortunately, the story is most likely apocryphal. It was first included in W. R. Chetwood’s
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Given Mountjoy’s documented openness to plays, enthusiasm for reading playbooks and
interest in history, it is plausible that he would been aware of the printed editions of Contention
and True Tragedy, works published just as Daniel was writing The Civil Wars, a poem
covering the same topic, under his patronage. If that is true, it is similarly plausible that he
would have purchased them and shared them with Daniel, the poet writing a poem with his
support that covered the same material as the plays. As documented in his 1606 Funeral Poem
for Mountjoy, then the late Earl of Devonshire, Daniel used Mountjoy’s well-stocked library
for research. Daniel describes the extensive notes that Mountjoy left in the volumes in his
library:

Witnesse so many volumes whereto thou

Hast set thy notes vnder thy learned hand,

And markt them with that print as will shew how

The point of thy conceiuing thoughts did stand;!°®
It is plausible that Mountjoy’s library, a library with which Daniel was familiar, included the
1594 quarto of Contention and the 1595 octavo of True Tragedy. As stated earlier, normally
one does not need to demonstrate the likelihood of an author’s access to a published work to
demonstrate that he may have been influenced by it. In this circumstance, however, the

plausibility of Daniel’s access to these playbooks is supported by evidence documenting his

patron’s reading habits and Daniel’s access to his library.

1749 A General History of the Stage (pp. 50-51), a work described by Arthur Freeman as a
likely source of numerous inaccuracies; “The Beginnings of Shakespearean (and Jonsonian)
Forgeries: Part 11, The Library, 5 (2004), pp. 402-427. Freeman notes the Gorboduc story as
one of Chetwood’s likely forgeries (pp. 414-415). Further, a review of Fynes Moryson’s
Itineraries (Part I1, sigs. Nn2'-Nn4") includes no reference to a performance and reveals that
Mountjoy was in Trim, not Dublin, from August 29 to September 9, 1601, a range that
includes the date of the supposed performance of Gorboduc.

106 Daniel, funerall poem, sig. A3".
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“ydle shadowes” and “Gross Barbarism”

In this chapter, | have analyzed connections that Daniel’s patrons, Mary Sidney and Charles
Blount, had to contemporary drama, providing evidence that they may not have held the
dismissive view of it sometimes ascribed to them. But what of Daniel himself? Michel
supports his conclusion of Daniel’s lack of awareness of the Henry VI plays by citing the
poet’s low regard for theater, stating that Daniel was “scornful of the popular stage and its
purveyors”.1” Michel quotes two lines from Daniel’s dedication “To her sacred Maiestie”
from the 1601 edition of The Civil Wars as evidence of Daniel’s scorn:

Nor shall | hereby vainely entertaine

Thy Land, with ydle shadowes to no end;%
Michel infers that Daniel is invoking plays and players as “ydle shadowes”, applying a
figurative definition of the word “shadow”, such as that in OED entry 6b: “Applied
rhetorically to a portrait as contrasted with the original; also to an actor or a play in contrast
with the reality represented”.’®® When read in context, however, there is little to suggest that
Daniel’s use of the phrase “ydle shadowes” is intended to mean plays. Rather he is saying that
if he lives to complete his poem, he pledges to use it to teach the blessings of Elizabeth’s
peace, not solely to entertain. This is closer to the definition of the word “shadow” in OED
entry 6a: “An unreal appearance; a delusive semblance or image; a vain and unsubstantial

object of pursuit. Often contrasted with substance.”*'° The “ydle shadowes to no end” are, in

107 Michel, ed., Civil Wars, pp. 7-8.
108 Michel, ed., Civil Wars, p. 8.
109 OED Online.

110 OED Online.
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fact, Daniel’s own poem in its present form, which does not yet reach to Elizabeth’s reign.
This is reflected in the opening and closing stanzas of the dedication:

Here sacred Soueraigne, glorious Queene of Peace,

The tumults of disordred times | sing,

To glorifie thy Raigne, and to increase

The wonder of those blessings thou doost bring . . .

(The Works of Samuel Daniel Newly augmented, 1601, Sig. A2")

Whereto if these my Labors shall attaine,

And which, if Fortune giue me leaue to end,

It will not be the least worke of thy Raigne,

Nor that which least thy glory shall commend,

Nor shall | hereby vainely entertaine

Thy Land, with ydle shadowes to no end;

But by thy Peace, teach what thy blessings are,

The more t’abhorre this execrable warre.

(The Works of Samuel Daniel Newly augmented, 1601, A2Y)

Daniel is begging pardon and favor for his poem; there is no reason for him to be referring to
theatrical performances and no indication that he intended to do so. Michel’s view of the
stanza as an attack on theater begins with the assumption that Daniel was critical of
contemporary drama and fits the phrase “ydle shadowes” to fit that assumption. In the context
of the 1601 dedication of The Civil Wars to Queen Elizabeth, the phrase relates to insubstantial
poetry, not plays, consistent with another use of the word “shadowes” in The First Four Books.
In two stanzas (1V.5-6), Daniel has the ghost of Henry V upbraid him and the other poets of
Elizabeth’s day for seeking “fained Palladins / Out of the smoke of idle vanitie”. The king
enjoins Daniel to write of true heroes, not “imaginary ground / Of hungrie shadowes which no
profit breed”. Daniel uses the word “shadowes” to describe poetry that is not adequately true

to life and heroically instructional; he may even be alluding to Spenser’s The Faerie Queene

with the phrase “fained Palladins”, a poem that Daniel has Henry V criticize along with his
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own.!'! The interpretation of “hungrie shadowes” as a reference to theater, like “ydle

shadowes”, would follow only from a presupposition of Daniel’s disregard for theater.

Daniel also used the term “idle shadowes” in The Tragedie of Cleopatra. In that play,
Cleopatra uses the term to describe the fretful visions conjured in her mind of her son’s
imagined doom,

My sp’rit suggests of luckless bad euent:

But yet it may be tis but loue doth dote,

On idle shadowes which my feares present.
(Delia and Rosamond augmented. Cleopatra, 1594, L5"-L6")

Again, Daniel uses the word “shadowes” to invoke “a delusive semblance or image” (to quote

the OED) — not plays. There is nothing surrounding his use of the term *“ydle shadowes” in his

1601 dedication for The Civil Wars to indicate that it is intended as a criticism of plays.

