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A

William Shakespeare was born in Stratford-upon-Avon in
April 1564, and his birth is traditionally celebrated on April 23.
The facts of his life, known from surviving documents, are sparse.
He was one of eight children born to John Shakespeare, a mer-
chant of some standing in his community. William probably went
to the King’s New School in Stratford, but he had no university
education. In November 1582, at the age of eighteen, he married
Anne Hathaway, eight years his senior, who was pregnant with
their first child, Susanna. She was born on May 26, 1583. Twins,
a boy, Hamnet (who would die at age eleven), and a girl, Judith,
were born in 1585. By 1592 Shakespeare had gone to London,
working as an actor and already known as a playwright. A rival
dramatist, Robert Greene, referred to him as “an upstart crow,
beautified with our feathers.” Shakespeare became a principal
shareholder and playwright of the successful acting troupe, the
Lord Chamberlain’s Men (later, under James I, called the King’s
Men). In 1599 the Lord Chamberlain’s Men built and occupied
the Globe Theatre in Southwark near the Thames River. Here
many of Shakespeare’s plays were performed by the most famous
actors of his time, including Richard Burbage, Will Kempe, and
Robert Armin. In addition to his 37 plays, Shakespeare had a
hand in others, including Sir Thomas More and The Two Noble
Kinsmen, and he wrote poems, including Venus and Adonis and
The Rape of Lucrece. His 154 sonnets were published, probably
without his authorization, in 1609. In 1611 or 1612 he gave up
his lodgings in London and devoted more and more of his time to
retirement in Stratford, though he continued writing such plays
as The Tempest and Henry VIII until about 1613. He died on
April 23, 1616, and was buried in Holy Trinity Church, Stratford.
No collected edition of his plays was published during his life-
time, but in 1623 two members of his acting company, John
Heminges and Henry Condell, put together the great collection
now called the First Folio.
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A

Henry V (1599) is Shakespeare’s culminating statement in
the genre of the English history play. Unlike the late and atypi-
cal Henry VIII (1613), which is separated from the rest of
Shakespeare’s history plays by some fourteen years, Henry V
sums up the historical themes with which Shakespeare had
been fascinated for an entire decade. The play, first published in
a memorially reconstructed and abridged quarto in 1600, must
have been written not long after 2 Henry IV, perhaps as an
opening production for the Chamberlain’s Men’s new Bankside
theater, the Globe, in 1599. To be sure, the play does not en-
tirely fulfill the promise made in 2 Henry IV to “continue the
story, with Sir John in it, and make you merry with fair
Katharine of France.” Falstaff is missing. As before, Shakespeare
apparently saw a grand design to his four-play sequence (which
had started with Richard II) but improvised when he came to the
writing of each part. Despite these minor adjustments in the
overall plan, however, Henry V is clearly intended to bring to
fulfillment the education of a politician-prince and to illustrate
the arts of political kingship that Prince Hal had derived from
his experiences in the earlier plays.

In a sense, too, Henry V sums up the achievement of the
English history play, not only for Shakespeare, but also for other
popular playwrights. The patriotic history play, born in the ex-
citement of the Armada era immediately after 1588, had nearly
run its course by 1599 and was soon to be supplanted by other
dramatic genres, such as satire and revenge tragedy. Dark and
complex political realities were already changing the buoyant
mood in which the history play had been born: the aging Queen
Elizabeth was near death and without a Protestant heir, while
fear of another invasion threatened. In Henry V, we sense the
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approaching end of an era, for the play both celebrates the
achievements of the English monarchy and examines its limits.

