The Uses of Pageantry: Pageantry as Production Style 1in
Revivals of Shakespeare's Second Tetralogy on the
English Stage in the Twentieth Century

Lawrence C. Green

A thesis submitted to the Faculty of Arts
of the University of Birmingham
for the degree of
Doctor of Philosophy

The Shakespeare Institute
School of English

Faculty of Arts

The University of Birmingham
October 1998



UNIVERSITYOF
BIRMINGHAM

University of Birmingham Research Archive

e-theses repository

This unpublished thesis/dissertation is copyright of the author and/or third
parties. The intellectual property rights of the author or third parties in respect
of this work are as defined by The Copyright Designs and Patents Act 1988 or
as modified by any successor legislation.

Any use made of information contained in this thesis/dissertation must be in
accordance with that legislation and must be properly acknowledged. Further
distribution or reproduction in any format is prohibited without the permission
of the copyright holder.



m000 198 7hv ;

70079591



SUMMARY

An Introductory chapter justifies the study of
staged pageantry in terms of related research and
acknowledges the aptness of the pageantic mode for the
second tetralogy before glancing at pageantry within the
contemporary social context.

A brief survey of pageantry in Shakespearean
productions from the Restoration to 1900 provides an
historical context for the thesis which shows that
‘pictorial’' pageantry, though vilified and much reduced 1in
scale compared with Victorian literalism, proved resilient
even 1in the face of the New Stagecraft and cinematic
realism.

From the 1950s the intellectualisation of
Shakespeare production which accompanied the emergence of
the university-educated ‘'director'. however, harnessed
spectacle 1n the service of an interpretative vision that
demanded of audiences a capacity for analogical thinking
akin to the 'cognitive eye' of Shakespeare's own audiences.

In an era of social flux and intellectual anxiety
pageantry has provided a stable vocabulary for interrogating
monarchal and political 1deologies together with the
vocabulary for the examinétion of the ritual basis of the
human condition. Subsequently practitioners have utilised
the meta-theatrical concept of pageantry and in a society
increasingly defined through the visual emblem have sought
to reach beyond 'image' towards understanding. thereby

reaffirming the need to take theatrical pageantry seriously.
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The Uses of Pageantry: Pageantry as production style in
revivals of Shakespeare's second tetralogy on the
English stage in the twentieth century.

By way of introduction

(i) Reasoning the need

It is full of pageantry, of shining armour and
of banners; and today pageantry is something to
which we are instinctively unsympathetic.

Thus Harold Hebson described Terry Hands's
production of Henry V in 1975. In short, he felt it was a
play to which "the temper of the time is altogether
hostile'".?

Such hostility has frequently to be understood
as an extreme response to past excesses, a feverish reaction
to post-Tree syndrome. Thus Robert Brustein had
expressed dismay that John Barton's revival of Richard II
in 1973 should proceed "against a background of extravagant
ceremony that sometimes threatens to obscure 1t":2 two
yvears later he was still haunted by Barton's '"sumptuous.
physical production'" which. he asserted, marked a retreat
towards a style "left over from a previous age".3

Nevertheless, such hostility 1is 1itself
misleading in a century whose prevailling tone has generally
been one of indifference. Peter Hall. 1t seems. 1in his
quatercentenary production of Henry V for the Roval
Shakespeare Company chose a 'deliberately downbeat”
production which avoided the 'superfluous pageantry'" often

associated with the plav? and this sense of the



'superfluous' nature of this aspect of staging has
underpinned much of the critical comment on the subject.
When referred to at all it has either been glanced at in
terms of its 'colourful pageantry' or 'real Plantagenet
splendour' or scornfully dismissed out of hand. Philip
Hope—-Wallace., for example, reviewing Michael Benthall's
revival of Richard II at the 0Old Vic in 1955, observed: "The
general coming and going with banners aswirl call for no
special comment'.S3

Herbert Farjeon at least offered an explanation
when he complained of "a Grand Parade of 0ld Vic students”
in preliminary business which opened Henry Cass's revival of
Richard II in 1934: "This tendency should be curbed at once.
It inevitably leads to cuts".® Farjeon's conclusion is a
fair one, given the history of staged pageantry 1in the
eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, and yet over fifty
vyears later Pefter Holland, writing of the Roval Shakespeare
Company's revival of Troilus and (Cressida in 1990 still
found it worthwhile to express relief that the Prologue was
not preceded by "the sort of grand procession with which so
many directors feel obliged to begin a play...".7

Holland's remark 1s an undeniable testimony to the
tenacity of the pageantic mode on the stage 1in view of so
sustained a critical assault during the century. Yef no
substantial study has hitherto been undertaken of the part
played by padsantry in recent production history.