The belief in Daniel’s critical attitude toward popular theater begins with an interpretation of

another work. It follows from the assumption that he is referring to contemporary drama when

he attacks “Gross Barbarism” in his dedication, “To the Right Honourable, the Lady Marie,

Countesse of Pembrooke”, in his 1594 edition of The Tragedy of Cleopatra (italicization as

originally printed):

Now when so many pennes (like Speares) are charg’d,
To chace away this tyrant of the North:
Gross Barbarism, whose powre growne far inlarg’d,
Was lately by thy valiant Brothers worth,
First found, encountred, and prouoked forth:
Whose onset made the rest audacious,
Whereby they likewise haue so well discharg’d,
Vpon that hideous Beast incroching thus.
(Delia and Rosamond augmented. Cleopatra, 1594, H5")

11 paleit, War, Liberty and Caesar, pp. 67-68.
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Daniel’s use of the term “Gross Barbarism” has been regarded as a critique of the popular
theater of his day. This interpretation of Daniel’s meaning is closely associated with the belief
in Mary Sidney’s circle to reform English drama. Like that belief, the idea of Daniel’s scorn
for popular drama was advanced by T.S. Eliot. In his essay “Seneca in Elizabethan
Translation”, Eliot refers to the term as part of Daniel’s “attack” on theater:
that attack in which Daniel, in his dedication of Cleopatra to the Countess of
Pembroke, declared himself the foe of “Gross Barbarism™.112
Just as we have re-evaluated and dismissed the existence of Mary Sidney’s circle, it is time to

re-evaluate Eliot’s interpretation of Daniel’s use of the phrase “Gross Barbarism”.

In the dedication accompanying Cleopatra, Daniel states that “Gross Barbarism” was “found,
encountred, and prouoked forth” by the Countess’s brother. Eliot identifies this as a reference
to Philip Sidney’s Defense of Poesy and associates it with the section of that work where
Sidney criticizes contemporary drama for its lack of observation of the Aristotelian unities:

For where the stage should always represent but one place, and the uttermost

time presupposed in it should be, both by Aristotle’s precept and common

reason, but one day, there is both many days, and many places, inartificially

imagined. . . . where you shall have Asia of the one side, and Afric of the other,

and so many other under-kingdoms, that the player, when he cometh in, must

ever begin with telling where he is . . .13
Such an association seems natural, since the dedication is attached to a play that does observe

the unities, Cleopatra, a work designed to accompany the Countess’s Antonius, another play

that did the same. As has been pointed out, however, by those who have questioned the belief

112 Eliot, “Seneca in Elizabethan Translation”, p. 41.
113 Philip Sidney, The Major Works, ed. by Katherine Duncan-Jones (Oxford: Oxford UP,
1989), pp. 243-244.
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in Mary Sidney’s “circle”, writing closet tragedies that observe the Aristotelian unities does

not, by itself, constitute an attack on plays that do not.14

In citing the “Gross Barbarism” that Philip Sidney “encountred”, Daniel seems to be referring
to something specific in Sidney’s work. Nowhere in the brief section of Defense of Poesy
where he addresses drama does Sidney use the word “barbarism” or “barbarous” to describe
contemporary theater practices. *> He describes some plays as “gross absurdities . . . neither
right tragedies, nor right comedies, mingling kings and clowns”; but “gross absurdities” are
different from “gross barbarism”.11¢ Sidney does, however, employ words that are variations
of “barbarism” many times in his Defense, almost always referring to some form of ignorance.
He uses the word “barbarous” to describe people or nations that he sees as ignorant or
uneducated, contrasting them with people who possess learning (my emphasis in bold):

Even among the most barbarous and simple Indians where no writing is, yet

have they their poets who make and sing songs . . . a sufficient probability that,

if ever learning come among them, it must be by having their hard dull wits

softened and sharpened with the sweet delights of poetry . . . 17

Since then poetry is of all human learning the most ancient and of most fatherly

antiquity, as from whence other learnings have taken their beginnings; since it

is so universal that no learned nation doth despise it, nor barbarous nation is

without it . . 118

In addition to equating barbarism with ignorance, in these sections of Defense of Poesy

Sidney advocates the use of poetry to combat such ignorance. Sidney uses the word

114 Cadman, Sovereigns and Subjects, pp. 4-6; Hannay, Kinnamon, Brennan, eds., Collected
Works, pp. 35-43.

115 1n Sidney, Major Works, the section of Defense of Poesy addressing drama occupies 84
lines (1257-1341) of the 1543-line work.

116 Sidney, Major Works, p. 244.

117 Sidney, Major Works, p. 214.

118 Sidney, Major Works, p. 232.
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“barbarous” in a Latin quotation to demonstrate the ignorant nature of those who
invoke Plato’s critique of poets to cast aspersions on poetry:

Qua authoritate barbari quidam atque hispidi abuti velint ad poetas e republica

exigendos [Translation by Katherine Duncan-Jones: “Referring to Plato, ‘whose

authority certain barbarous and uncouth men seek to use to banish poets from

the commonwealth” ”].11°
The defense of poetry against its supposedly learned detractors is the central theme of Sidney’s
Defence of Ryme, a theme announced in the work’s second paragraph:

And first, truly, to all them that, professing learning, inveigh against poetry,

may justly be objected that they go very near to ungratefullness, to seek to

deface that which, in the noblest nations and languages that are known, hath

been the first light-giver to ignorance, . . .1?°
Sidney objects to those who criticize poetry, especially those who profess learning but “seek to
deface . . . the first light-giver to ignorance”. Based, in part, on T.S. Eliot’s perceived
equivalence of “barbarism” with the Elizabethan stage, Sidney’s work has sometimes been
regarded as a wholesale critique of English drama. It is not. A critique of contemporary
theater is included in one brief section of Defense of Poesy, a section that nevertheless has
praise for the play Gorboduc. Rather the work is a wholesale critique of those who attack

poetry. | believe that this is the context of Daniel’s phrase “Gross Barbarism”, it is a reference

to the ignorance of poetry’s supposedly learned detractors.

Regarded in this context, the stanza from Daniel’s dedication to Cleopatra, is no longer an
attack on Elizabethan popular theater, but rather is a defense of poets who, taking Sidney’s

lead, have turned on the “Gross Barbarism” of ignorant critics and have “discharg’d / Vpon

119 Sidney, Major Works, p. 239 (Duncan-Jones translation, p. 384).
120 Sidney, Major Works, p. 212.
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that hideous Beast” by writing English poetry. Further context for Daniel’s praise of such
poets are lines later in the dedication where he singles out Mary Sidney’s work in translating
the Psalms as an example that has built a “Bulwarke” against “these Monsters”:

Who doost with thine own hand a Bulwarke frame

Against these Monsters, (enemies of honour,)

Which euer-more shall so defend thy Fame,

That time nor they, shall neuer pray vpon her.

Those Hymnes that thou doost consecrate to heauen,

Which Israels Singer to his God did frame:

(Delia and Rosamond augmented. Cleopatra, 1594, sig. H6")

Later in the dedication, he similarly cites “great Sydney & our Spencer”, repeating his praise

for poets who fight barbarism.

