
INTRODUCTION

Henry VI: the reign and the plays

Rather than describing the ‘transgressions against history’1 that Shakespeare was
guilty of in his Henry VI plays – his account, that is, of the period from the funeral
of Henry V in 1422 to the battle of Tewkesbury in 1471 – or rehearsing arguments
over what parts of the text Shakespeare may or may not have written,2 let us first
consider what might have drawn him to this complicated chapter in the history of
fifteenth-century England. Complicated it is, and so it was inevitable that its very
wealth of incident led the dramatist to begin his career as a writer of history plays
by concentrating as much on actions and their outcomes as on personalities and
their motives: he could not avoid investigating politics and the secular as well as
morality and the theological.

Unlike the reigns of Henry V or Richard III, that of Henry VI was not dominated
by the personality of its monarch; Edward IV’s rule during the last years of Henry’s
reign is stark evidence of this. Rather it was a period of war between nations (the
Hundred Years War) and within the kingdom (the Wars of the Roses). It was also a
time of dynastic strife which manifested itself in both aristocratic factionalism and
popular insurrection, a sequence of contests between allegiance to the monarchy
and alliance between peers. Shakespeare offered to the playhouse audiences of
sixteenth-century London a deliberate rearrangement of historical events into
dramatic themes. For this reason, therefore, the plays are best regarded not simply
as ‘adapted history’ or as dramatic biography but as a complex essay on the politics
of the mid fifteenth century – an essay which, of course, also offers reflections on
his own times. For it was only after Shakespeare had in this way learned to convert
chronicle into political analysis that he turned to the kind of history that thrusts
personality out into the foreground of the action: Richard II, Henry IV and Henry V
were written after the Henry VI plays and Richard III. The great sequence of
studies of the history and politics of England was not composed in the order of the
chronology of her Plantagenet rulers.

As this introduction will argue, Shakespeare did not slavishly follow ‘the Tudor
myth’, unlike certain of the authors of his sources. ‘The Tudor myth’ held that
God led England through these troubles to fulfil her destiny. Shakespeare
suggests frequently, for example, that it is internal dissension, in particular
seditious squabbling among the nobility, that damages England’s power and
authority abroad. The variety of styles found throughout the sequence may not,
contrary to much scholarly opinion, be evidence of multiple authorship or revision,

1 Theobald, iv, 390 n.
2 See pp. 41–3 below.
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The First Part of King Henry VI 2

but of perspectivism, a dramatic cross-examination from differing points of view,
embodied in different dramatic styles, of the issues raised and events enacted on
the stage. From the theatrical shorthand techniques Shakespeare used to depict
the battles between England and France in Part 1, through the developing com-
plexities of character in the events of Part 2 – which is centred around the death of
good Duke Humphrey of Gloucester and the rebellion of York – to the opposition
of tormented Henry VI and murderous Richard of Gloucester1 under Edward IV
in Part 3, Shakespeare demonstrated a quite extraordinary capacity to ‘set a form
upon that indigest’.2 The heroical idioms and scenical strutting of 1 Henry VI
disappear from the stage to be replaced by more workaday theatrical registers as
Shakespeare traces the wane of England’s glory and the mounting ferment of
political intrigue.

the loss of france and the wars of the roses
Henry VI came to the throne as a nine-month-old infant in 14223 and, while he
was a minor, England was ruled through a council, his uncle ‘good’ Duke
Humphrey of Gloucester being protector. During Henry’s reign, despite the
heroism on the field of battle of John Talbot, first Earl of Shrewsbury, and the over-
throw and capture of the champion of the French, Joan, La Pucelle (see 1 Henry VI
5.3–4), the French territory won back for England by virtue of his heroic father
Henry V’s victory at Agincourt in 1415 (Henry V 4.1–8) had by 1453 been
recovered by his maternal uncle, Charles vii of France.

In 1 Henry VI, Shakespeare moves from the funeral of Henry V through to the
marriage of his son. He takes us a through a sequence of battles at Orléans
(1 Henry VI 1.2 ff.), Rouen, and Bordeaux (1 Henry VI 3.2 ff. and 4.2 ff.),4 leading to
a truce which was called at Tours in 1444 (1 Henry VI 5.4) and which centred on a
politic marriage for Henry (arranged with an eye to his own benefit by the Earl of
Suffolk) with Margaret of Anjou, a cousin to King Charles. Although 1 Henry VI
thus ends, unhistorically, with an English triumph, Shakespeare has demonstrated
en route that the empire has been irremediably weakened and that this was principally
caused by internal sedition.