This 1s the more surprising given the serious

attention already paid to other aspects of the subject.



Scholars of the canon have written extensively of the
textual importance of pageantry and have examined its
theatrical dimension within the prevailing cultural. social
and political milieu.®n The broader historical context of
medieval and Renaissance pageantry has been even more
extensively explored®” while anthropologists as well as
soclal and political historians have found the subject
revealing 1in what David Cannadine has called "the study of
power' .10 Each discipline has 1ts own preoccupations and
methods, of course, yet collectively they play their part in
"raising our ceremonial consciousness':11n
..no approach which defines power narrowly and
ignores spectacle and pageantry can possibly
claim to be comprehensive. Politics and
ceremonial are not separate subjects, the one
serious. the other superficial. Ritual is not
the mask of force, but is itself a type of
power .12
The peolitical dimension of Shakespeare's history
plays is obvious as 1s their "familiar insistence on human
government as an endless contest for power'".13 The
‘dramaturgy of power', therefore, demonstrates the need to
"take pageantry seriously'"194 on the stage no less than in

the study and it is against this background that the present

research i1s undertaken.
(11) The Scope of the Subject

Before turning to consider the scope of the term
'pageantry’ 1tself something needs fo be said concerninc the
choice of the second tetralogy as the textual basis for this

study. By and large. 1in fact, it will be concerned with just



two of the plays, Richard II and Henry V, both of which
have an established pageantic performance tradition though
each has justified such an approach in its own distinct way.

Gordon Crosse observed that '"to a play like
Richard II the manner in which it is staged is of more than
usual importance'®® and at first sight the most appropriate
manner would appear to be that of ostentatious display:
the very texture of the play seems to demand it. Phyllis
Rackin has spoken of Richard as embodying a 'static,
picturesque, ceremonial world";1¢ "Richard II is nothing if
not a ceremonial play", says Jeremy Brien in a review of
Barry Kyle's Stratford production in 1986;17 Sir John
Gielgud identifies 'ceremony' and the strong ritualistic
character of many episodes in the drama as being necessary
ingredients for the success of the early scenes of the
play;18 while Arthur Colby Sprague observes that 'today
Richard II has many admirers'" and concedes that "for some of
them its appeal! is that of ritual and romance: the trial of
arms in the first act and the ceremonial deposition of a
king in the fourth; the spreading banners and the flung-down
gqages...".1°

In Richard II 'ceremony' may be seen as focusing
upon the performance or implicit existence of the solemn
ritual of coronation which bestows symbolic significance
upon both the human subject and the artifacts of ceremony
which thereafter possess a permanent residual significance
which elevates both to representative importance. Andrew

Gurr believes that the 'state' or royal throne. for



instance, may well have stood. raised, centre stage
throughout the play "as the focal point to which all stage
action relates”. He points out:
The symbolic. iconic potency of this source of
authority was enormous for Elizabethans.... The
throne or seat of justice was the visible emblem
of power.... It is not merely a seat of justice
but a symbol of the higher elevation, nearer
heaven., that was believed...to be natural to a
king.=20°

In this play even when display is at its most
ostentatious and, ostensibly, superficial - as. for
instance. during Charles Kean's notorious interpolated
'Historical Episode' 1illustrating York's speech describing
Bolingbroke's triumphal entry into London - it inevitably
suggests dramatic ironies, prompting reflections upon 'the
divinity doth hedge a king' and upon the ceremony which
makes him one.

The term 'pageantry’'. of course, also carries the
suggestion of gorgeous processions. of show without
substance. This definition often seems more appropriate when
discussing Henry V since 1nstances of display on stage have
for much of the play's history rarely carried any
significance beyond an intention visually to impress with a
crudely emotional appeal devoid of intellectual
justification. treating the play as "an excuse for parades
around the stage., and spectacle'.=1

This 1s undoubtedly less true of productions
staged in more recent times. and closer study cf the stage

history of the play over the last thirty vears. say. reveals

a less strident. more thoughtful approach corresponding to



what has been described as a certain "moral queasiness'=22
towards Henry V among today's audiences. Nevertheless, the
person of Henry has long occupied a unique place in the
public imagination, particularly at moments of heightened
national consciousness and the play which bears his name has
provided a focal point at times of commemoration or
celebration: an inspiration in times of war; a stimulant in
periods of self-doubt. When words such as 'commemorate’.
'tradition’', 'heritage' and 'tribute' abound in the press;
at such times of national consciousness the second Henriad
in general — and Henry V 1in particular - has often been
required to mark the occasion and express the mood of the
nation.