Further context for Daniel’s use of the phrase “Gross Barbarism” comes from his Defence of
Ryme, published in 1603. In that work, Daniel defends contemporary poetry and the use of
rhyme in English verse, against an attack from Thomas Campion. In his Observations in the
Art of English Poesie, Campion claimed that modern poets should observe Greek and Roman
standards of composition based on the numeration of syllables:

Learning first flourished in Greece, from thence it was deriued vnto the

Romaines, both diligent obseruers of the number, and quantity of sillables, not

in their verses only, but likewise in their prose. Learning after the declining of

the Romaine Empire, and the pollution of their language through the conquest

of the Barbarians, lay most pitifully deformed, till the time of Erasmus,

Rewcline, Sir Thomas More, . . . In those lack-learning times, and in barbarized

Italy, began that vulgar and easie kind of Poesie which is now in vse throughout

the most parts of Christendome, which we abusiuely call Rime . . 1%

Like Sidney, Campion refers to uneducated nations (in his case, the Germanic people who

overtook Rome) as “Barbarians” and he accuses them of bringing a lesser form of poetry to

121 Thomas Campion, Obseruations in the art of English poesie . . . (London, 1602), pp. 2-3.
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“barbarized” Italy. Daniel responds in his Defence of Ryme both that English poetry should
follow its own course, not adhering to ancient standards, and that it is inappropriate to refer to
“this or that nation Barbarous, these or those times grosse”:

Methinks we should not so soon yeeld our consents captiue to the authoritie of

Antiquitie, vnlesse we saw more reason: all our vnderstandings, are not to be

built by the square of Greece and Italie. . . Nor can it be a touch of arrogant

ignorance, to hold this or that nation Barbarous, these or those times grosse,

considering how this manyfolde creature man, wheresoeuer he stand in the

world, hath always some disposition of worth, . . . Will not experience confute

vs, if we should say the state of China, which neuer hard of Anapestiques,

Trochies and tribracques, were gross, barbarous and unciuile? And is it not a

most apparent ignorance, both of the succession of learning in Europe, and the

generall course of things, to say that all lay pittifully deformed in these lacke-

learning times from the declining of the Romane Empire, till the light of the

Latine tongue was reuiued by Rewcline, Erasmus and Moore.!?3
It would be inconsistent for the man who rejected being held “captive to the authority of
antiquity” and who believed it wrong to call China “gross, barbarous and uncivil” because they
had “never heard of anapestics”, to refer to modern English drama as “gross Barbarism”
because it did not observe the Aristotelian unities. Rather, in his dedication to the Countess, he
attacks the ignorance of the critics who disparage poetry, such as those first “encountred” by
Sir Philip Sidney in his Defense of Poesy. He also praises English poets who took up Sir
Philip’s charge by writing their own poems, poets like his sister, Mary. Daniel’s Defense of

Ryme provides evidence that both Eliot’s interpretation of the phrase “gross Barabarism” and

the resulting conclusion that Daniel was disdainful of English drama may be misguided.

The only place where Daniel clearly criticized theater was in two writings related to his 1604

play Philotas: an “Apology” for the play and a letter sent to Robert Cecil (addressed to him as

123 Daniel, Panegyrick Congratulatorie . . . With a Defence of Ryme, sigs. F8'-G1".
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Lord Cranborn) craving pardon for the dramatic work.!?* Philotas caused Daniel to be called
before the Privy Council to answer questions about perceived similarities to the Essex rising of
1601. Daniel was ultimately cleared of wrongdoing; however, the affair caused him great
embarrassment and difficulty. In the Apology, Daniel states that he thought:

the representing so true a History, in the ancient forme of a Tragedy, could not

but haue had an unreprouable passage with the time, . . . seeing with what idle

fictions and grosse follies, the Stage at this day abused mens recreations.'?
Daniel echoed this sentiment in his letter to Cecil, where he disclaimed an association with the
“idleness” of the stage:

And for this tragedie of Philotas, wherein | sought to reduce the stage from

idleness to those grave presentments of antiquitie vsed by the wisest nations, 2
Regardless of the value, or lack thereof, of the inclusion of these statements in Daniel’s
defense of himself, they serve as clear criticisms of the theater of his day. Yet, they are not a
rejection of all theater. Daniel objected to plays that presented “idleness” or “idle fictions and
grosse follies”, phrases that seem to describe frivolous comedies. There were many such plays
to object to. Based on Wiggins and Richardson’s Catalogue of British Drama, 1600, the year
when Daniel claimed to have drafted Philotas, saw at least 51 plays written, many of which

could easily be described as “grosse follies”.*?" It is unclear whether Daniel intended his

statements as indictments of all theater of the time. He cites his own authorship of a “true . . .

124 L aurence Michel, ed., The Tragedy of Philotas (New Haven: Yale UP, 1949; reprinted in
1970 with a new preface), pp. 36-40; Rees, Samuel Daniel, pp. 98-99. The Apology was first
printed in the 1623 Works of Samuel Daniel and was never included with any edition of
Philotas printed during Daniel’s lifetime.

125 Michel, ed., Philotas, p. 156.

126 Michel, ed., Philotas, p. 37; Rees, Samuel Daniel, p. 98; Sellers, “Bibliography”, p. 51

127 Wiggins and Richardson, British Drama, vol. 4, p. xii. Daniel claimed to have begun
writing Philotas ““neere half a yeare before the late Tragedy of ours, (whereunto this is now
most ignorantly resembled)”. (Michel, ed., Philotas, p. 156). The “Tragedy” Daniel refers to
is the 1601 Essex uprising.
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History, in the ancient forme of a Tragedy” as a worthy effort. While he may be referring to
the classical literary “forme” of his “Tragedy”, he does not seem to rule out the possibility of
there being other historical works, tragedies, not written in the classic style, that similarly
sought to appeal to “the better sort”. Such historical tragedies made up the bulk of the
repertory of Pembroke’s Men in 1592 and, as noted earlier (p. 88), that repertory surprisingly
lacked comedies (except Taming of A Shrew). It is uncertain whether Daniel would have
dismissed them because they did not follow the “ancient forme of a Tragedy”, but it is clear

they would not fit his complaints about plays that were “idle fictions and grosse follies”.

Whatever Daniel intended in his pointed comments about contemporary theater during the

Philotas affair, they constitute his only documented criticisms of drama, criticisms written to
defend himself and distinguish his work from certain forms of popular theater. This provides
insufficient evidence to support the view of Daniel as being so “scornful of the popular stage

and its purveyors” that he would ignore the Henry VI plays both in performance and in print.