Henry V has become a controversial play, chiefly because our
recent experiences with war have led us to be wary of political
leaders who, in the name of patriotism, lay claim to and invade
another country. George Bernard Shaw is prominent among
those who have deplored Henry as a priggish and complacent
warmonger and imperialist. Many historically minded critics,
on the other hand, warmn of the dangers of reading anachronisti-
cally from a modern perspective, and they argue that Henry is
an admirable model of conduct according to Renaissance no-
tions of statecraft and military leadership. What is Shakespeare’s
attitude toward his war hero?! Does he sympathize with Henry’s
condescension toward the French and his order to every soldier
to kill his French prisoners? Or is Shakespeare’s admiration
qualified by ironic reservations! As is usual in Shakespeare’s
work, the perspective is complex and balanced. The play pulls
us in two directions. Although the Chorus, which interprets the
play for us, approves of Henry’s military posture, the grandiose
rhetoric of war is consistently undercut by matter-of-fact revela-
tions of people’s self-interested motives. This contrast between
rhetorical illusion and political reality extends from the justifi-
cation of Henry’s French campaign to his state marriage with
Katharine of France. On the ethical issue of killing the French
prisoners, for example, the play offers us contradictory and
seemingly irreconcilable impressions. At the end of 4.6, Henry
orders that “every soldier” is to “kill his prisoners,” evidently be-
cause the English are under attack and cannot spare men to
guard those who have been captured. In 4.7 (lines 1-10 and
54-5), however, we are told that the King gave the order in re-
taliation for the massacre by the cowardly French of the boys
guarding the English luggage. Similarly, on the eve of the Battle
of Agincourt, we are left to draw our own conclusions about
King Henry’s conversation with his soldiers (4.1.98-227). Is he
evading the question of whether his cause is just by turning to a
really very different matter of responsibility for someone else’s
sins, or is he simply testing his men with hard questions to
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prepare them for battle? Ironic puzzles such as these probably
never amount to open disillusionment in this play, although
some modern critics and directors would argue otherwise; the
ironies are perhaps, instead, the acknowledgment of a special
kind of morality pertaining to kingship.

Skill in rhetoric is a key to Henry’s success—in defying the
French Dauphin, in preparing troops for battle, or in wooing the
French princess for his queen. As the Archbishop of Canterbury
notes approvingly, King Henry’s versatility as a rhetorician ap-
plies to all the vital disciplines of kingship: Henry can “reason
in divinity,” “debate of commonwealth affairs,” “discourse of
war,” handle “any cause of policy,” and in all such matters speak
in “sweet and honeyed sentences” (1.1.39-51). Through the
arts of language, Henry displays piety, learning, administrative
sagacity, political cunning, and military intrepidity. Like the
contemporary play Julius Caesar (1599), Henry V is concerned
with techniques of persuasion. (The earlier Richard III is also a
highly rhetorical play, though chiefly through the negative ex-
ample of tyrannical behavior.) Yet, however much we may be
swayed emotionally by the rhetoric, we realize that the public
figure of Henry V is a mask behind which we can perceive little.
Only rarely do we glimpse the affable young companion of the
Henry IV plays. King Henry has accepted the responsibility of
playing a political role. It denies him a private and separate
identity, even—or especially—in choosing a wife. And it com-
plicates our task of assessing the sincerity of his utterances. Is he
genuinely pious, or has he merely learned the usefulness of pious
utterance in swaying people’s hearts? What especially are his
motives for going to war against France?

Shakespeare could have begun this play with the stirring
scene (1.2) in which Henry, urged on by his advisers, issues a de-
fiant challenge to the French ambassadors. Instead, Shakespeare
treats us to a prior glimpse beneath the patriotic surface. It
seems that the Archbishop of Canterbury, threatened with a bill
in Parliament designed to take away the better half of the
Church'’s possessions, has resolved to parry with a counterpro-
posal, whereby the Church will give Henry a very substantial
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sum for his French campaign, provided the offensive tax bill can
be conveniently forgotten. The Archbishop has already been
negotiating with Henry and surmises that the plan will work.
This revelation is not shocking to us; it merely reveals the polit-
ical process at work. The faint undercurrent of anticlericalism
suggests that Henry is to be admired for putting pressure on his
clergy with such success; they are rich and can afford to support
the war. In any case, the dramatic effect is to show how men’s
practical motives affect their rhetoric. When, in the subsequent
scene, the Archbishop delivers a public lecture on the English
claim to France, we know that this learned prelate has a prior
and self-interested commitment to the war. His intricate dynas-
tic argument, which he proclaims to be “as clear as is the sum-
mer’s sun” (1.2.86), gives to the war a much-needed public
justification. Henry’s questions indicate not only his genuine
concern about the legitimacy of his claim but also his political
need for the Church’s endorsement of his cause; he has already
claimed certain French dukedoms and must have the Church’s
official approval of those claims before he can proceed. He sim-
ilarly needs the backing of his nobles, who also have their own
reasons for approving the campaign. Henry skillfully orches-
trates the scene to produce the desired effect of unanimous and
patriotic consent.