At the time of the coronation in 1937, for
instance. the News Chronicle remarked that "Henry V 1is
evidently regarded as a sort of theatrical National Anthem.
suitable for Coronation days"23 while the Evening Standard
described it as '"the inevitable choice for occasions of this
kind".?24n

As a national epic the plays have also represented
a rallying cry in more sombre times, carrying "a special
message of courage to the English in times of gathering
darkness. fear and falling empires"” .25 In 1900. for example,
the Boer War gave rise to productions of Henry V by Frank
Benson and then by Lewis Waller. The Times responded with
enthusiasm: '"The causes underlying the present popularity of
this trumpet-call to patriotism are sufficiently obvious....

The appeal of the play to our martial ardour and to our



racial pride is irresistible".2% When Benson again revived
the play during the first winter of World War I The Times
again applauded it as a splendid expression of 'the English
spirit'. It thrilled that Benson '"felt himself to be not
merely playing the stage—part, but delivering a solemn
message'” and urged that "everyone should see it. not merely
for its own artistic sake, but as a masterpiece of the
literature of war'".27

Those two instances of 'merely’' sum up in many
respects the dilemma facing anyone attempting an analytical
assessment of Henry V 1in performance. With almost any other
play in the canon it would be possible to judge its
production on 'artistic’' grounds alone. But Henry V contains
an extra dimension which 1s seen as both responding to and
contributing towards the tenor of the times. J.T.Grein,
reviewing Lewis Waller's production of the play at the
Lyceum Theatre in 1905, was frankly exhilarated. Henry V, he
said. "affects the hearer as a regiment of soldiers does
when it marches through the streets with jubilating brass".
particularly at a time when ''never was patriotism more
manifest" .28 In 1900 the Illustrated London News regarded 1t
as "the happiest of ideas” that "at this hour of national
excitement and patriotic fervour" Benson should "inaugurate
his Lyceum season with a revival of that great epic of
English Chauvinism'.=2%

David Nancarrow observes that '"considering the
earlier history of the production of Henry V in relationship

to British conflicts 1t 1s somewhat surprising that there



were only two major revivals during World War II".3© Of
course. Olivier's film in 1945 more than compensated for the
theatrical dearth and the period was marked by a number of
government—-sponsored theatrical pageants remarkable for the
adulatory tone adopted towards the Soviet Union as Britain's
ally.21in

Henry V has. in fact, generally been a reliable
thermometer to gauge the severity of the nation's war fever.
In 1938 Lewis Casson's production proved by his own
admission "'a financial disaster'"®2 partly because 'the
rather hysterical relief after Chamberlain's return from
Munich with his sad little scrap of paper made any sort of
war—-play or sabre-rattling a complete anathema'.33 After
all, '"what did a nation cheering Chamberlain's useless scrap
of Munich stationery want of a King who urged them to
stiffen their sinews and summon up their blood?". 34

It is interesting that even 1n 1951. Festival
of Britain vyear, Byam Shaw was sufficiently self-conscious
of contemporary patriotism to justify 1its presence 1in his
production by an appeal to Shakespeare’'s own time: in the
programme of the Royal Court Theatre. Liverpool. he wrote.
"*at the time when Shakespeare wrote 1t. a tremendous wave
of national feeling was sweeping over the country. In order
to re—interpret the intention of the author, it seemed
essential to capture that spirit'" .35

If this has the ring almost of an apology.
however, at Stratford Anthony Quayle's presentation of the

second tetralogy. described as '"Stratford's contribution to



the Festival of Britain" was less inhibited.®¢ The Festival
had been "planned by the Attlee government as a
demonstration of Britain's post-war recovery" and at
Stratford the cycle was adapted so that "the shadow of the
Wars of the Roses" was not allowed to fall over "a model to
which post-war Britons might aspire — an England united,
after victory over a continental foe, under the benevolent
rule of Henry V'".37 Thus, presented in a tone of
"sentimental patriotism", the cycle was a suitable
celebration of British achievement.38