A wide range of evidence supports the plausibility of Daniel having been aware of and
influenced by the Henry VI plays. Textual parallels exist between the works that cannot be
fully explained by common sources. The registration of The Civil Wars in the Stationers’
Register echoes the title of the printed edition of one of the plays published months before
Daniel’s poem. Two of the plays were performed by the acting company sponsored by the
husband of Daniel’s patron, the Countess of Pembroke. All three plays were being performed
by acting companies that were near a Pembroke estate during the month when Queen Elizabeth
and the court were visiting. There is documentation that the Countess owed money to an

acting company during that same month. Daniel’s patron for The Civil Wars, Mountjoy, had a
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documented interest in playbooks and history. The play whose title is echoed in the
registration of Daniel’s poem was published while Daniel was writing with Mountjoy’s
support. All this evidence supports the plausibility of Daniel having been influenced by the
plays. Finally, the limited evidence supporting the alternate hypothesis, Daniel’s lack of
regard for theater, is inconsistent with other elements of Daniel’s works and may be based on a
faulty interpretation of the phrase “gross Barbarism”. Given this evidence, | believe that the
hypothesis that Daniel was aware of and influenced by the plays has a greater likelihood than
the alternate conclusion that he was unaware of them. | do not necessarily believe that there is
sufficient evidence to conclude that the plays’ influence on Daniel is probable, however there
is enough evidence to indicate that he was likely aware of them and that Michel’s conclusion
that Daniel was unaware of the plays is improbable. Ultimately, the determination of where on
the possible-plausible-probable scale various hypotheses belong will vary by reader. More
important is the recognition that much evidence has not been considered in the current view of
Daniel and the relationship between his poem and the Henry VI plays. This evidence makes

the influence of the plays on his poem more likely than has currently been recognized.

“pennes (like Speares)”

An ambiguous phrase in Daniel’s dedication of Cleopatra provides possible evidence of
Daniel’s personal awareness of Shakespeare while he was writing The Civil Wars, evidence
that is inconclusive but that I identify as an area for future research. | have evaluated
indications that Daniel’s reference to “Gross Barbarism’ in the dedication represents not an
attack on theater, but rather a call to use poetry to fight ignorance. Regarded in this context,
Daniel’s stanza commending poets who fight against “Gross Barbarism” includes an

intriguing reference. Daniel states that “so many pennes (like Speares) are charg’d / To chace
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away this tyrant”. What does he mean by “pennes (like Speares)”? The most obvious
interpretation is that he is introducing the imagery of warfare to illustrate the ability of
writers/poets to attack their detractors, a variation of “the pen is mightier than the sword”. In
doing so, he imagines Philip Sidney and other poets as knights fighting “Gross Barbarism” and
“these Monsters”.1?2® He expands on this militaristic imagery throughout the dedication
(“charg’d”, “discharg’d”, “bulwarke”). | am not the first reader of Daniel, however, to detect
another possible meaning in the phrase “pennes (like Speares)”; is it potentially a veiled

reference to Shakespeare?'2°

A full evaluation of the possibility that Daniel personally knew Shakespeare by the time of his
1594 dedication to Cleopatra is beyond the scope of this thesis.*3° Such an evaluation would
encompass questions of Shakespeare’s whereabouts during the early part of his career. 1 am
not prepared to address these questions. | do, however, point out some facts that should be

considered in evaluating the possibility that Daniel is referring to Shakespeare.

In late 1593 when Daniel’s Cleopatra was entered in the Stationers’ Register, Shakespeare’s

name had appeared in only one printed work, Venus and Adonis. Shakespeare’s poem, entered

128 Alexander, Writing After Sidney, p. 65.

129 Hannay, Philip’s Phoenix, p. 123; Hannay and others, Collected Works, pp. 36-37.

130 Albert Hartshorne, in an 1899 essay, asserts, “Fuller, who lived near enough to Daniel’s
time to speak with accuracy, . . . relates that he was used to retire for long periods in his house
in Old Street for quiet communion with the muses. Here he received his friends, among them
Shakespeare, Chapman, Marlowe . . . Drayton, and Jonson, besides the numerous persons of
position who loved the gentle man”, “Samuel Daniel and Anne Clifford, Countess of
Pembroke, Dorset and Montgomery”, Archaeological Journal, 56 (1899), 186-210 (pp. 197-
198). Thomas Fuller reports that “Mr. Daniel would lye hid at his Garden-house in Oldstreet,
nigh London”, but does not mention visits from the poets described by Hartshorne, History of
the Worthies of England (London, 1662), fols. Ddd2"-Ddd3" (p. 28 of Somersetshire). As far
as | know, Hartshorne’s assertion has never been verified or documented.
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in the Stationers’ Register on April 18, 1593 and printed in that same year, included a
dedication signed “Your Honors in all dutie, William Shakespeare.”*3! The title-page of the
work included no authorial attribution. Shakespeare’s next printed work, Lucrece was entered
on May 9, 1594, well after the entry of Daniel’s Cleopatra. If Daniel’s “pennes (like Speares)”
indicates his recognition of Shakespeare and if that recognition came from printed works, it
would have to be from the dedication in the 1593 edition of Venus and Adonis. It is possible
that Daniel’s reference to “pennes (like Speares)” attacking “Gross Barbarism” is an
invocation of Venus and Adonis; however, Lucrece seems, to me, a more plausible candidate,

given the serious, tragic nature of its subject.

When Daniel wrote his dedication to the Countess for Cleopatra in 1593 to 1594, Shakespeare
was almost certainly already writing Lucrece.*3? The subject matter of that poem raises an
interesting connection to Sidney’s Defense of Poesy. In Defense of Poesy, Sidney cites “the
constant though lamenting look of Lucretia, when she punished in herself another’s fault”, as
worthy material for “the first and most noble sort” of poet.13 It is possible that Shakespeare
was taking up Sidney’s challenge, trying to claim himself as a poet of “the first and most noble
sort”, in writing Lucrece.'® That this may have been in Shakespeare’s mind as he dedicated
his earlier poem to Southampton is indicated in his “vowe to take aduantage of all idle houres,

till I haue honoured you with some grauer labour”, expressed in that poem’s dedication.® As

131 Duncan-Jones and Woudhuysen, eds., Shakespeare’s Poems, p. 479.

132 Gary Taylor and others, eds., The New Oxford Shakespeare: Modern Critical Edition
(Oxford: Oxford UP, 2016), p. 676.

133 Sidney, Major Works, p. 218.

134 Duncan-Jones and Woudhuysen, eds., Shakespeare’s Poems, p. 40; Rolf Soellner,
“Shakespeare’s Lucrece and the Garnier-Pembroke Connection”, Shakespeare Studies, 15
(1982), 1-20.

135 Shakespeare, Venus and Adonis (1593), sig. A2"; Duncan-Jones and Woudhuysen, eds.,
Shakespeare’s Poems, p. 479.
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noted by Bart van Es, before the formation of the Chamberlain’s Men in 1594, Shakespeare’s
literary career adhered to “the model of the ‘poet-playwright’, established through the example
of Ovid” and followed by many of his fellow professionals.**¢ It is possible that both Daniel
and his patron, the Countess, Philip Sidney’s sister, knew of the young poet with high
ambitions. This line of reasoning becomes very speculative; however, a reading of Daniel’s
comment about “pennes (like Speares)” makes sense if interpreted as [in my words]: Pens (like
Shakespeare’s) have been inspired by your brother’s work to write worthy poems, like

Lucrece, attacking the ignorant detractors of poetry.

