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INTRODUCTION

The First Part of King Henry I'V ran to no fewer than six editions between 1598 and
its inclusion in the Shakespeare Folio of 1623, a sure token of its constant appeal on
the stage. The Second Part, however, was never reprinted in the 23 years following
its first publication in 1600. The fact is rather puzzling since there is no doubt
about the extraordinary popularity of Falstaff, who dominates it from beginning to
end, to a larger extent than either the First Part — where the combined forces of
Prince Hal and Hotspur could steal the show — or even The Merry Wives of Windsor,
where he had to compete with a number of other comic humours. Perhaps its more
limited appeal to the readers of plays was due to its being Falstaff’s play rather
than the History promised by the title. When it was revived at the Theatre Royal,
Drury Lane, in 1720, the adapter (supposed to have been the late Thomas Betterton)
presented it as The Sequel of Henry the Fourth, with the Humours of Sir John Falstaffe,
and Justice Shallow, and dignified the fifth act by ‘completing’ it with extracts from
the first two acts of Henry V, up to the arrest of Cambridge, Scroop and Grey,
ending with Henry’s triumphant claim ‘For I will be — No King of England, if not
King of France.*

The Second Partis merely a ‘sequel’, and Richard David is justified in saying that it
‘has pot-boiler written all over it’.> In fact it bears all the marks of the time-honoured
technique, still practised nowadays especially by the film industry, for concocting
a sequel: the introduction of a host of new characters to support the central figure
responsible for the success of the original play, the parallelism in structure with the
‘parent’ production, and even the explicit promise at the end of further instalments:
‘our humble author will continue the story with Sir John in it . . .3 There is no
doubt about the casual nature of the play, born and bred as a commercial product
to exploit the humours of Sir John Falstaff — but its richness and strength reside
precisely in this casualness. They give the play a metadramatic quality, forcing a new
approach to the job of playwriting, and making it a reconsideration of the nature of
the dramatic event.

Part Two is first and foremost an exploration of the ways in which a play comes to
be conceived, a re-elaboration from different angles of pre-used theatrical materials.
As such, it affords an extraordinary plurality of readings: a Morality version of the

' The Sequel of Henry the Fourth by Thomas Betterton, 1721. Facsimile (1969) from the copy in Birmingham
Shakespeare Library. See p. 39 below, n. 1.

? Richard David, ‘Shakespeare’s history plays: epic or drama’; S.Sur. 6 (1953), 129—39. In Shakespeare
in the Theatre, 1978, p. 203, David adds that Part Two is ‘a pot-boiler of genius’.

3 Epilogue 21. For the parallelism in structure between the two parts see G. K. Hunter, ‘Henry IV
and the Elizabethan two-part play’, RES ns 5 (1954), reprinted in his Dramatic Identities and Cultural
Tradition, 1978, pp. 303—18; R. A. Law, “The composition of Shakespeare’s Lancastrian trilogy’, 7.SLL
3 (1961—2), 321-7.
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subject matter of Part One;' a psychodrama on the father—son relationship; a comedy
of humours; a country as opposed to a city comedy; a series of variations on the
theme of time; an enquiry into the nature of policy. All these readings are perfectly
legitimate and by no means mutually exclusive. The play acquires in this way an
exceptional density and pregnancy of meaning, so that L. C. Knights could rightly
speak of its different tone from the earlier plays, and single it out as ‘markedly
a transitional play’ that ‘looks back to the Sonnets and the earlier history plays,
and . . . forward to the great tragedies’.” Its originality must be assessed within the
context of the other histories, and more precisely of what has been called, perhaps
deceptively, the Henriad or second tetralogy,? from Richard 11 to Henry V, as well
as of the ‘Falstaff plays’, including The Merry Wives.