Of course, the play's detractors will say that the
ready acceptance of the desirability of spectacle in this
work arises largely from the fact that it has very little
else to offer; that 1t is merely, as John Masefield
described 1it, "'a chronicle or procession...eked out with
soldiers' sqguabbles" .32 The Athenaeum. exXpressing impatience
with certain aspects of Bridges-Adams's production at the
Strand Theatre in 1920 said, rather wearily, 'we are
inclined to think that he [Shakespeare] simply meant to
write a superb patriotic pageant for commercial purposes'.<4©
The Times expressed the opinion that Henry V is '"so much =2
pageant of general action and so little a drama of
individual thought that 1t must flow strongly or stagnate'41
while the News Chronicle, also reviewing Harcourt Williams s
production at the Old Vic, describes the play as '"nothinc
but a pageant with bursts of poetry and streaks of
humour" .42 In 1934 the Birmingham Evening Despa:ch dismiszed

it as "a faked chronicle - not a play - and as such commands
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interest only as a spectacle" .43 and while the Birmingham
Gazette was prepared to acknowledge its universal
significance '"for anyone who loves any plot of ground" it
was equally dismissive of its dramatic qualities: "Henry V
is not a play. A pageant — yes; a procession - of course;
but a play, never' . <44

It is an attitude summed up neatly by the
Yorkshire Post reviewing Stanley Bell's production that had
transferred from the Hippodrome Theatre, Manchester, to the
Alhambra, London, 1in January 1934: "Intellectually Henry V
1s one of the barest things which Shakespeare wrote, and
leaves much empty space for trumpets, tapestries, fluttering
pennants, armour and gorgeous robes'45 and 'Eric', writing
for Punch of the same production's "flourish of trumpets and
great spread of pageantry'" was of the opinion that "if this
play ought ever to be seen on the stage. which I personally
doubt, there seems something to be said for such a mode of
presentation' .46

At first sight the two parts of Henry IV may
appear to contain little that is overtly ceremonial - apart
from the coronation procession of Henry V at the end of
Part Two — and yet one should not overlook the part played
by both the context and the incidence of stage combat.
Vernon's tribute to Hal and to his army 1in in Part One
(IV.1.97-110]47n is an emblem of a military ideal that owes
much to a type of visual 1magery by which the
neo-medievalism implicit in the contemporary cult of the

chivalric legend of King Arthur was made manifest.
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Indeed. Part One. "though it contains no ceremony of
knighthood. presents the making of a knight" in which Hal,
before becoming king. must first demonstrate the chivalric
virtues .48
The Battle of Shrewsbury is the only example of

on-stage fighting in the second tetralogy but it is worth
remembering that "all swordfighting in Shakespeare's plays
would have been spectacular in presentation':<°

The combat sequences...when presented on the

stage by actors who wore armour covered by

colourful gowns bearing heraldic insignia, and

who were skilled at fencing, thereby combining

spectacular and realistic action with dramatic

dialogue...would do much to create the

atmosphere of England's heroic past reborn in a

manner that the Accession Day Tilts...and the

royal entertainments, which were not unified

dramatic works, could not approach.=°

Such resonances will inevitably be less potent for

a modern audience and yet when the Henriad has been
performed as a cycle of plays projecting a coherent
historical vision the two parts of Henry IV may contribute

to an overall ceremonial ethos in ways more significant and

revealing than when presented in isolation.

(1ii) Towards a definition

In 1856 Charles Kean expressed the hope that the
"united accessories of painting, music. and architecture, in
conjunction with the rapid movement and multiplied life
which belong to the stage alone"” would be regarded as "less
an exhibition of pageantry appealing to the eye, than an
illustration of history addressed to the understanding".S?

Of course, his use of the term 'pageantry' - in which he
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includes the full panoply of scenic design as well as the
more obviously 'legitimate' areas of musical setting and
staging - is more embracing than will be usual here, and
audiences no longer expect their Shakespeare to deliver
illustrated history. but his distinction between
'‘understanding' and the merely visually diverting is a
useful one and will be central in establishing the terms of
reference which will define our subject.

There are obvious differences between the medieval
‘pageant’ and the general use of the term 'pageantry'.
Nevertheless their common heritage will allow a measure of
comparison. Robert Withington has stated the difficulties in
any attempt at precise definition of the term 'pageant'. He
dismisses as '"not worth while'"®2 any consideration of the
etymologies of the word and points out that the term has
been "loosely used in late years" and that "since 1t has
not, for a long time, been used exactly, it cannot be
exactly defined"”.S3 Its derivative, 'pageantry’', David
Bergeron confesses, is a "multifaceted. sometimes elusive
idea that has several different meanings'.S5<

Of the four elements which Withington identifies
as the constituent parts of the pageant he regards "the
allegory or symbolism or history which the living characters
bring" as much the most important and these he terms the
'soul' because it is this which appeals to the intellect of
the spectator.>>