Margaret’s coronation in 1445 marks the beginning of 2 Henry VI, which con-
centrates largely on the conspiracy between Buckingham, Somerset, and Cardinal
Beaufort, Bishop of Winchester, to drive Humphrey of Gloucester from power,
and on civil tumult, the Wars of the Roses. These had begun when Henry’s cousin

1 Youngest son of York, and later Richard III.
2 John 5.7.26; see Larry Champion, ‘The search for dramatic form: 1, 2, 3 Henry VI’, in Perspectives in

Shakespeare’s English Histories, 1980, pp. 12–53.
3 Ralph Griffiths, The Reign of King Henry VI, 1981, offers a modern history of the reign; see also K. B.

McFarlane, England in the Fifteenth Century, 1982. W. G. Boswell-Stone, Shakespeare’s Holinshed: The
Chronicle and the Historical Plays Compared, 1896, reprints passages from the sources in the order
Shakespeare deployed them; Peter Saccio, Shakespeare’s English Kings, 1977, offers a modern account
of the dramatic chronicle provided by Shakespeare.

4 Rouen in fact was not taken by the French until 1449–50 and the fighting at Bordeaux took place
nine years after the truce of Tours in 1444.
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3 Introduction

Richard, third Duke of York, laid claim to the throne. The claim was based on the
grounds that York was the maternal great-great-grandson of Lionel, Duke of
Clarence, third son of Edward III (1327–77), whereas Henry was great-grandson
of John of Gaunt, Duke of Lancaster, the fourth son (see pp. 202–4 below). York
chose as his badge a white rose, while the Lancastrians, led by York’s enemy
Somerset, wore red roses (1 Henry VI 2.4). (Henry VI’s claim was further weakened
by the fact that his grandfather Henry IV – ‘Bullingbrook’ – was commonly held to
have usurped the throne and murdered the childless Richard II in 1400.)
Moreover, rebellion broke out in Ireland, and York, who was assigned to put it
down, took the opportunity to make his army serve his own ambition (2 Henry VI
3.1), winning the first battle of St Albans on 22 May 1455. This is depicted in the
final sequence of 2 Henry VI.

Henry was compelled to acknowledge York as heir apparent to the crown in
1460 (3 Henry VI 1.1), but York was defeated and savagely killed at the battle
of Wakefield at the end of the year (3 Henry VI 1.3–4), a battle in which the bar-
barous Cliffords played a prominent part on the Lancastrian side. The Yorkists
were defeated again at the second battle of St Albans in February 1461 (3 Henry
VI 2.1),1 but the Lancastrians then withdrew north while York’s eldest son
Edward was proclaimed as King Edward IV in London. The next month Edward
marched northwards and won the battle of Towton which established him on the
throne (3 Henry VI 2.3–6), and Henry took refuge in Scotland (his wife and son
going into exile in France) until he was captured (3 Henry VI 3.1). He was im-
prisoned in the Tower (3 Henry VI 3.2) from 1465 until 1470 when he was
restored to the throne by the ‘Kingmaker’ Earl of Warwick (3 Henry VI 4.2 and
4.6). Warwick had been enraged by the news that Edward, ‘taking counsel of his
own desire’,2 had made an impolitic marriage with the widow Elizabeth, Lady
Grey (3 Henry VI 3.2), while Warwick was abroad negotiating the hand of a
French princess for the new king. In April 1471, after losing the battle of Barnet
in which Warwick was killed (3 Henry VI 5.2–3), Henry fell into the hands of
Edward again, and Queen Margaret was defeated by Edward’s younger brother,
Richard of Gloucester, at the battle of Tewkesbury the next month (3 Henry VI
5.4–5). Henry was recommitted to the Tower, where, on the night of Edward’s
return, he was murdered (3 Henry VI 5.6) – by Gloucester, it is supposed. The
sequence ends with a brief appearance by Edward’s twelve-year-old son, later
Edward V, who also was to be murdered in the Tower by Gloucester, along with
his brother Richard.3

The reign then was a pattern of disorder, a mirror for Shakespeare’s con-
temporaries of the disasters caused by the type of dynastic strife, centred on
personalities and not ideology, which could so easily have broken out upon the

1 The famous scene in which the king sees a father who has killed his son and a son who has killed his
father (3H6 2.2) is fictitious.