I do not suggest that Daniel’s use of “pennes (like Speares)” can be conclusively identified as a
reference to Shakespeare. The phrase is ambiguous, perhaps purposefully so. Based on
current scholarship on Shakespeare’s life, Daniel’s potential personal knowledge of the
poet/playwright before 1595 is unprovable. Less is known about Shakespeare, the man, than is
known of the early versions of the Henry VI plays and the acting companies that performed
them. Hence, unlike my conclusion that it is likely that Daniel was aware of some version of
the Henry VI plays while writing The First Four Books of the Civil Wars, | conclude his
personal knowledge of Shakespeare to be something between possible and plausible and his

use of “pennes (like Speares)” to be an intriguing potential reference to the young poet.

While Daniel’s personal knowledge of Shakespeare before 1595 is uncertain, Shakespeare’s
knowledge of Daniel is better established. Daniel’s first volume of poetry, Delia and

Rosamond, printed in 1592, clearly had an influence on some of Shakespeare’s earliest works.

136 yan Es, Shakespeare in Company, pp. 28-29, see also pp. 57, 73-74.
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Bart van Es and Georgia Brown both credit Daniel with inspiring Shakespeare’s Lucrece.*®’
While it is unknown when Shakespeare wrote his sonnets, some that may have been written in
the early 1590s are thought to reflect the influence of Delia.'3® Romeo’s words over the
lifeless body of Juliet from Romeo and Juliet, written between 1593 and 1596, are thought to
have been inspired by two sections of Rosamond.'3® Shakespeare’s knowledge of Daniel is
believed to have come from published editions of the poet’s work, editions that were widely
available in print. In the next chapter, however, | will consider the possibility that the
playwright could have had access to an unpublished early manuscript of The Civil Wars while
writing Richard 11, a possibility that raises further questions about the relationship between the

two writers and the interaction of their works.

137 van Es, Shakespeare in Company, p. 29; Brown, Redefining Elizabethan Literature, pp.
194-195.

138 Duncan-Jones, ed., Shakespeare’s Sonnets, pp. 270, 322.

139 Jill L. Levenson, ed., Romeo and Juliet (Oxford: Oxford UP, 2000), p. 343.
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Chapter 4

Manuscripts of The Civil Wars and the Date of Richard 11
In the preceding chapters | have considered the relationship between Daniel’s First Four Books
of the Civil Wars and the Henry VI plays, a relationship that has been largely unexplored. In
this and the next chapter | come to a relationship that has been analyzed extensively, that
between Daniel’s first edition of The Civil Wars and Richard Il. After many years of
discussion and debate, it is now widely accepted that Shakespeare used Daniel’s poem as a
source and that the publication of The First Four Books in 1595 establishes the earliest
possible date for Shakespeare’s composition of Richard I1.1 An important factor, however, has
been missing from the analysis. There exist two manuscripts of portions of Daniel’s poem,
raising the possibility that Shakespeare could have used such a manuscript, rather than the
printed edition, as his source. A stanza that appears in one of those manuscripts but in no
printed version of The Civil Wars includes imagery that parallels a description in
Shakespeare’s play. The parallel bolsters the possibility that Shakespeare may have had access
to a pre-publication version of the poem. In this chapter | will describe the manuscripts,
catalogue variants between them and the printed editions of Daniel’s poem, review evidence of

their dates and consider how the existence of the manuscripts impacts the dating of Richard II.

In the next chapter | evaluate differences between the manuscripts and the printed edition of
The First Four Books, differences that document Daniel’s revision of the poem. Given the

possibility that Shakespeare could have used a pre-publication version of the poem as his

! Taylor and Loughnane, “Canon and Chronology”, p. 513. See also: Logan, “Lucan-Daniel-
Shakespeare”, pp. 121-140; Forker, ed., King Richard 11, pp. 113-114; Andrew Gurr, ed., King
Richard 11, (Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 2003), p. 1; van Es, Shakespeare in Company, p. 115.
See Michel, ed., Civil Wars, pp. 8-11, for the debate surrounding direction of influence.
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source, it becomes uncertain whether revisions preceded or followed Shakespeare’s play. |
review evidence of how Daniel and Shakespeare could have encountered each other’s work

and evaluate Daniel’s revisions for direction of influence.

Manuscripts of The Civil Wars

The British Library holds two manuscripts of sections of The Civil Wars, one of Books I-11
(BL, Sloane MS 1443; CELM, DaS 1, referred to herein as “MS I-11"") and another of Book I11
(BL, Harley MS 7332, fols. 262"-280"; CELM DasS 4; “MS I11”). The two manuscripts are
described and analyzed in essays by Cecil Seronsy and Robert Krueger.? The manuscripts
differ significantly from the first three books as they appear in the 1595 quarto of the poem
(Q1595:1-1V). Q1595:1-1V includes long sections that do not appear in the manuscripts and
many variants, some minor, others substantive, within some stanzas that do. The manuscripts
include no prefatory arguments and more limited marginal glosses. MS I-1I contains six
stanzas that never appeared in any printed edition.> MS I-11 plays a more central role in my
analysis than MS 111, both because it has stanzas never published and because it exhibits
numerous substantive differences from Q1595:1-1V in episodes also depicted in Shakespeare’s
Richard Il. Establishing whether both manuscripts preceded or followed Q1595:1-1V,

however, is important for determining if pre-publication versions of all three books existed.

2 Cecil Seronsy, “Daniel’s Manuscript Civil Wars with Some Previously Unpublished
Stanzas”, Journal of English and Germanic Philology, 52 (1953), 153-160; Cecil Seronsy and
Robert Krueger, “A Manuscript of Daniel’s Civil Wars Book 111, Studies in Philology, 63
(1966), 157-162.

3 The stanzas are included in Seronsy, “Daniel’s Manuscript” (1953) and in Michel, ed., Civil
Wars, in the “Variants” sections on the first two books (pp. 295-312).
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I begin with a description of the physical appearance of both manuscripts, as a comparison of
the two is helpful in assessing the differing purposes for which they may have been intended.*
I will then analyze variants from Q1595:1-1V in MS I-11 and MS 111, in turn. Appendix 1 of
this thesis provides the text of Q1595:1-1V and notations of variants from the extant

manuscripts.® Appendix 2 includes images of select pages from the manuscripts.

MS I-11 has been bound, on its own, by the British Museum in a volume labeled “The War
Between York and Lancaster” on its spine, while the leaves of MS 111 have been included in a
collection labeled “Miscellaneous Poems”. The new binding for MS I-11 appears to preserve
the original gatherings, each of which is stitched into the new volume at the folds in the leaves.
The leaves of MS I-11 have been numbered 1 to 37, on the recto side of each folio, in a
different hand than that of the body of the manuscript but in ink that seems contemporaneous.
As noted by Seronsy and Krueger, the pages of MS 111 “have stitching holes showing that they
had at one time been bound.”® The leaves of MS 11 were originally unnumbered but are now
numbered 262 to 280, on the recto side of each, conforming to the current pagination of the
volume in which they are included.” In referring to pages in the two manuscripts I use the
folio numbers as they appear in the current volumes (MS I-11: 1'-37Y; MS I111: 262"-280V).
Stanzas are not numbered in either manuscript. In citing stanzas, | use the numbering from

Q1595:1-1V (where applicable) and refer to the MS pages on which they appear.