Publication and date

While the First Part had been entered in the Stationers’ Register on 25 February
1598 and published as The History of Henry the Fourth, the entry to the booksellers
Andrew Wise and William Aspley for Part Two on 23 August 1600 reads:

Entred for their copies vnder the hands of the wardens Two bookes. the one called Muche
a Doo about nothing. Thother the second parte of the history of kinge Henry the iiit™ with the
humours of Sir IOHN FFALLSTAFF: Wrytten by master Shakespere.
. .d
xij
Publication followed shortly afterwards, as the title page of the quarto edition makes
clear:

THE Second part of Henrie the fourth, continuing to his death, and coronation of Henrie the
fift. With the humours of sir Iohn Fal-staffe, and swaggering Pistoll. As it hath been sundrie
times publikely acted by the right honourable, the L.ord Chamberlaine his servants. Written
by William Shakespeare. LONDON Printed by V. S. for Andrew Wise, and William Aspley.

1600.

The peculiarities of this printing are discussed in detail in the Textual Analysis but
one or two points relevant to the dating of the play must be noted now. There is
general agreement that the copy for the printer was Shakespeare’s own foul papers
(the original manuscript which was handed over to the company book-keeper who
would prepare from it the prompt-book for use in performance), so that it reflects
as fully as possible the author’s original intentions. But accidents happened in the
course of printing, the most obvious being the omission from the first issue of the
quarto (known as Qa) of a whole scene — 3.1, the night musings of the king — which

" Part One has also been read in terms of Morality; see, for instance, J. Dover Wilson, The Fortunes of
Falstaff, 1943. pp. 15 ff.; but a distinction should be made between the two parts; see pp. 16—19 below.

2 L. C. Knights, ‘Time’s subjects: the Sonnets and King Henry IV, Part 1I’, in Some Shakespearean
Themes, 1959, p. 63.

3 The notion of tetralogy, so persuasively advocated by E. M. W. Tillyard, Shakespeare’s History Plays,
1944, 1s dangerous because it suggests that Shakespeare’s histories were planned in advance as con-
tinuous cycles. This is far from being proven, as appears from the current discussion on the order of
composition of the three parts of Henry VI, as well as on the origin of Henry IV, see pp. 9—14 below.
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3 Introduction

was promptly restored in the second issue of the same (Qb). Besides, eight more
passages of some length, present in the 1623 Folio, are not in the quarto. Though it
has been recently suggested that they may be later additions," the confused state of
the text surrounding some of them in the quarto shows that they had been marked
for deletion — theatrical expediency, possibly not unconnected with political caution,
discouraged their transfer from the foul papers to the prompt-book which was being
prepared for the early performances of the play. The title page assures us that these
had taken place before 1600, while the reference in Ben Jonson’s play Every Man out
of his Humour (1599) to the character of Justice Silence? is evidence that Part Two
was well known to London audiences before that date. On the other hand, the fact
that Part One was registered and published, as we saw, in 1598 as a play complete
in itself, with no indication of a possible sequel, suggests that by then Part Two was
as yet unperformed if not unwritten.

It can be safely assumed, therefore, that Part Two appeared on the stage after
March 1598 but before 1599, and its composition must be dated late 1597/early
1598. The fairly unanimous agreement over this — in the whole Shakespeare canon
perhaps only Henry V' can be dated more precisely — is far from solving the problem
of the relationship of Part Two to the other ‘Falstaff plays’. On the contrary, the
problem is rendered more complex by several other signals coming from the quarto
text itself — not only the already noted omissions and partial restorations, but the
presence in it of a greater number of what have been called by Kristian Smidt
‘unconformities’? than in any other Shakespearean history.

Unconformities

Henry IV Part Two can be placed in its proper historical and theatrical context, the
plurality of readings it offers can be accounted for, and the richness of its texture
can be fully appreciated, only if satisfactory answers can be found to the problems
posed by the original quarto text, only a few of which the Folio edition of 1623 has
endeavoured to iron out. Here is a list of the major ones:

1. The omission of Act 3, Scene I from the first issue of the quarto may well be a
case of inadvertency on the printer’s part: if the scene was on a separate manuscript
leaf, the printer may have overlooked the mark in the foul papers at the end of 2.4
requiring its insertion at that point. But it has been observed that the repetition
of ‘come’ in the Hostess’s last speech in 2.4 and in Shallow’s opening speech in

! John Jowett and Gary Taylor, “The three texts of 2 Henry I, SB 40 (1987), 31—50. I am grateful
to the authors for letting me have in typescript an ampler version of their paper before publication.
Their detailed account of the insertion of 3.1 in the 1600 quarto has now been incorporated in Taylor’s
general introduction to William Shakespeare: A Textual Companion, ed. S. Wells and G. Taylor with
J. Jowett and W. Montgomery, 1987, pp. 49—50. Their arguments in connection with the omissions in
the quarto are discussed in the Textual Analysis, pp. 217—25 below.