Of course, Shakespeare was able to take the

'emblematic eye' which perceived and interpreted pageantic
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Symbolism very largely for granted in his own audience:
Certainly everyone had some knowledge of the
language of picture, and...society depended on
nonverbal signs more exclusively there and then,
than here and now.... In that culture, elaborate
and formal pageantry was commonplace. Clothing,
embroidery, colors, jewels, imprese and badges
all had their meanings, several, codified and
frequently obscure....SS

In an intensely hierarchical society such as

Shakespeare's ''ceremony was omnipresent...because it gave

overt form to the social roles through which members of that

society found their place and identity"®7 and since the
approved political order at the time the plays were written
was not only hierarchical but also monarchical, accordingly,

the visual presentation of the norm...employs

(a) the vertical and centifrugal relationships

of persons on stage and (b) the traditional

emblems of monarchical power, such as the crown

or garland, the sceptre, the purse, the mace,

the staff of office, and the ''state" or throne

itself.=8

Any attempt to examine the use of pageantry 1in a

group of Shakespeare's English history plays, therefore,
will inevitably focus largely upon the ceremonial attendant
upon the figure of the king. Barbara Palmer. using the

term in its Elizabethan sense, asserts that "pageantry 1is

the symbol of kingship".®® a symbol which she perceives
essentially in terms of conscious public display: spectacle

'calculated' and with a 'purpose': "to entertain, to

impress, to appease, to reassure. to reaffirm a belief or

commitment. sacred or secular”.®° In Shakespeare's day
popular ceremonies celebrating a sovereign or foreign

ambassador or Lord Mayor provided the chief spectacle in the

lives of the people who filled the public playhouses and for
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these theatregoers '"one of the chief attactions...was

clearly its pageantry...: its ability to mime the spectacle
of courts and aristocratic enterprises...'".61
The representation of ceremonial on stage — at

least in this country - has no doubt lost much of its
political potency when compared with a time when "to mime
the monarch was a potentially revolutionary act".é2
Nevertheless. 'pageantry' 1s something which we still
associate with '"special State or Civic functions. with
processions and decorated streets, with flags and uniforms,
with heraldic blazon and livery, with a sense of
occasion...".%3 The symbolic properties of pageantry, too,
both portable and static, "the parade of crowns and
coronets, of gold keys. sticks, white wands and black rods;
of ermine and lawn, maces and wigs'S4 remain powerful
signifiers. Such artifacts, whether carried 1n procession or
not. possess a permanent residual significance both actual
and potential: they remain even now emblems. tokens,
accoutrements to the '"secular magic of monarchy'©® as well
as being symbols of the divine sanction for his rule. As
such, they will contribute much to the pageantic context
which is the subject of this study.

Also less potent today but none the less relevant
for our purposes will be the incidence of gestural ceremony.
David Bevington has observed:

The ceremonious gestures through which social
roles are affirmed take on an extraordinary
centrality in Shakespeare's presentational
language of the theater. Kneeling, embracing,

clasping of hands. bowing., removing the hat,
assuming a proper place at table. deferring to
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others in going through a doorway - all are part

of a rich vocabulary expressing contractual

obligation, obedience, homage. submission.

fealty. petition., hospitality, parental

authority. royal prerogative.ss

Andrew Gurr laments that we cannot 'repossess'

the force of iconic ritua:s that dominated the staging of
Shakespeare's history plays:

The iconography of hats...is as far gone as the

collective awe for crowns and thrones.... That

lconic potency is not our only loss. Even if

there were modern directors who read their

subtexts well enough to register when to supply

thrones and crown and willing to instruct their

actors in the rituals of respect for kings, we

should not come much closer to the mental

constructs or 'mindsets'...for which Shakespeare

prepared his texts that require the minds of men

in company to open. Audiences would have to

acquire such mindsets collectively too, and

audiences are less biddable than actors or even

directors.s”