Although never directly stated, Henry’s own motives for go-
ing to war must also combine sincere zeal with calculated self-
interest. As king, he longs to recover the French territory that
England governed in the great days of Poitiers and Crécy. As a
man, he bristles at the contemptuous challenge of the Dauphin;
Henry must still strive to overcome his reputation as a wastrel
and must prove himself worthy of honorable comparison with
his great ancestors. Politically (and this motive remains most
hidden), Henry has absorbed his father’s sage advice to “busy
giddy minds / With foreign quarrels” (2 Henry IV, 4.5.213-14),
to blunt political opposition at home by uniting English resent-
ment against a foreign scapegoat.

The exigencies of war do indeed provide Henry with an
opportunity for proceeding against his political enemies. He
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arrests the Earl of Cambridge, Lord Scroop, and Sir Thomas
Grey at Southampton on charges of conspiring with France.
The scene (2.2) is, for Shakespeare, uncharacteristically one-
sided. We are never even told that Cambridge is the chief pre-
tender to the English throne, son of the Duke of York, married
to Anne Mortimer, and founder of the Yorkist claim in the
York-Lancastrian wars—the sort of rival whom Shakespeare
elsewhere portrays with understanding. Instead, the rhetoric of
the Chorus to Act 2 blatantly warns us to expect “hell and trea-
son” (line 29). These three conspirators, like Judases, says the
Chorus, have bargained away their king for gold. (In fact,
Cambridge insists that his motive was not financial, though he
is not permitted to say what it was.) The playwright does not
give them complex motives; they are sinners, so horrified by
their own intents that they are actually grateful to be caught.
The scene serves, by such rhetorical devices, to strengthen
Henry’s claim to the English throne as well as to the territories
in France. Opposition to his rule during wartime is, in the view
of the Chorus, simply treasonous; all persuasive evidences of
dynastic rival claims are hidden from our view.

Comedy also contributes to the rhetorical image-making of
the hero in Henry V. The tavern crew is on hand, though de-
prived of the now-deceased Falstaft’s beguiling company and
more distant from Henry than in the earlier history plays. Only
briefly and in disguise, on the night before the battle, does the
King encounter Pistol. The name of Bardolph comes to Henry
as though in recollection of a distant past, when he hears that
Bardolph is about to be executed for stealing from French
churches. Henry confirms the sentence: “We would have all
such offenders so cut off” (3.6.106). Whatever momentary pang
Henry may feel, he remains constant to his banishment of
Falstaff. And, although Shakespeare pleads for our sympathies
in the seriocomic account of Falstaff’s death, seen through the
childlike naiveté of Mistress Quickly, there is no hope of recon-
ciliation between Henry and his former mates. Pistol, despite
his ornamental language, is little more than a boaster, coward,
and thief. The tavern revelers are now the opportunists of war,
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troublemakers such as are found in every army, engaging rascals
deserving to be cudgeled by more honorable men.

Pistol gets his comeuppance from Captain Fluellen, who re-
places Falstaff as the chief comic figure, both in prominence (his
role is second in length to that of Henry) and in proximity to
the King. Fluellen is a Welshman, like King Henry, who was
born at Monmouth in what was then Wales (hence the appro-
priateness of his former title as Prince of Wales). Fluellen is
proud of this kinship. Because he is loyal and valiant, he is a per-
son worthy to be seen in Henry’s company. Yet there is none of
the brilliant duel of wits previously linking Henry and Falstaft.
Fluellen is a humorous character, identified at once by such
comically exaggerated features as his Welsh accent and manner-
isms of speech, his old-fashioned and somewhat fanatical sense
of military propriety, and his devotion to the ancient rules of
military discipline. Fluellen is a caricature, subject to mild satir-
ical laughter, and there is a note of condescension in Henry’s
habit of playing practical jokes on the captain. We tend to laugh
at, rather than with, him. (Henry makes practical jokes at oth-
ers’ expense as well, such as the soldier named Williams, with
whom he exchanges gloves.) Unlike Falstaff, Fluellen lacks per-
spective on his own pomposity. He is a zealot for duty, and one
feels Henry is taking unfair advantage when he picks on one
who is such an easy mark for laughter. We suspect that Henry is
using people again, bolstering his public image as the king with
the common touch, borrowing a little Welsh color for myth-
making purposes. At the same time, Fluellen is steadfast, up-
right, and a credit to his countryman Henry. With his fellow
captains from Scotland, Ireland, and England, he demonstrates
that Britishers can fight together, even if they do antagonize one
another with their proud regional customs. Those customs are
to be cherished as part of the British character; because Pistol
offers gratuitous insult to the Welsh tradition of wearing a leek
in the cap on Saint Davy’s Day, he must be thrashed.