? Ben Jonson, Every Man out of his Humour 5.2.20—2 (ed. Herford and Simpson, 11, 567): ‘Saviolina.
What’s hee, gentle Monsieur Briske? not that gentleman? Fastidius. no ladie, this is a kinsman to iustice
Silence.

3 Smidt, Unconformities in Shakespeare’s History Plays, 1982, passim.
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1600.

1 Title page of the 1600 quarto, from the copy at Trinity College, Cambridge
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3.2 suggests that 2.4 and 3.2 had been originally conceived as consecutive,’ in which
case the insertion of 3.1 would be an afterthought. The scene is irrelevant to the
development of the action: we know already of the king’s illness from 1.2 and 2.2,
and the only new piece of information we gather here is the news of Glendower’s
death. But on the other hand the scene, identifying the country’s sickness with
the king’s, is absolutely central to the theatrical and ideological structure of the
play as a whole. Now, granting that 3.1 was introduced at that point of the play
as an afterthought, was the scene newly written for the purpose, or was it a scene,
which at first had been considered expendable, salvaged from an earlier version of
the play?

2. The ‘goodly dwelling’ of Justice Shallow is located in Gloucestershirein 4.1.431
and 475 (as in The Merry Wives of Windsor 1.1.5 F), with confirmation from allu-
sions in 5.1 and 5.3. But the enrolment scene in which the Justice makes his first
appearance (3.2) suggests somewhere on the Great North Road, a much more log-
ical situation since Falstaff is pressing soldiers on his way from London to York,
and a detour through Gloucestershire? is at least as absurd as the notion that ‘a
Justice of Peace and Coram in the County of Gloucester’ should have a manor and
deer park at Windsor (Wiv. 1.1.111—12). The inconsistencies open up a double
problem: one connected with the stages of composition of Part Two and the other
with the date of Merry Wives, assigned by many to the spring of 1597,3 before
our play.

3. The presence in the play of two characters with practically the same name:
Bardolph, an ‘irregular humorist’ already figuring as one of Falstaff’s followers in
Part One, and the ‘new’ historical character of Lord Bardolph out of Holinshed’s
Chronicles. The question is: if the two Parts were conceived from the beginning as
a single play in ten acts, why should the author, when forced by circumstances to
change the names originally assigned to the prince’s companions, replace that of
Sir John Russell (or Rossill) with Bardolph,* if he already expected to introduce the
historical Lord Bardolph in the Second Part?

! Jowett and Taylor, in a passage omitted from the printed version of their paper. But see Wells and
Taylor, Textual Companion, p. 360, note to 2.4.392/ 1420.

2 For a discussion of the different suggestions on this point see ‘Justice Shallow and Gloucestershire’,
Appendix v in A. R. Humphreys (ed.), 2H4, 1966, pp. 235-6. The location of 5.1 in Gloucestershire
is discussed in the first note to that scene in the present edition.

3 The case for considering The Merry Wives of Windsor as a play written for the Garter Feast of 1597

was first advanced by Leslie Hotson, Shakespeare versus Shallow, 1931, and was strongly supported by

William Green, Shakespeare’s ‘Merry Wives of Windsor’, 1962. Though the weakness of several of their

arguments has been pointed out since, notably by H. J. Oliver in his edition of Wiv., 1971, pp. xliv-lii,

the dating finds credit in several editions of the complete plays, such as The Riverside Shakespeare, ed.

G. Blakemore Evans, 1974, and the new Oxford Complete Works, ed. S. Wells and G. Taylor, 1986.

I find much more convincing George R. Hibbard’s suggestion in his New Penguin edition of Wiv.,

1973, PP 4750, that the play was written later, incorporating ‘with the economy so characteristic of

[Shakespeare]’ the earlier Garter entertainment. See my note ‘Which Falstaff in Windsor?’ in KA8o,

1987, a tribute to Kenneth Muir on his eightieth birthday.