Producers and directors of Shakespeare's plays 1in

the present century have been faced with something of a
dilemma. Shakespeare and his contemporaries could represent
the 'scene of state'., "a visualization of existing order"
which begins and ends almost every English history play.S®
in token form only since it was a scene '"so famililar and so
readily understood that a mere token representation will
convey the entire meaning',®? particularly since "all the
physical symbols of theatrical kingship were invested with a
great deal of reverence which was enhanced because the same
visual symbecls represented God the Father...".7© Clearly any
attempt by a producer to 'enhance' this token display in
order to compensate for the waning of such understanding and

reverence 1n modern times would inevitably result in charges

of nineteenth century revisionism.
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Nevertheless, whilst conceding the impossibility
of re-creating in a modern audience the mental construct for
which Shakespeare was writing it will nevertheless be the
contention of this thesis that in the second half of the
twentieth century directors have frequently exploited
residual aspects of the emblematic tradition remaining in
the collective consciousness as a basis for both reawakening
and, indeed. reinventing the 'emblematic eye' of the
audience in a context that has usually been
production-specific but which has also depended upon
multi-production cross—referencing for full understanding.
However unevenly and imperfectly, therefore, the modern
audience is expected to bring into the theatre a familiarity
with the language of ceremony similar in kind - if not of

degree — to that which obtained in Shakespeare's day.
(iv) The contemporary context

The experience of pageantry of the people who
make up those audiences in the second half of the twentieth
century is at once more extensive and less intense than in
Shakespeare's time. The monarch and members of the extended
royal family are not infrequent visitors to the nation's
towns and cities but such visits - an official car and an
entourage of bodyguards — can hardly be equated with the
royal progresses of old.

The century has witnessed numerous events
calling for high ceremonial”®” and in the second half of the

century these, as well as the state opening of parliament
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(since 1958) have all been very much "essays in television
ritual".”2 The most remarkable instance of media

pageantry, of course. was the funeral of Diana, Princess of
Wales in September, 1997. "the biggest single televised
event"” which had an audience of three quarters of the
country's aduilt population.?”3n

For the coronation of George V in 1911 two quite
distinct processions were held on consecutive days. the
second a State procession through the city with the King and
Queen 1in an open carriage expressly so that "while on the
previous day they had seemed but remote historic figures,
they were now England's own King and Queen among their
people" .74 From 1953 such contrivances could be superceded
by the universalising presence of television.?> Never before
had it been possible for the population as a whole to see
the ceremonial as 1t happened, thereby obtaining an
unprecedented sense of active particiption. Thus, despite
initial misgivings it proved so successful that "all
subsequent royal ceremonial occasions have been primarily
television spectaculars".?® Thus, at the Prince of Wales's
investiture at Caernarfon the canopy above the dais was
deliberately made transparent so that the television cameras
might see through it.

Sigr:ficantly. however, in 1995, while 4.5
million viewers watched the Cenotaph Ceremony. 2.6 million
the Lord Maycr's Show and 2.5 million Trooping the Colour,
the Jonathan C:mbleby interview with Prince Charles

attracted 13.4 million viewers and the Panorama interview
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with Princess Diana 22.8 million.??» Such statistics testify
to the extensive public interest in the private lives of the
royals to which a bewildering variety of books, magazine
and newspaper articles - both 'official' and otherwise -
readily respond. This '"expanding mass illusion of
intimacy"7® may be seen as a particularly prurient aspect of
the Cult of Personality which reduces the absolute to the
particular and so inevitably undermines the principle of
'seldom but sumptuous' once deemed essential to preserve the
awe of majesty. It is instructive that although during
preparations for the funeral of Diana, Princess of Wales, 1n
September 1997 ceremonial form became a matter of intense
national public dispute.”®n the debate was generated by an
essentially media—led identification with the sentimental
idea of 'The People's Princess'.

Yet even in an age when "we don't have speeches
from the throne. we have fireside chats"®° there remains a
curious ambivalence. Kings may no longer rule by divine
right but even today The Times, reporting the present
Queen's state visit to Poland in 1996 and expressing a
consciousness of mutual loyalties dating back to the Second
World War remarked: "the symbolism of every gesture will
therefore be of vital importance'".®! An elaborate protocol
likewise surrounds the person of the monarch 1in spite of the
gradual erosion of the 'deference culture': a British
subject who extends a hand to a monarch in greeting before
the monarch's 1s proffered 1s still in breach of decorum;

one who omits to bow or curtsey when addressed by the



_19_

monarch is generally deemed guilty of discourtesy,
notwithstanding recent 'official' relaxation of the
formality: while a Commonwealth head of state who places a
solicitous arm around the person of the sovereign provokes
an international incident.®2n After all, in the popular
imagination '"monarchs are still represented as clad in regal
robes, sitting on a throne, and with a crown on their
head" .83

Ian Gilmour has noted: "Modern societies still
need myth and ritual. A monarch and his family supply it"e<
while David Cannadine affirms: "If, as seems possible, the
next coronation takes place without a House of Lords, a
Commonwealth or an Established Church, the role of
ceremonial in creating the comforting picture of stability,
tradition and continuity will only be further enhanced. The
dynamic dialogue between ritual and society, between text
and context. will continue'".8S