4 Unless otherwise noted, descriptions are based upon my examination of the manuscripts.

® Text of Books I to IV is based on The first fowre Bookes of the ciuile wars between the two
houses of Lancaster and Yorke (London, 1595), in EEBO (494:01; reproduction of a quarto in
Harvard University Library).

6 Seronsy and Krueger, “Manuscript™, p. 157.

" The leaves were previously numbered 286 to 304, rather than the present 262 to 280. The
pages appear complete and are numbered consecutively using both paginations.
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MS I-11 is in a neater, more ornate hand than that of MS Il and on heavier paper.8 MS I-1I
includes elaborate titles on the first page of each book and each page thereafter is comprised of
exactly three stanzas carefully included within the margins.® MS I-Il may have been a
presentation copy for a potential patron such as Mountjoy or Daniel’s later patron Margaret
Clifford.1® MS 11l is not as carefully prepared as MS I-11. Although Seronsy and Krueger note
that MS 111 is written in a hand that “is too neat and careful to suggest that the poem was
copied as an entry into a commonplace-book”, this implies a greater level of care than appears
on physical inspection.!! While the hand is generally “neat and careful”, the spacing and

ruling of lines is often careless; some lines partially obscure others and the right margin is

8 See Appendix 2 for images from both manuscripts. Sellers describes the handwriting of MS
I-11 as “a conventional book-hand” (“Bibliography”, p. 49). Seronsy and Krueger describe the
writing of MS 111 as “a conventional Elizabethan Secretary hand” (“Manuscript of Book 1117,
p. 157). The handwriting of MS I-11 has elements of the handwriting shown in the first few
pages of John de Beau-Chesne and M. John Baildon, Booke containing diuers sortes of hands
(London, 1571), whereas that of MS 111 is closer to the “small secretarie” hands shown later in
that book (which includes no page or signature numbers).
° The title on the first page of Book | (MS I-I1, fol. 1") is “The ciuile warrs / betweene the hou /
ses of york & / Lanaster [sic]”. The page includes the first two stanzas. The title on the first
page of Book Il (MS I-11, fol. 217) is “The Second Canto”. This is the only time that the word
“Canto” is used to describe a book of the poem and is perhaps an indication of Daniel’s intent
for his poem to emulate classical epics. See Appendix 2 for images.
10 The Catalogue of English Literary Manuscripts (CELM) describes a notation of a
manuscript of The Civil Wars formerly among the Clifford family papers at Skipton Castle:

“MS of “The Civil Wars between the Houses of York and Lancaster, a Poem.

only 2 Cantos ending with the death of Richard 2"%". So catalogued in a MS list

of ‘Books in the Closset in the Passage Room next the Pantry in Skipton Castle

28" Aug®™ 1739’ ” (CELM DasS 3).
John Pitcher concludes that the Clifford/Skipton manuscript is “almost certainly the copy . . .
among the Sloane manuscripts in the British Library”, “Margaret, Countess of Cumberland’s
The Prayse of Private Life, Presented by Samuel Daniel” in In Prayse of Writing, edited by
S.P. Cerasano and Steven W. May (London: The British Library, 2012), pp. 114-144 (pp.135-
136). It may be the same manuscript; however, the second book of MS I-11 does not end “with
the death of Richard 2nd”, which is in Book Ill. Given the difference between the description
of the Clifford/Skipton manuscript and MS I-I1, I regard the current location and/or existence
of the former as uncertain. See also Woudhuysen, Sir Philip Sidney, pp. 88-91, 104-105 and
291-292, for features of authorial manuscripts, including Daniel’s.
11 Seronsy and Krueger, “Manuscript”, p. 157. See Appendix 2 for images.
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breached many times on most pages. There is no standardization to the number of lines or
stanzas included on pages in MS 11l and page-breaks are frequently within stanzas. The text on
some pages is cramped (page 265" includes 28 lines — three and a half stanzas, with no break
between two of them) while others leave excess room between lines (268" has 22 lines — fewer
than three stanzas).*> While MS I11 does exhibit many variants from Q1595:1-1V, few are
apparent corrections, indicating that MS Il was a fair copy and not a working draft. MS 11l
lacks the neatness and uniformity of MS I-11, although it does show evidence of someone
(probably Daniel) spending money to have a portion of the poem professionally transcribed for

some form of circulation.!?

MS I-11 includes autograph notations in a hand different from that of the principal scribe that
appear to be authorial (referred to herein as “MS I-11:D”). Such notations include the addition
of nine marginal glosses and substantive revisions to approximately twenty stanzas within the
body of the work.** All three Daniel scholars that have commented on MS I-11:D have
concluded that the majority of these notations are in Daniel’s hand.'® | have compared the

handwriting to both Daniel’s autograph manuscript of his 1603 Panegyrick congratulatorie to

12 See Appendix 2 for images.

13 See Woudhuysen, Sir Philip Sidney and the Circulation of Manuscripts, pp. 88-116
(“Authors’ Manuscripts”) and Love, Scribal Publication, pp. 35-89 (“Publication in the Scribal
Medium”) for descriptions of authorially authorized circulation of manuscripts.

14 For examples of autograph notations see Appendix 1, noted as “MS I-I1: D”.

15 Sellers, “Bibliography”, p. 49; Seronsy, “Daniel’s Manuscript”, p. 153; Michel, ed., Civil
Wars, pp. 36-37, 55. Sellers states that, “marginalia are added in the handwriting of Daniel’s
Letter to Devonshire”. According to Seronsy, “W. W. Greg similarly records the Sloane MS
1443 as having ‘a few corrections and sidenotes apparently in Daniel’s hand.” ” See W.W.
Greg, English Literary Autographs 1550-1650, 3. vols. (Oxford, 1925-32), vol. 3 (1932),
addenda and corrigenda, p. xxi (unpaged). In his section on “Variants” (Civil Wars, pp. 295-
312) Michel notes those autograph revisions that he believes to be in Daniel’s hand.
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the Kings most sacred maiestie and his 1605 letter to the Earl of Devonshire and agree with the

assessment. 16

Variants between MS I-11 and Q1595:1-1V are catalogued in Michel’s critical edition of The
Civil Wars (295-312). Those between MS 111 and Q1595:1-1V are listed in Seronsy’s and
Krueger’s article “A Manuscript of Daniel’s Civil Wars Book I11” (160-162). Variants are
shown in Appendix 1, with additional details not noted in Michel’s or Seronsy and Krueger’s
analyses. For lines with substantive variants from the printed edition, the footnotes of the
appendix include the full alternate MS versions of the line, including minor spelling and
punctuation differences, whereas Michel and Seronsy/Krueger show only the individual words
that differ.!” My readings of MS I-11 rely heavily on Michel and Seronsy; readings of MS-111
rely heavily on Seronsy and Krueger. In most instances where they note no variants between
the manuscripts and Q1595:1-1V, | accept their readings of the manuscript. In all instances
where they reflect variants between the manuscripts and Q1595:1-1V, I have closely read the
manuscript versions to verify their readings. Differences between my readings of the
manuscripts and those of Michel (The Civil Wars, 295-312), Seronsy (“Daniel’s Manuscript
Civil Wars”, 153-160) and Seronsy and Krueger (“A Manuscript of Daniel’s Civil Wars Book

111, 157-182) are described in the footnotes of Appendix 1.