There is a curious misapprehension about the replacement of the names of ‘Haruey’ and ‘Rossill’

which appear in all early editions of Part One at 1.2.162. Since the Dering MS. changes the list of the

participants in the Gad’s Hill robbery to ‘Falstaffe, Harvay, Peto and Bardolff’, it has been assumed
that Peto was substituted for Rossill, and consequently Bardolph must be the new name for Harvey.

=
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4. The presence in the quarto of the speech heading O/d. at 1.2.96, and of ‘Sir
Iohn Russel’ in the entrance stage direction at 2.2. These are obvious fossils of the
original version of the Henry IV play(s), in which, as it appears from several signs
in Part One, Falstaff’s name was Sir John Oldcastle, and Bardolph and Peto were
Rossill (a nickname for Russell) and Harvey respectively. Two explanations have
been offered for their presence also in Part Two: (a) the name changes were forced
on Shakespeare when he was already busy writing Part Two and had reached the
second act; he went over his foul papers correcting the names, but missed these two
out;" (b) the name changes had already taken place, but the author was still thinking
in terms of the old designations, and he reverted to them by an oversight in these
two instances.” Neither explanation is fully satisfactory. There must be a third that
takes a wider view of the origin and development of the play, and it suggests itself
when the last of the major unconformities is examined.

5. The question of Sir John Oldcastle. He is actually mentioned in the Epilogue
to Part Two, in what has been taken as an apology for the use of the name in the
original version of the play:

our humble author will continue the story with Sir John in it, and make you merry with fair

Katherine of France, where, for anything I know, Falstaff shall die of a sweat, unless already

a be killed with your hard opinions; for Oldcastle died martyr, and this is not the man.
(Epilogue 21-5)

This part of the Epilogue has been recognised as a later addition to the original one,
which was limited to the first thirteen lines, and the protests that prompted it are
seen in the Prologue to the Admiral’s Men play The First Part of Sir John Oldcastle,
which claims that Sir John ‘is no pamperd glutton . . . / Nor aged Councellor to
youthfull sinne, / But one, whose vertue shone aboue the rest’.3 From Henslowe’s
Diary the date of completion and performance of Oldcastle can be fixed with certainty
in November 1599. So the addition to the Epilogue of Part Two could have been
written only after that date. But by then Henry 7 had already been performed at
the new Globe playhouse, and the promise to show Falstaff in it, made in the same
breath with the ‘apology’ for Oldcastle, was not kept. Either the apology is not
motivated by the new Admiral’s Men’s play, or it is not an apology.

A number of other inconsistencies could be pointed out, such as the mention
of the prince having been committed to prison for striking the Lord Chief Justice
(1.2.42—3), an episode never mentioned in Part One though much emphasised in the

I believe the substitution took place the other way round: the nickname Rossill for Russell was chosen
deliberately in order to play on the Italian rosso for red — the formidable red nose of this particular
‘knight’ was to be his main feature in the play, and this is exactly the feature inherited after the name
change not by Peto but by Bardolph. See Melchiori, “The ur-Henry IV, pp. 64 ff.

This explanation was first offered in Theobald’s edition of 1733.

The suggestion was first made by Capell, Notes and Various Readings to Shakespeare, 1779, 1, 170, in
connection with the ‘O/d.” speech heading.

The first part Of the true and honorable historie, of the life of Sir John Oldcastle, the good Lord Cobham,
1600, sig. A2. Edited by Percy Simpson for the Malone Society, 1908.

[
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sources of the plays; the transformation of the Hostess from a ‘most sweet wench’
and ‘an honest man’s wife’ in Part One (1.2.40 and 3.3.119; the prince is gracious
enough to enquire ‘How doth thy husband? (3.3.92—3), and Falstaff enjoins her to
‘love thy husband’ (3.3.171)) into the superannuated ‘poor lone woman’ of Part Two,
who has developed a genius for equivocal ‘Quicklyisms’ and is not above favouring
Falstaff’s intimacy with her younger friend Doll Tearsheet — not to mention her
further metamorphosis into Doctor Caius’s housekeeper in Merry Wives, while from
Henry V we learn that she has married Pistol, the ‘fustian rascal’ that she wanted
‘thrust downstairs’ in Part Two. And surely the Falstaff of Part Two is a much older
man than the Falstaff of Part One.