2 Hall, p. 366.
3 See R3 4.3; Richard III, of course, was to be defeated and killed by Queen Elizabeth’s Tudor

grandfather, Henry VII, at the battle of Bosworth in 1485, so uniting the white rose with the red.
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death of Elizabeth. Francis Bacon was to rejoice at the succession of King James,
fearing that without it:

after Queen Elizabeth’s decease, there must follow in England nothing but confusions,
interreigns, and perturbations of estate, likely far to exceed the ancient calamities of
Lancaster and York.1

Not only were there ‘vertical’ divisions between the noble factions: the reign
witnessed division between the populace and the élite in the Jack Cade rebellion.2

In his handling of this event, Shakespeare defined a distinct class consciousness3

for his rebels, although he was interested also in the way in which political con-
flagration occurred when the horizontal divisions manifest in popular discontent
were exacerbated by aristocratic dissension.4

To dramatise all this was massively ambitious, innovative – there were no
popular plays on English history before the Armada in 1588 – and potentially
radical. On 12 November 1589 the Privy Council instructed the Archbishop of
Canterbury, the Lord Mayor of London and the Master of the Revels to inspect
the ‘books’ (that is, the prompt-books) of all the players in the city so that ‘matters
of divinity and state’ might be censored.5 A dramatic sequence as long as this
must also have created distinctive theatrical conventions – as modern revivals have
demonstrated. It would have been expensive to perform in sequence without
recourse to a standardised repertory style with some uniformity in costumes and
with doubling – which may well have made telling political comments on the
action. These plays are not vehicles for star performers – although modern actors
have amassed great reputations from playing in them.

Political plays fell out of favour in the Jacobean period, and in the eighteenth
century the plays disappeared almost completely from the canon of performed
works. Perhaps they were too radical and anti-establishment; the female
characters, moreover, were not objects of sentiment but seekers after power.6 For
the nineteenth century, they were unsuited for performance on naturalistic stages
– and perhaps their anatomy of empire was too strong. In our own times critics
have found them disappointingly based on narrative rather than significant struc-

1 The Beginning of the History of Great Britain, in Bacon’s Works, ed. Spedding, Ellis and Heath, 15 vols.,
1857–74, vi, 276–7.

2 See 2H6 4.2–3, 5–9.
3 On this notion in the period, see J. A. Sharpe, Early Modern England: A Social History 1550–1760,
1987, p. 121; see also Michael Hattaway, ‘Rebellion, class consciousness, and Shakespeare’s 2 Henry
VI’, Cahiers Élisabéthains 33 (1988), 13–22.

4 For an account of the military power of aristocratic magnates in the 1590s see Sharpe, Early Modern
England, p. 160.

5 Chambers, iv, 306.
6 So we read in the introduction to Bell’s Edition of Shakespeare’s Plays, 9 vols., 1774: ‘National trans-

actions, however important they may be in their nature and consequences, are not likely to have a
very popular effect, as they tend chiefly to indulge political reflection, but have very little to gratify
taste. Such pieces as this are also very barren of female characters and affecting circumstances,
without which the drama is too defective. Shakespeare has herein adhered to facts, and maintained
just preservation of character, without producing one striking scene: it is not therefore to be
recommended for representation’ (vii, 89).
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5 Introduction

ture, lacking both psychologically complex characters and the kinds of verbal
density that Shakespeare was to attain in his later plays. The account of a modern
actor’s excited encounter in rehearsal with Molière, who in some respects is like
the early Shakespeare, might sum up the disabling preconceptions actors and
readers have brought to these texts in our time:

There’s no poetry, no sub-text, just a very basic situation, like sit-com. [Our director] says,
‘All there is is what is there, but that happens to be brilliant.’ He says the French find
Shakespeare [i.e. the later Shakespeare] difficult for the opposite reason. Why is he so
oblique, they cry in Gallic confusion, why doesn’t he just say what he means?1

Antony Sher, who wrote these lines, was to play a notable Richard III a few months
later.