16 See Appendix 2 for images of select pages from manuscripts. Daniel’s autograph
manuscript of Panegyrick Congratulatorie is held by the British Library (BL, Royal MS 18 A.
LXXII; CELM: DaS 21). Daniel’s letter to Devonshire is held at The National Archives,
(TNA SP 14/11, Folio 7; CELM: DaS 59). A facsimile appears at the beginning of the large-
paper format copies of volume 1 of Grosart, ed., Samuel Daniel. See also Pitcher’s article,
“Samuel Daniel’s Letter to Sir Thomas Egerton”, Huntington Library Quarterly, 47 (1984),
55-61 (p. 55), for a reproduction of Daniel’s letter and an example of what Pitcher calls
Daniel’s “distinctive and attractive Italian court hand”.

17 Lines with only minor, non-substantive, variants in spelling and punctuation are not noted.
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The articles by Seronsy (with respect to MS I-11) and Seronsy and Krueger (MS I11) conclude
that both manuscripts precede the 1595 publication of The First Four Books; however, given
the importance of dating of the manuscripts, | will reassess and supplement their evidence,
highlighting some variants that lead to this conclusion. The variants highlighted provide

insight into Daniel’s process of revision in sections of the poem central to my analysis.

Variants Between Manuscripts of The Civil Wars and FFB Q1595

As described by Seronsy, MS I-11 exhibits “one hundred and fifty or so differences in reading
between the MS and the edition of 1595”18 Within stanzas that appear in both MS I-1I and
Q1595:1-1V, | count approximately 190 variants between the two, significantly more than
Seronsy; however, it is unclear how Seronsy made his count.’® Alternate methods of
enumerating variants might potentially find between 150 and 200 variants. Of those 150+
differences, | have noted only six instances where the later 1601 (The Works of Sam. Danyel
Newly Augmented) and 1609 (The Civil Wars) editions of the poem preserve readings from MS

I-11 rather than Q1595:1-1V, all of them minor variants or corrections of errors.?® The

18 Seronsy, “Daniel’s Manuscript Civil Wars”, p. 153.
19 Seronsy does not provide a comprehensive list of MS I-I1 variants. He notes, “These
differences are all material variants in which occur important changes in grammar, syntax,
rhyme, meter, and idea” (p. 153), implying that he may exclude minor variants, arguments and
marginal glosses. In my count, variants in each line count as one variant, as do additions of
glosses. See footnotes to Appendix 1, most of which effectively document one variant each.
20 Three of the six examples where the later editions follow MS I-11 are identified as “faults
escaped” in an errata page included in some copies of the 1595 First Four Books (including
BL Ashley 537, the copy-text for the fifth book in Appendix 1). The six instances where later
editions are closer to MS I-I1 than to Q1595:1-1V, including these three “faults escaped”, are:
1. 1.3.5(Q1595) reads “then vnite” where MS I-I1 (fol. 1Y) reads “then to unite”. The
correction was made in 1601 and followed in 1609 (phrase changed to “but to vnite”).
2. 1.91.5(Q1595) reads “Tho sinne” where MS I-11 (fol. 16") reads “The sinne”. The
correction was made in 1601 and followed in 16009.
3. 11.5.5 (Q1595) reads “th’amazing” where MS I-11 (fol. 21") has “Th’amusing”. The
correction was not made in 1601, which agrees with 1595. The correction was made in
1609, which reads “th’amuzing” and, therefore, is closer to MS I-11 than to 1595.
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agreement of MS I-11 with later editions in cases of apparent errors in Q1595:1-1V suggests that
MS I-11 was not derived or set from Q1595:1-1V. For nearly all variants between Q1595:1-1VV
and MS I-I1, both the 1601 and the 1609 editions agree with Q1595:1-1V, not MS I-11.2 This
rules out the possibility that the manuscript was transcribed from either of the later printed

editions and suggests that it is a version of the poem independent of any of those published.

An evaluation of the nature of differences between MS I-Il and Q1595:1-1V demonstrates that
they document authorial revision. Many variants are substantively different versions of the
lines involved, with both versions representing viable alternatives. An example of this is a
difference in the rhyme scheme of the final couplet of 1.35. In MS I-11 (fol. 6v), the couplet
appears as:

I know not; but as now he lendes his eare

And youthfull counsell willingly doth heare.
The Q1595:1-1V version is:

We will not saie: but now his eare he lendes

To youthfull counsel, and his lusts attends.
The two versions retain the sense but change the rhyme, an apparent authorial stylistic change.

The Q1595:1-1V rhyme scheme (lendes/attends) appears in both 1601 and 1609 (1.30 in 1609),

4. 11.19.1 (Q1595) has the phrase “as let in lease” with no parentheses. MS I-I1 (fol. 24")
has parentheses. The 1601 edition followed 1595 but 1609 agrees with MS I-II.
5. 11.27.5 (Q1595) has the word “magnanim’ous” with an apostrophe within it. MS I-11
(fol. 25Y) shows the word with no apostrophe, as do 1601 and 16009.
6. 11.76.5 (Q1595) has the word “i’st” with an apostrophe within it. MS I-I1 (fol. 34")
shows the word with no apostrophe, as do 1601 and 1609.
21 Of the approximately 190 instances that | count of differences between MS I-11 and Q1595:1-
IV, 181 of the readings from 1601 and 155 of the readings from 1609 agree with Q1595. The
remaining differences between the later editions and 1595 are explained as revisions that
effectively superseded both Q1595:1-1V and MS I-11, especially stanzas deleted or substantially
revised in 1609.
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suggesting that MS I-11 represents an earlier version, one that was abandoned in Q1595 and not
taken up again. 2> Although not documented by an autograph correction, the difference
suggests an authorial revision between MS I-11 and Q1595:1-1V, with the manuscript preceding

the printed edition.

Another more complicated example of a change in rhyme, one reflected in Daniel’s hand,
confirms the conclusion that such differences document authorial revision. The manuscript
version of the stanza that became 11.36 in 1595 (MS I-I1, fol. 27") includes three end-rhyming
words that have been crossed out in the manuscript and changed to words that change the
rhyme scheme and subtly alter the meaning of the lines involved.?®> The new words are
documented by autograph corrections in Daniel’s hand. The stanza as it appears in MS I-11 is
as follows (with the appropriate words crossed out as in the manuscript and the substituted
word next to it):

What hope haue you that ever Bullingbrooke

Will live a subiect that hath tride his might [MS I-11:D: fate?]