The sources and The Famous Victories

A reappraisal of the materials on which Shakespeare based his Henriad is an indis-
pensable premise to any attempt at solving these contradictions. The main sources
of Part Two obviously coincide with those of Part One, and largely with those of
Richard I, discussed by Herbert Weil and Andrew Gurr respectively in their edi-
tions of those plays.” A distinction must be made between those works that were
used to construct and support the main story line — books that one imagines as
constantly at the author’s elbow for reference during composition — those in which
he simply dipped for information on particular episodes, and finally those that he
happened to have read at some time or other and stored in his memory, to provide
occasional hints, suggestions or turns of phrase. Holinshed’s Chronicles of England,
Scotland and Ireland, in the posthumous 1587 edition enlarged by the antiquarian
Abraham Fleming and by Grafton to include new material from Stow and other
historians and further extracts from Hall, undoubtedly belongs to the first category:
most of the historical scenes in the play echo Holinshed at times verbatim, apart
from the manipulations and transpositions usual in the construction of dramatic
plots. Holinshed may also have suggested some new dramatic inventions such as
the introduction of Rumour as the presenter.”> The 1592 edition of John Stow’s
Annales of England may have been consulted, too, especially for the report of the
king’s advice to Prince Hal and of the Lord Chief Justice’s firmness with the prince
who had threatened him in the place of judgement — an episode that may have made
the dramatist look also into Stow’s source, The Boke named the Gouernour (1531) by
Sir Thomas Elyot.

Shakespeare certainly knew also the recently published poem of Samuel Daniel,
The first fowre bookes of the ciutle wars between the two houses of Lancaster and Yorke
(1595), which versified much of the historians’ subject matter, presenting it in a

! In the New Cambridge Shakespeare. See Bullough, 111, 353491, for Richard 11, and 1v, 155-346, for
the two parts of Henry IV.

? See Commentary to Induction o sb. The likelihood that the conception of Rumour was suggested by
a passage near the beginning of Holinshed’s chronicle of the reign of Henry IV seems to have escaped
previous editors.

© in this web service Cambridge University Press www.cambridge.org



www.cambridge.org/9780521869263
www.cambridge.org

Cambridge University Press

978-0-521-86926-3 — The Second Part of King Henry IV

William Shakespeare , Edited by Giorgio Melchiori , With contributions by Adam Hansen
Excerpt

More Information

The Second Part of King Henry IV 8

form more suitable for dramatic speech.” Two other works at least can be pointed
out in the third category: as J. W. Lever? has shown, Shakespeare remembered the
character of the Braggart in John Eliot’s Ortho-epia Gallica (1593) when devising the
language of Pistol, while the Hostess’s peculiar interjections are strictly modelled
on those reported of Lady More in Sir Thomas More’s biography written before
1557 by Nicholas Harpsfield,3 a forbidden book circulating in manuscript in the
houses of Roman Catholic recusants, such as those in which, according to E. A. J.
Honigmann, Shakespeare had spent part of his ‘lost years’.*

As for the stories of the ‘wild prince’, they are to be found mainly in the
much amplified English version (1513) of Tito Livio’s Latin Vita Henrici Quinti
(c. 1437), but it would be idle to speculate on the possibility that Shakespeare
had access to a work that remained in manuscript till 1911.5 Its contents, already
reported in Stow’s Chronicles of England (1580) and partly in Holinshed, are the
main source of another dramatic work which stands in a peculiar relationship to
Shakespeare’s.

The famous Victories of Henry the fifth: Containing the Honourable Battell of Agin-
court: As it was plaide by the Queenes Maiesties Players was printed by Thomas
Creede only in 1598,° though it had been entered in the Stationers’ Register four
years earlier. As is well known, Creede’s quarto is an extremely poorly-put-together
memorial report of an old play, possibly in two parts, which had enjoyed wide
popularity as, among other things, a vehicle for the famous clown Richard Tarlton,
who died in 1588.7 By 1594 the Queen’s Men, in a phase of rapid decline, were selling
off their plays in partial compensation for their losses. It looks as if no decent text
of Famous Victories was readily available at the time of the entry in the Stationers’
Register, and they were induced to hand in a wretched summary reconstruction
only in 1598, to cash in on the current success of the Shakespearean Henry plays
that the Chamberlain’s Men had started staging at the time. Though there is no real
evidence of the fact, the text we have falls so neatly into two halves, one concerned
with Prince Hal’s youthful misbehaviour and reformation, and the other with his

Daniel suggests a direct confrontation between Prince Hal and Hotspur (which is not mentioned by
other historians), but does not attribute to the prince the killing of Hotspur.