As with the comic characters and Henry’s political enemies,
Henry V is rhetorically one-sided in its presentation of the
French. Patriotism is a raw emotion, and Henry cannot appeal
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to it without awakening hostility toward the enemy. (Ironically
enough, the great film version of Henry V by Laurence Olivier
was created in 1944 during World War II to arouse national
feelings against the Germans rather than against the French,
and with complete success. Any enemy will do in such patriotic
moods.) The French are portrayed as haughty, vastly superior in
numbers, envious of one another, contemptuous of their own
leadership (especially the Dauphin), treacherous (attacking the
boys with the luggage), and craven. Even their joking is charac-
terized by an unattractively bestial kind of bawdry (3.7.48-68).
The British—“We few, we happy few” (4.3.60)—are tired and
outnumbered but invincible and seemingly protected by God.
Henry’s order to kill the French prisoners and his description of
the rapes and pillages his soldiers will commit if Harfleur fails to
surrender (3.3.1-27) do, to be sure, raise serious questions about
the morality of war under the best of kings; the play may be
caustic toward the French nobility but does not necessarily ex-
onerate the English. Even here, however, we are led to believe
that, because the French are so execrably governed, France will
suffer less under English rule. Henry takes care that his soldiers
will not despoil the French countryside except under conditions
of military “necessity.” Only in Montjoy, the Duke of Burgundy,
and Katharine of France does Shakespeare offer redeeming por-
traits of the French character, and in these instances the terms
of hierarchical ascendancy seem clear: masculine English domi-
nance, gentle French submissiveness. Katharine becomes “la
belle France,” depicted in Burgundy’s eloquent peacemaking
speech as being so much in need of competent management.
Women exist only on the margins of this war play, as in
Shakespeare’s other historical plays. Mistress Quickly’s role is
chiefly as a reminder to us that men fight with one another for
the possession of women; the ludicrous quarrel of Pistol and Nym
over Mistress Quickly anticipates the way in which Katharine of
France will be one of the chief spoils of the war itself. Women
also wait patiently at home while their men fight, and tend them
when they are sick. Mistress Quickly’s recollection of the death
of Falstaff (2.3.9-25) is remarkable in its evocation of tender
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solicitude, illiterate piety, and unwitting eroticism. Later, in
France, Pistol pauses with momentary regret over news of the
death of his wife from venereal disease (5.1.80-1). Katharine of
France, though vastly better born, finds her role as a woman no
less circumscribed. We first see her learning English from Alice,
her lady in waiting (3.4). Why is she learning English? The ob-
vious political reason, never explicitly stated, emerges with a
kind of violence: the scene of the English lesson follows imme-
diately after King Henry’s ultimatum to the citizens of Harfleur
to surrender or see their women raped and their children impaled
by English weapons (3.3.27—41). Katharine accepts her lot with
good grace, as though she had any other choice but to do so. We
gather from her scene with Alice that she is a woman of spirit
who can be imperious, vain, and curious about sex. Because she
also is very French, the wooing scene in Act 5 can play comically
on the differences of temperament between her and Henry, who
is as English as she is French. These differences make Henry and
Katharine potentially compatible through complementarity—
male and female, soldier and lady, English and French—but the
compact is patently a hierarchical one of conqueror and con-
quered. (Emma Thompson, in Kenneth Branagh'’s film version of
1989, brings to the role of Katharine a gracefully and persuasively
feminist interpretation of an independent-minded woman who
is decidedly skeptical about the courtship to which she is sub-
jected, but even she discovers that she has no choice other than
to capitulate to Henry’s—i.e., Branagh’s—charm and the imper-
atives of international diplomacy.) Historically, we know that
the product of their sexual union, Henry VI, will bring to a dis-
mal end the harmony of discords that presides uncertainly over
the end of Henry V.

Henry woos Katharine with real flair, despite their unstated
mutual recognition that their courtship is, above all, a matter of
state, in which they must play predetermined roles. The indi-
vidual within Henry V gives way to the public personality, but
he never loses his style. He manages always to be true to himself,
as a wooer or as a soldier. We see him in disguise, hobnobbing
with common soldiers of his camp on the eve of battle, earnestly
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discussing with them the morality of war. We see him, with en-
dearing human inconsistency, coveting all the glory of victory
over the French and then adjuring his soldiers to give credit for
that victory to God alone. Even if we are at times less attracted
to this successful warrior and politician than to the carefree
young man of 1 Henry IV, we can still honor Henry’s choice of
responsible maturity and see that it is even compassionately
self-denying. A king cannot be like other men, and Henry is
willing to accept this price of leadership.