Nevertheless, an era 1in which "the yellow M of
the McDonald's hamburger chain is the most widely recognised
symbol in the world, including the cross'.®® creating a
reverential icon out of a stage monarch presents a
formidable challenge to any director of Shakespeare.
Occasions displaying the pageantry of state with 1its
tendency to foster such reassuring feelings of 'stability.
tradition and continuity' are outnumbered in popular
experience by 1instances of distinctly non-establishment
'pageantry’': industrial disputes, displays of trade union

solidarity, civil rights marches, anti-poll tax



demonstrations. CND marches., the Belfast 'marching season'
and the mournful ritual of funeral processions resulting
from the 'troubles' in Northern Ireland have frequently
challenged such assumptions and undermined the pageantic
ideal which had become in Shakespeare's day primarily 'an
inducement to political order".®7 Such occasions, however,
have been distihguished by their own banners, placards,
insignia and ceremonial emblems and these, together with
their occasionally wviolent conclusions, have inevitably
entered the visual vocabulary of the nation. As such, in an
age notoriously sceptical of the embodiments of social and
political authority they have provided director and audience
alike with an additional reservoir of shared iconic
referants with which to interrogate and challenge the
conventional pageantic mode.

For Charles Kean, as we have seen, 'pageantry’
and 'understanding' were mutually exclusive terms and so
they remained for the directors no less than the reviewers
of Shakespeare for much of the present century. The use of
pageantry for its appeal to the eye was never entirely
eliminated. of course., and there have been a number of
productions which have attempted with undisguised nostalgia
to re—-create the splendours of the past. 'Thoughtful’
pageantry in the first half of the century was generally
employed to reflect character but with the evolution of
so-called 'Directors’' Theatre' and a more interpretative
approach to production ceremony has again acgquired an

intellectual d:mension. Ceremonial elements have thus been
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harnessed in the service of an idea as a visible conceptual
shorthand which the production itself may well have nurtured
and enhanced but which has also utilised and exploited a
vocabulary of non-verbal images still understood as
commonplaces of the audience's pageantic heritage.

Our concern with stage pageantry in the
twentieth century will naturally revolve upon Shakespeare's
plays, and yet it is a strange testimony to the 'whirligig
of time' that the theatrical journey of processional
pageantry begins with the solemnity of the Mass and
concludes 1its strange eventful history in the more tawdry
context of the pantomime, the traditional march—-down., two by
two down the central staircase at the end of the pantomime
being '"the last vestige of this once familiar display".®®

In one respect, however, theatre pageantry's own
royal progress appears to have travelled in a neatly
prescribed circle. Virtually all pantomimes, to this day,
are staged on the 'traditional' proscenium stage and -
following the processional walk—-down - the show concludes
with the dropping of the equally traditional curtain. It 1is
a strange irony. therefore, that the return to the open
stage and consequent banishment of the curtain for most
Shakespearean production in the second half of the century
has led to something of a revival of the reviled procession.

Eric Salmon. citing the production of Antony and
Cleopatra at Stratford in 1972, complained that attempzz to

escape the piciure—frame of the proscenium arch and to



restore the open platform favoured in the Jacobean theatre
have been "less than happy" and cited, by way of example,
the final scene of the production in which the lights having
slowly dimmed on the dead Queen - majestically dressed in "a
great, golden-metallic robe and seated on her throne well
forward on the open stage" - she and her equally dead
attendants were 'seen to scramble for the wings" in the dim
gloom that followed. Ideally, the long, slow fade on a
tableau needs to be followed, he says, by "the slow whisper
of a descending curtain"”. On an open stage his solution was
a simple one: "Cleopatra must be picked up, throne and
all, and borne off the stage in solemn procession...".8°
Stage pageantry has never entirely relinquished
its hold upon the public imagination but as a recommendation
for the 'modern stage' Salmon's words point towards its
emergence from the critical wilderness in the latter part of
the century in ways that have offered intellectual no less
than practical solutions to the problems inherent 1in

reviving Shakespeare's plays for a modern audience.
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CHAPTER 1

The decorated tradition

The origins of pageantry on the English stage
have been extensively chronicled: its embryonic beginnings
in the Christian ritual of the Mass;®» the religious
and secular ceremonies — most notably the Feast of Corpus
Christi - which abounded in medieval towns;=" the
dramatic no less than the spectacular representation on
Elizabethan stages of ceremonial described by the
chroniclers as well as spectacles within the living memory
of Shakespeare's audiences are well understood and will not
be rehearsed at length here.3n