The decay of empire2

In the second speech of 1 Henry VI, Humphrey, Duke of Gloucester, delivers in
praise of his dead brother, King Henry V, an oration that constitutes a dramatic
prologue to the sequence:

England ne’er had a king until his time:
Virtue he had, deserving to command;
His brandished sword did blind men with his beams,
His arms spread wider than a dragon’s wings;
His sparkling eyes, replete with wrathful fire,
More dazzled and drove back his enemies
Than midday sun fierce bent against their faces.
What should I say? His deeds exceed all speech:
He ne’er lift up his hand but conquerèd. (1.1.8–16)

Henry V in fact will haunt the ensuing action: like the Ghost in Hamlet, he is a
presence whose honour, prowess, and acquisition of empire throw into contrast
the attacks of fatalism and debilitating piety suffered by his contemplative son.3

What is remarkable about the speech, however, and indeed about the whole play,
is its particular style. Henry V is presented not as a man but as a rhetorical con-
struct fashioned out of hyperbole, as a heroic image or heraldic icon, and the
speech takes its place in an extremely formal scene in which the mourners, clad in
wailing robes (1.1.86; see illustration 1), enter to a dead march and range them-
selves about a stark theatrical image, the coffin of the late monarch. This stands in
the centre of the stage as an emblem of fame and also establishes an image that

1 Antony Sher, Year of the King, 1985, p. 46.
2 Judith Hinchcliffe, King Henry VI, Parts 1, 2, and 3, Garland Shakespeare Bibliographies, 1986, pro-

vides an annotated survey of criticism. For a bibliographical essay see Edward Berry, ‘Twentieth-
century Shakespeare criticism: the histories’ in Stanley Wells (ed.), The Cambridge Companion to
Shakespeare Studies, 1986, pp. 249–56. Elizabethan theories of empire may be pursued in Frances A.
Yates, Astraea: The Imperial Theme in the Sixteenth Century, 1975.

3 Hall titles his section on Henry VI ‘The Troublous Season of King Henry the Sixth’ (p. 114). This
comes after ‘The Victorious Acts of King Henry the Fifth’ (p. 46).
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The First Part of King Henry VI 6

1 The funeral of Sir Philip Sidney, from Thomas Lant’s Sequitur Celebritas et Pompa Funeris (1587)

seems to have been displaced in a discomforting way from the end of a tragedy or
tragical history. ‘Unhappy the land that is in need of heroes.’1

The speech is similar to the Pyrrhus speech in Hamlet (2.2.450 ff.).2 That is
obviously epic in mode, perhaps serving to set the dramatic qualities (and thus the
political realities) of the surrounding play into relief. But the Pyrrhus speech also
feels deliberately archaic, offering glimpses of an antecedent culture in which
enterprises of revenge were not overlaid by the scruples of a more sophisticated
society.3 Both passages offer a degree of ‘defamiliarisation’4 (are written in such
a way as to draw attention to their textual strategies) and thereby stand as pre-
liminary measures of the play’s other styles – and other realities – rather than as
assertions. In the Hamlet passage, Shakespeare, it may be argued, was saying hail
and farewell to the manner and achievement of his earlier work. In this, our earlier
text, the iconic style serves as a way of evoking a mythic past and thereby measuring
the present.

For archaism need not imply primitivism. The play is far more sophisticated
than Maurice Morgann’s dismissal of it as ‘that Drum-and-trumpet Thing’5

would imply. Even at this stage in his career, Shakespeare was working with deli-
berate artistry and forging a dramatic narrative that accommodated the straggling
chronicles of his sources into tough-minded historical, historiographical, and con-

1 Bertolt Brecht, The Life of Galileo, scene 13, in Plays, 1961, 1, 320.
2 See Michael Hattaway, Hamlet: The Critics Debate, 1987, pp. 88 ff.
3 The speech is very similar to the description of the Black Prince in Peele’s The Honour of the Garter,
1593, sig. b3v.

4 See Victor Shklovsky, ‘Art as technique’, in Lee T. Lemon and Marion J. Reis (eds.), Russian
Formalist Criticism, 1965, pp. 13 ff. For a general account of the way in which poets of the English
Renaissance ceased to ‘believe in’ their images see Patrick Grant, Images and Ideas in the Literature of
the English Renaissance, 1979, p. xi.