The Chorus presents Henry V to us as if it were an epic poem
as well as a drama. Henry is an epic hero, defined in terms of
mythic allusions and abstractions. He is compared to Mars, the
god of war, with Famine, Sword, and Fire leashed at his heels,
crouched and ready for employment. He is the “mirror of all
Christian kings,” and his followers are “English Mercurys”
(2.0.6-7) with winged heels. Personified Expectation sits in the
air, promising crowns and crownets to Henry and his followers.
Henry'’s fleet of ships in the English Channel becomes “A city
on th'inconstant billows dancing” (3.0.15). On the eve of bat-
tle, amidst his brothers, friends, and countrymen, Henry warms
every heart with “cheerful semblance and sweet majesty” and
with his “largess universal like the sun” (4.0.40-3). He forbids
vainglorious pride and gives credit for his victory “Quite from
himself to God” (5.0.22).

The action the Chorus describes is comparably epic, as it
moves from England to France and back again, leaping over
time, surveying all levels of society in the English nation, por-
traying famous military encounters seemingly more suited to
epic narration (or to film, as both Laurence Olivier’s 1944 film
and Kenneth Branagh’s more recent film version brilliantly
demonstrate) than to the stage. The stage’s limitation forms, in-
deed, a major burden of the Chorus’s argument. He apologizes to
the spectators for the “flat unraised spirits” that have dared to
bring forth so vast an object “On this unworthy scaffold,” in this
“cockpit” or “wooden O” (Prologue). The play confines “mighty
men” “In little room,” “Mangling by starts the full course of
their glory” (Epilogue).
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This apology sounds like becoming modesty on Shakespeare’s
part, in conceding the truth of Ben Jonson’s objection that a few
hired actors with rusty swords can scarcely do justice to
England’s great wars of the past. Henry V is not a Jonsonian neo-
classical play. Paradoxically, however, Shakespeare’s acknowl-
edgment of the limited means at his disposal to create mimetic
spectacle amounts to a defense of his own theater of the imagi-
nation. Through the Chorus’s repeated urgings that we use our
“imaginary forces” to supply what the actors and the theater
necessarily lack, Shakespeare invites us as spectators and part-
ners into his world of art. The play becomes a journey of
thought, of making “imaginary puissance.” When Shakespeare
and his acting company talk of horses, we are to “see them /
Printing their proud hoofs i’th’ receiving earth” (Prologue).
This is not to minimize the importance of the theatrical experi-
ence but, indeed, quite the opposite, since we are instructed
to liberate ourselves through that theatrical experience and to
re-create by means of Shakespeare’s script an epic vision.
Shakespeare’s stage, bare of scenery, relying on good actors and
the words they speak, becomes through its very flexibility more
versatile in creating that vision than the most orate and me-
chanically sophisticated illusionistic theater.
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No Shakespearean play is more aware of its own theatrical
limits than Henry V. Repeatedly, the Chorus apologizes for the
theatrical medium that requires us to supplement the spectacle
before us with our imagination. We are asked to carry kings here
and there on the wings of thought, to jump over long passages of
time, to see horses when the actors speak of them, to make
“imaginary puissance” by dividing each soldier into a thousand
men, to see shipboys climbing the tackle of full-rigged ships at
Southampton pier, to follow as the invasion army approaches
Harfleur, to behold a siege there, to“entertain conjecture” of an
army camp on the night before the Battle of Agincourt with
King Henry himself walking from tent to tent, to bear the King
hence to Calais and London (where he is triumphally received)
and back to France—in short, to “eke” out the performance with
our minds. The Chorus speaks self-deprecatorily on behalf of his
acting company and his author; the play cannot hope to “cram /
Within this wooden O the very casques / That did affright the
air at Agincourt,” and so the actors must content themselves
with confining “mighty men” in “little room,” “Mangling by
starts [i.e., in fits and starts] the full course of their glory.”