‘Shakespeare’s French fruits’, S.Sur. 6 (1953), 79—90. See Appendix 1, item 6, in Humphreys (ed.),
2Hy, pp. 231—2.

The life and death of Sr Thomas Moore, knight, sometymes Lord high Chancellor of England, written in the
tyme of Queene Marie by Nicholas Harpsfield, L. D., ed. Elsie Vaughan Hitchcock (EETS, 0s 186), 1932,
pp. 93-9.

E. A. J. Honigmann, Shakespeare: ‘The Lost Years’, 1985.

The First English Life of Henry V, ed. C. L. Kingsford, 1911.

See P. A. Daniel’s facsimile in Praetorius Shakespeare Quartos, 1887. Now more readily available in
Bullough, 1v, 299—343.

It has been maintained that the well-known anecdote in Tarltons Iests (1638; see Bullough, 1v, 289—90)
of the Clown’s joke about the box on the ear of the Lord Chief Justice must refer to a different play
because it implies the doubling of the Clown and the Justice, which is impossible in the version of
Famous Victories that has reached us. But Creede’s text is merely the summary of an original which
may well have allowed for such doubling; if not, the players may have altered the original to meet an
emergency.
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exploits as a wise warrior and sovereign, that the likelihood that the original play
was in two parts is very strong.”

What interests us is to establish the special relationship between Shakespeare’s
three Henry plays and Famous Victories, normally regarded as one of their main
sources. Surely at the time of writing Part One, and possibly Part Two, Shakespeare
could not have known Creede’s unprinted quarto. But he or some of his fellow actors
must surely have seen the original version of the play (or plays) at some earlier time,
and they may even have had access to the full text of Famous Victories in prompt-
book or some other form. The relationship between the Henriad and Creede’s
text of Famous Victories is, on the face of it, non-existent, or rather vicarious. What
counts is the relationship between Shakespeare’s plays and the lost original of which
Creede’s quarto is no more than a distorted and reduced reflection. Bad as it is, it
must all the same convey a fair idea of the general conception, dramatic structure
and individual characterisation of the original. So it affords something more than
mere speculation, and the relationship must be seen in the light of current theatrical
practice.

The Henriad as remake

A fairly common practice in the theatre business was what could be called, borrowing
aterm from the present-day film industry, the remake. When a play (nowadays a film)
proves successful, a rival company sets up after some years not a new production
of the same, but a complete reworking of it with a new script as well as a different
cast and possibly a new slant to the story.> A remake has the advantage of offering a
chance to ‘improve’ the original not so much on the formal level as on the ideological
one. The new script updates the original by taking into account the audience response
to new attitudes in the social or, as the case may be, political and religious fields.
This becomes the more important at times when such response is controlled by
massive censorial interventions. It is known that the 1590s were exactly such a
time: the Master of the Revels, after a period of remarkable tolerance, had started
watching much more closely than in previous years what was going to be performed
on the public stage.3 It was a time, therefore, particularly suited to the remaking of
plays that offered a historical perspective which did not conform to the new Tudor
orthodoxy.

Apart from these considerations, the evidence of such plays as Hamlet, Troilus
and Cressida and King Lear shows that by the beginning of the seventeenth century

There is no definitive proof that the original version of Victories was in two parts, but most recent
scholarship is inclined to believe so. Wilson, ‘Origins’, sees Victories as ‘a much abridged and debased
version of two plays belonging to the Queen’s company’. As for the authorship of the lost original, the
most attractive suggestion is that advanced by Philip Brockbank, ‘Shakespeare: his histories, English
and Roman’, in English Drama to 1710, ed. C. Ricks, 1971, p. 168: Robert Greene had written the
Henry V play(s), and his jealousy of Shakespeare is accounted for by the fact that the new Henry V1
plays had replaced his work on the London stage.