5 An Essay on the Dramatic Character of Sir John Falstaff (1777) in D. Nichol Smith (ed.), Eighteenth
Century Essays on Shakespeare, 1963, p. 226.
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7 Introduction

2 Act 1, Scene 1: the funeral of Henry V, from Peter Hall’s production for the Royal Shakespeare
Company, 1964

stitutional explorations. It is a young man’s play – not because it is crude, but
because it is ambitious, not because of the unsatisfactoriness of its form, but
because of the diversity of its forms. Although ‘history’ plays had been written by
others before Shakespeare,1 these tended to be developments of Morality plays
devoted to mapping the road to salvation for the common weal rather than that for
the individual. Shakespeare invented the history play, which may be defined as a
dramatisation of historical narrative that seeks to investigate not only the course of
past events but the way in which they had been and were now perceived; to investi-
gate by idealisation (sometimes) and demystification (sometimes) the power struc-
tures of its chosen period;2 and to draw parallels between, and thereby anatomise,
past and present political institutions and social realities.3

1 Irving Ribner, The English History Play in the Age of Shakespeare, rev. edn, 1965; see also Paul Dean,
‘Shakespeare’s Henry VI trilogy and Elizabethan “romance” histories: the origins of a genre’, SQ 33
(1982), 34–48. Shakespeare may also have had a hand in the anonymous The Reign of King Edward III
which was probably written and performed in 1589.

2 See J. W. Blanpied, “‘Art and baleful sorcery”: the counterconsciousness of Henry VI Part 1’, SEL 15
(1975), 213–27; Leonard Tennenhouse, Power on Display: The Politics of Shakespeare’s Genres, 1986,
pp. 6–7; David Scott Kastan, ‘Proud majesty made a subject: Shakespeare and the spectacle of rule’,
SQ 37 (1986), 459–75.

3 Like Sidney and Spenser, Shakespeare espoused the Aristotelian doctrine that the epic or tragic poet
need not feel bound to adhere to actual events or the truth of history. The contrary position had been
spelt out in Castelvetro’s edition of The Poetics (see Geoffrey Shepherd’s edition of Sidney’s Apology
for Poetry, 1973, p. 221).
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The First Part of King Henry VI 8

The play may have been written shortly after the defeat of the Armada,1 when
the flush of self-congratulation occasioned by the defeat of the Spanish was to give
way to a fin-de-siècle awareness of decay which was fed by uncertainty over the
problem of determining a successor to Elizabeth and readily evoked by the
spectacle of civil war manifest in the Wars of Religion in France. It was composed
not very long after the Babington Plot of 1586 that led to the execution of Mary
Queen of Scots.2 It was a time when the Virgin Queen was hiding the ravages of
age with make-up and concealing her person in costumes that gave her the profile
of a funerary statue: Elizabeth had herself become an icon worshipped as a
memorial to a dream of romantic feudalism. (The reality was what has been called
‘bastard feudalism’, a system by which patronage was based on payment rather
than personal loyalities,3 and fair Eliza had to cope not only with love-lorn
‘servants’ but with religious opposition, insurrection in Ireland, and rising food
prices.) Typological parallels between past and present were constantly alive to the
Elizabethans,4 and Shakespeare chose to match – and sometimes subvert5 – the
symmetries and statuesque ornamentation of the new popular playhouses of
Renaissance London (the façades of which so resembled the arches of triumph
and fame used in civic pageantry) with an epic narrative inhabited by heroic
personages stamped into the collective consciousness of the nation. Personalities
are subsumed into themes, characters tend to archetypes, scenes to tableaux, and
the verse embroiders around them the great symbols of garden6 and court,
innocence and machination.

structure and style
Shakespeare’s archaism is like Spenser’s in The Faerie Queene, which was being
published in the years of the play’s composition. As in the allegory of the poet, the
art is one of presentation as well as of representation. Narrative in this play, more-
over, tends towards montage, a procession of speaking pictures that defines a bold
dramatic rhythm. The liaison des scènes is figurative rather than causal; it is non-

1 See below, p. 34.
2 The concern of the queen over aristocratic factionalism of the sort we see emerging in this play was

registered in 1585 in the ‘Act for provision to be made for the surety of the Queen’s most royal
person’ (27 Eliz. 1, c.1) which sought to control the ‘Bond of Association’, an initiative taken two years
earlier by Protestant gentry against those who might support Mary Queen of Scots.

3 G. R. Elton, England Under the Tudors, 1974, p. 3; for an examination of the legal and moral bonds
between the monarch and the lords in the trilogy see F. L. Kelly, ‘Oaths in Shakespeare’s Henry VI
plays’, SQ 24 (1973), 357–71.

4 If we postulate a late date of composition the play may have been prompted by the death in 1590 of
George Talbot, sixth Earl of Shrewsbury, and descendant of the first earl, one of the play’s central
heroic figures. Wilson offers a topical parallel with ‘the growing sense of exasperation, anger, and
even despair which was felt in London at the impending failure of an invasion of France launched in
the autumn of 1591’ (pp. xvi ff.).