Or what good reconcilement can you looke

Where he must alwayes feare, and you must spight [MS I-11:D: hate?]*

And never thinke that he this quarrell tooke

To reobtaine thereby his private vight- [MS I-11:D: state.]

Twas greater hopes that hereto did him call
And he will thrust for all or els loose all.

22 The 1595 version of the final couplet was retained in 1601 and was revised slightly in 1609
(1.30) though with the same rhyme as in Q1595:1-1V.

23 See Appendix 2 for image of MS I-11, fol. 27".

24 Michel offers “slight” for the last word (Michel, ed., Civil Wars, p. 305) while Seronsy
suggests “fight” (Seronsy, “Manuscript”, p. 156). My reading of the manuscript, albeit unclear
as the word is crossed out, is “spight”, based both on the appearance and the greater similarity
of the word “spight” to its replacement “hate”. “Fright” is another possible reading. See
Appendix 2 for image of MS I-11, fol. 27".
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The three substituted words — “fate”, “hate” and “state” — are the ones used in Q1595 and
subsequent editions. The changes made to the manuscript document the poet revising his work
between the date of the preparation of the manuscript and the publication of the poem. The
appearance of the revision in Daniel’s own hand demonstrates that he used this specific

manuscript at some point while revising the poem and that it preceded Q1595:1-1V.

Substantially all Daniel’s autograph annotations in MS I-11 are reflected in Q1595:1-1V. There
are many variants between Q1595:1-1V and MS I-11, however, for which there are no authorial
notations to document revision, indicating that MS I-11 does not include the final pre-
publication version of the poem. Rather MS I-1l seems to be an early version of a portion of
the poem used by the author as he was revising his work — possibly a presentation copy that
became a working draft.?® The variants between MS I-11 and Q1595:1-1V document a work in
progress, a poem revised between the preparation of the manuscript and the printing of the

quarto.

While it is reasonable to conclude that variants in stanzas that appear in both MS I-11 and
Q1595:1-1V document authorial revision, caution is warranted before forming a similar
conclusion for stanzas included in Q1595:1-1V but not MS I-11, stanzas that | refer to as
“additions” to the poem. The inclusion of 43 such stanzas (1.94-100, 11.72, 11.97-131) in
Q1595:1-1V indicates Daniel’s authorship and intent to include them in the printed version;

however, it is possible that they were written earlier and omitted from MS I-11, either

25 Michel, ed., Civil Wars, p. 55. See Woudhuysen, Sir Philip Sidney, p. 95, for other
examples of fair copies that were revised by their authors during the drafting of their works.
For a discussion of Daniel’s treatment of manuscript versions of his work see John Pitcher,
“Benefiting from the Book: The Oxford Edition of Samuel Daniel”, The Yearbook of English
Studies, 29 (1999), 69-87 (pp. 84-86).
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intentionally or accidentally. | will address these added stanzas in the next chapter and

evaluate evidence of when they were written.

It is easier to form some conclusion on the six stanzas that appear in MS I-11 but not Q1595:1-
IV (two on MS I-11, fol. 23Y; one on fol. 31"; one on 31Y; two on fol. 36"), stanzas that | refer to
as having been “deleted”.?® These deletions almost certainly reflect a change of heart by
Daniel during the period between the production of the manuscript and the poem’s publication.
The lack of inclusion of such stanzas in subsequent editions rules out accidental omission from
Q1595:1-1V. We can only speculate on Daniel’s reason for striking these stanzas, but their
inclusion in the manuscript allows us to see that they had been part of the poem at some earlier
date and could have been accessed by a reader of that or a similar manuscript. After analyzing

the variants between MS 111 and Q1595:1-1V, | return to these deleted stanzas.

MS I11 does not exhibit as many variants from Q1595:1-1V as does MS I-11, and there are no
autograph annotations. Seronsy and Krueger document 47 variants between MS 111 and
Q1595:1-1V (one for approximately every two and a half stanzas), not quite the “one hundred
and fifty or so” in MS I-11 (one for approximately every one and a half stanzas using Seronsy’s
count).?” As with the MS I-11, the majority of the readings from Q1595:1-1V that differ from
MS 111, 42 out of 47, are retained in the next edition of 1601.28 There are only three examples

of 1601 and 1609 editions returning to readings from MS I, all apparent corrections of

26 See Appendix 2 for image of fol. 36r.

27 In counting Seronsy and Krueger’s variants, | count only those within stanzas that appear in
both MS 11l and Q1595:1-1V. The 15 stanzas added (111.116-130) are not counted.

28 Count of readings from 1595 retained in 1601 based on my own count. With respect to the
16009 edition, despite its significant revisions to Book 11 (including the deletion of 8 stanzas
from 1595 and the complete revision of many others) 30 of the 47 readings from 1595 that
differ with MS 111 are retained.
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printing errors in Q1595:1-1V.2° MS 111 does not appear to be a transcription from any printed

edition of the poem. As with MS I-11, the nature of many variants in MS Il suggests that the

manuscript documents an early version of the poem. Given the lack of revisions in Daniel’s

hand such a conclusion is more tentative than for MS I-11; however, minor wording and

stylistic differences that present alternate versions of lines, versions that appear in MS 111 but

no printed edition, indicate that they precede the poem’s publication. One difference offers a

glimpse into Daniel’s revision process.

In the stanza that became 111.32, the Abbot of Westminster and others plan the murder of

Henry IV. In MS 111 (fol. 266Y) the first four lines of the stanza appear as,

Then of the manner howe t’effect the thinge

Consulted was and in the end agreed

That at a maske and solempne revelinge

which should b’ordaind, they would performe the deede;

The description is similar to Hall’s version of the same episode,

And for the expedicion of this enterprise he deuised a solempne iustes to be
enterprised . . . to the whiche triumphe, Kyng Henry should be inuited and
desired, and when he were moste busely regardyng the marciall playe and warly
disporte, he sodainly should bee slain and destroyed.*°

29 The three examples of readings from MS I11 that are adopted in 1601 and 1609 rather than
the version from 1595 are as follows:

1.

2.

3.

111.10.8: The phrase “they loathd the old” in Q1595 is shown as “they loath the old” in
MS I11 (fol. 263"). The latter reading is used in 1601 and 1609 (111.9.8).

111.22.5: The phrase “By subjects two” in Q1595 is shown as “By subjects too” in MS
111 (fol. 265"). The latter reading is used in 1601 and 1609 (111.23.5).

111:29.8: The phrase “To chaste th’usurper” in Q1595 is shown as “To chase
th’usurper” in MS 111 (fol. 266"). In 1601 and 1609 (111.30.8 in 1609) the word used
was “chace”.

30 Hall, Union, fols. XIV = XII".
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Both Daniel and Hall describe the conspirators planning an event at which Henry’s murder
would be performed. Hall’s spelling of the word “solemn” in “solempne iustes” is retained in
this stanza whereas the 