Paradoxically, however, we grow increasingly aware that the
Chorus is proud, not ashamed, of his spectacle and that his ex-
hortations to us are a defense of a theater of imagination. All
theater depends on synecdoche, that is, the part standing for the
whole; the very essence of theater is illusion, to which an audi-
ence brings its understanding of the conventions by which the-
atrical signs are to be interpreted. This Chorus, in spelling out
the conventions of Shakespeare’s theater, places the emphasis
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where it rightly belongs, on our active participation in the reen-
actment or re-creation of the events that are being staged.

The original production of Henry V must have been spectac-
ular in its own way. Even though it may have been acted origi-
nally at the Curtain Theater, it was certainly soon performed in
the company’s new Globe Theatre in 1599, perhaps as the
opener. Contemporary witnesses credit the London theaters of
Shakespeare’s day with being strikingly handsome. The conven-
tions of illusion were, however, not verisimilar in the way the
nineteenth century conceived of them, as we shall see. The orig-
inal stage directions give clear hints as to staging. As the Chorus
finishes the prologue to Act 3, for example, the text specifies
“Alarum, and chambers go off,” suggesting that the stage action is
supposed to mingle with the Chorus’s final words. Then, “Enter
the King, Exeter, Bedford, and Gloucester. Alarum, [with soldiers
carrying] scaling ladders at Harfleur.” The Alarums are forays on-
stage of armed soldiers; the chambers are cannon firing back-
stage. Much of the theatrical impression of warfare is conveyed
by the sound effect of drum rolls and trumpet calls that the au-
dience can readily interpret as signals of attack or retreat. The
smell of gunpowder is in the spectators’ nostrils, the sounds of
war are in their ears, and before their eyes the theater facade
now represents (without scenery) the walls of Harfleur. Scaling
ladders are leaned up against the facade and used in breaching
Harfleur’s defenses. Spatially the theater provides a plausible
three-dimensional locale for a siege, with fortified walls tower-
ing above the ground in front of them. When the Governor and
some citizens appear on the walls in Act 3, scene 3, they are pre-
sumably in the gallery above the main stage, looking down on
King Henry “and all his train” massing “before the gates.” Clearly
the acting company enlists as many extras as possible for this
siege effort; their numbers are nonetheless symbolic, as they
must be, even in the most epic of staging. The gates of Harfleur
are represented by a door in the facade backstage, through
which King Henry and his invading army exit from the stage,
bringing to a close the military sequence at Harfleur: “Flour-
ish, and enter the town” (3.3.58). Throughout, the theatrical
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emphasis is not so much on the military engagement itself as on
Henry’s ringing oratory and on the attempts of the irascible
Fluellen to drive the reluctant Nym, Bardolph, and Pistol on
into battle.

The early stage history of the play remains incomplete, de-
spite these indications in the play script itself of how it was in-
tended to be played. In 1605 the play was performed at court,
and it seems to have been regularly acted at the Globe Theatre.
After the Restoration, it was infrequently produced. The
diarist Samuel Pepys saw Thomas Betterton play in a non-
Shakespearean Henry V in 1667 at the theater in Lincoln’s Inn
Fields, and it was not until 1738 that Shakespeare’s play re-
turned as a staple of the dramatic repertory. The Theatre Royal,
Covent Garden, performed the play that year, and then in
thirty-two of the remaining years of the century. Henry V was
usually performed without the Choruses (though in 1747 and
1748 at the Theatre Royal, Drury Lane, David Garrick acted
the Chorus), without Henry's arrest of the traitors in Act 2,
scene 2, and without the soldiers’ skeptical questioning in
Act 4, scene 1. Dennis Delane, Sacheveral Hale, and Spranger
Barry were among the finer eighteenth-century Henrys; Charles
Macklin, Richard Yates, and Edward Shuter had great successes
as Fluellen. John Philip Kemble first acted Henry at Drury Lane
in 1789 and continued in the part until 1811.

On the nineteenth-century stage Henry V was regularly
played, achieving a kind of monumental and costly splendor. By
taking too literally the Chorus’s appeal for visual effects, how-
ever, actor-managers often merely substituted verisimilar spec-
tacle for the audience’s imaginative participation. Set design
undertook to supply, as far as was theatrically possible, all that
was invoked by Shakespeare’s poetry. William Charles
Macready’s production at Covent Garden in 1839, for example,
hit on the novelty of accompanying the Chorus (spoken by
John Vandenhoff in the character of Time) with a succession
of pictorial illustrations executed by the painter Clarkson
Stanfield. Act 3 began with a diorama that moved while the
Chorus spoke, showing the English fleet as it left Southampton