5 David Bevington, Action is Eloquence, 1984, notes how Joan’s capture of the upper stage area in 1.5–6
(the walls of Orléans) constitutes a ‘victory tableau [which] is visually and ironically similar to those
actually mounted on city gates in Elizabethan victory celebrations’ (p. 102).

6 See James C. Bulman, ‘Shakespeare’s Georgic histories’, S. Sur. 38 (1985), 37–47.
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9 Introduction

Aristotelian in that the action is not end-directed, and the meaning cannot, there-
fore, be deduced simply from the play’s resolution.1 The play examines by
implicit comparison, for example, the relationships between the various fathers
and sons to be found in it: Henry V and Henry VI, the Earl of Cambridge and the
Duke of York, Old Talbot and Young Talbot.2 Other examples of the technique
can be seen in the insertion of 1.3 (depicting aristocratic factionalism in England)
into the sequences of scenes that depicts the struggles at Orléans between England
and France, and in 5.3.30 ff., where York’s capture of Joan is immediately fol-
lowed by Suffolk’s capture of Margaret. The effect of this pattern can be stunning
– as it was to R. W. Chambers who, after seeing a performance of the first tetralogy
at the Pasadena Playhouse, wrote that to see these plays ‘was to realize that
Shakespeare began his career with a tetralogy based on recent history, grim,
archaic, crude, yet nevertheless such as, for scope, power, patriotism, and sense of
doom, had probably no parallel since Aeschylus wrote the trilogy of which The
Persians is the surviving fragment’.3

The structure of the play, then, is processional as a series of characters, events,
and images is presented successively to the audience – rather in the manner in
which the pageants of the mystery plays passed in order before the spectators as
they stood in the streets or squares of a medieval town. Indeed the opening
sequence of Act 2 can be understood only if we recognise its montage technique:
the scene opens with the setting of the French watch at Orléans – presumably on
the tiring-house balcony. Below the English enter in a procession. They are
bearing scaling-ladders and also sounding a dead march on their muffled drums:
Salisbury has been killed and they are grimly mustering for revenge. These two
images tell us all we need to know about the opposing armies. (In like manner a
film director in a western might cut from shots of one camp to another.) We do not
read the scene naturalisticially, for then we should assume that the French would
‘hear’ the English drums and be thereby warned before they are eventually
attacked.4

1 Henry VI was written for and, in my opinion, demands to be acted upon a stage
which makes no attempt to create scenic illusion. The play is as much about the
present – Shakespeare’s present and our own – as it is about the beginning of the
Wars of the Roses. Scenery depicting any kind of late-medieval ‘reality’ therefore
would be not only inappropriate but would hinder the fluid groupings that the fast
1 Compare Clifford Leech, Shakespeare: The Chronicles, 1962, p. 14: ‘[1 Henry VI] is a fairly shapeless

piece of writing, beginning with some pomp and indeed impressiveness . . . but soon falling into an
anecdotal kind of drama in which incidents are presented in turn for the sake of immediate dramatic
effect rather than for their contribution to a total pattern’.

2 See Ronald S. Berman, ‘Fathers and sons in the Henry VI plays’, SQ 13 (1962), 487–97.
3 Man’s Unconquerable Mind, 1939, p. 254.
4 Working from this premise Dover Wilson removed the dead march from the stage direction on the

assumption that it had been caught from a prompter’s note at the opening of 2.2 (Wilson, p. 138).
See Textual Analysis, pp. 189–90 below; for an overall account of this technique in the trilogy see B.
Hodgdon, ‘Shakespeare’s directorial eye: a look at the early history plays’, in S. Homan (ed.), Shake-
speare’s ‘More than Words can Witness’, 1980, pp. 115–29.
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The First Part of King Henry VI 10

3 Devices for staging the siege of Orléans in a London playhouse c. 1593: a conjectural
reconstruction by C. Walter Hodges
Act 1, Scene 4: (1) Salisbury: Here, through this grate, I count each one, / And view the Frenchmen
how they fortify . . . (2) Enter the Boy with a linstock (3) Here they shoot, and Salisbury [and Gargrave] fall
down
Act 2, Scene 1: (4) The French [Sentinels] leap o’er the walls in their shirts (5) Enter several ways [below]
bastard , alençon , reignier , half ready and half unready (6) Charles: Is this thy cunning, thou
deceitful dame?
Act 3, Scene 2: (7) Enter [la ] pucelle on the top, thrusting out a torch burning
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