See on this subject Melchiori, ‘Corridors’.

See David Bevington, Tudor Drama and Politics, 1968, pp. 230 ff.

N

s

© in this web service Cambridge University Press www.cambridge.org



www.cambridge.org/9780521869263
www.cambridge.org

Cambridge University Press

978-0-521-86926-3 — The Second Part of King Henry IV

William Shakespeare , Edited by Giorgio Melchiori , With contributions by Adam Hansen
Excerpt

More Information

The Second Part of King Henry IV 10

Shakespeare was an expert at remakes of old plays for the Chamberlain’s/King’s
Men. But his career as a remaker must have begun earlier, and the popular chronicle
plays of the 1580s and 1590s were surely the most suitable material for remakes that
would readjust their political focus in accordance with the stricter rulings of the
Master of the Revels. The original — probably double — play of Famous Victories
successfully acted in the 1580s by the Queen’s Men was an obvious choice for
remaking by the Chamberlain’s Men, especially after their production in 1595 of
Richard II, which had so markedly readjusted the historical focus of the earlier
Whoodstock." The subject matter of the two halves of the old play lent itself naturally
to a new treatment in two separate history plays, one, Henry IV, mainly concerned
with the youthful exploits and reformation of Prince Hal at the death of his father,
and the other, Henry V', with the ‘famous victories’ of the new sovereign. The history
planned by the Chamberlain’s Men for 1596 — a logical continuation of the 1595
Richard I — was a remake of the original first part of Famous Victories under the
title Henry IV, presumably to be followed in the next theatrical season by Henry V'
as a remake of the second part of the earlier play.

Though 1596 is generally recognised as the date of composition of the original
Shakespearean Henry IV, there is considerable difference of opinion on whether this
was a one-play version of what are now the two parts, or just a version of Part One.”
It is, however, universally accepted that in this version the fat knight accompanying
the young prince was not called Falstaff but Sir John Oldcastle, a name found in
an equivalent role in Famous Victories, and that two of his companions (collectively
designated ‘knights’ in the old play) had been named by Shakespeare Harvey and
Rossill instead of Peto and Bardolph.3 It is also agreed that the name changes in the
final version were occasioned by the protest of the Brooke family, direct descendants
of the historical Sir John Oldcastle, who had been celebrated at great length by John
Foxe in his Acts and Monuments as a Protestant protomartyr.* The protest would
have carried particular weight when in August 1596 William Brooke, L.ord Cobham,
took over from Henry Carey, Lord Hunsdon, the patron of Shakespeare’s company
who had just died, the office of Lord Chamberlain, which gave him control over

For different views on the relationship between Woodstock and Richard 11 see A. P. Rossiter (ed.),
Woodstock, A Moral History, 1946, as well as Bullough, 111, 358-62, and the latest reassessment by
Andrew Gurr (ed.), King Richard 11, 1984, pp. 11—16.

The notion of a one-play Shakespearean version of Henry IV is implicit in Dover Wilson, ‘Origins’,
especially pp. 15-16, when he states: ‘I myself would date 1 Henry IV in the Autumn or Winter of
1597; but I think that twelve months or more earlier Lord Hunsdon’s men were playing another Henry
1V, in which Oldcastle spoke comic blank verse’, and adds that this earlier version was ‘probably a
one-part play like its Queen’s company original’, but ‘in the end Falstaff, grown “out of all compass”,
needed a double drama to contain him’. The notion got somehow obscured or ignored in later criticism
but is revived by Kristian Smidt, Unconformities, pp. 109—20.

The companions are called knights, for instance, in the stage direction at line 700 (Bullough, 1v, 319).
For the new names see p. 5 above, n. 14.

See ‘A Defence of the Lord Cobham, Against Nicholas Harpsfield’, in J. Foxe, Acts and Monuments, ed.
J. Pratt, 1874, 111, 348—402. On the whole question see Alice-Lyle Scoufos, Shakespeare’s Typological
Satire: A Study of the Falstafj-Oldcastle Problem, 1979.
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