Undoubtedly, when the sub-title 'All is True' was
appended to Shakespeare and Fletcher's Henry VIII it was
intended to reassure the public of the authenticity of the
play's elaborate processional element and although there 1is
but scanty evidence of the staging of Shakespeare’'s plays in
the years immediately following the Restoration this play is
something of an exception largely by virtue of its
pageantry. Pepys declared himself generally disappointed
with Sir William Devenant's revival of Henry VIII (1663) but
he nevertheless excepted "'the shows and processions'"'"< and
wrote of his being "'mightily pleased...with the history and
shows of it''" when he saw the play again in December 1668.°

A foreign visitor, too, remarked upon the practice
on the English stage of the King's entering "with something

l]ike the state that prevailed at Whitehall" and "th=
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employment of large numbers of supernumeraries'"® at a time
when the general run of plays was characterised by stock
scenery, stock costumes and shabby production and only
special productions were mounted with considerable pomp.
With these the visual appeal of ceremony and procession
seems to have been largely superceded by every imaginable
form of spectacle in the form of transformation scenes,
elaborate machines and the operatic and masque-1like
ingredients of song and dance as in Shadwell's operatic
adaptation, The Tempest, or the Inchanted Island (1673) with
its wealth of allegorical and emblematic devices and
mechanical toys that resembled the Caroline masque.

In other productions pageantry contained a
political no less than a spectacular dimension. Nahum Tate's
adaptation of Richard II (1681), although suppressed by a
government authority nervous of the represantation of the
downfall of an English king 1n troubled political times,
had striven. according to Tate himself, at least, to depict
in every scene 'Respect to Majesty and the Dignity of
Courts'? while Edward Ravenscroft's adaptation of Titus
Andronicus, performed at the Theatre Royal in or near 1678
(though not published until 1687) may have been put
together, like other adaptations of the latter portion of
the decade, to warn a people divided by political animosity,
of the incalculable evils of civil strife. Certainly the
impressive funeral ceremony (I.l] and the formal robing of
Titus [I.3], both of which represented serious attempts at

pageantry. may be seen as metaphors of political and social
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Oorder.8n

Undoubtedly, the early troubled years of
George I's reign were marked by numerous mutilations of
Shakespeare's plays from those who sought to exploit the
histories for parallel conditions of faction. divided
allegiance, conspiracy and rebellion. yet even at a time
when processions constituted practically the principal
theatrical splendour in shows, Cibber's production of
Henry VIII at Drury Lane (26 October, 1727) had a
tremendous impact in the period by virtue of the stage
coronation of Anne Bullen which was devised in honour of
the actual coronation of George II. No less than four of
the five principal events mentioned on the title page of
the 1734 acting edition were presented with processions® but
1t was that of the coronation ceremony of Anne Bullen which

caught the imagination of the public and was even added to
every Play, as a Pantomime, &c. and exhibited, that one
Season. 75 Times...'" .29 Indeed, 1t inspired such loyalty in
the public that an attempt to guy 1t with a mock coronation
at the rival theatre in Lincoln's Inn Fields was "'pelted
off the Stage. in the utmost Contempt'™.1?1

Such productions were, of course., very special:
stock productions on the legitimate stage were "always
Cinderella to the wicked sisters, opera and spectacle of
all kinds, including pantomime..."*2 and Shakespeare was
always vulnerable to mutilation at the hands of the adapters

ani those who plundered him as the basis for farcical

'entertalnments’.
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He was partially rescued from such treatment by

the possibly fictitious 'ladies of quality' who, in 1737,
‘desired' Rich to produce several of his historical plays at
Covent Garden in their original form. After years of
adulterated Shakespeare the emphasis appears to have been
very much on the idea of authenticity, a quality which seems
to have been regarded as particularly important for
Richard II, an announcement that it was to be performed at
Covent Garden 'with Proper Decorations' being elaborated by
Thomas Davies 1n his Miscellanies as in part constituting
"the ancient ceremony which belonged to the combat...very
accurately observed".13

Nevertheless, it was another adaptation, Cibber's
version of King John, which ushered in "a long line of pomp
and circumstance in the way of processions'.14 Cibber
re-wrote Shakespeare's King John as Papal Tyranny in the
Reign of King John, performed at Covent Garden in 1745, in
the belief that Shakespeare's play lacked "Fire'" against
"his insolent Holiness'"1% and given the troubled state of
the nation in 1745 some artistic 'justification’ for the
splendour of the ceremonial might be claimed on
religio-political grounds as an image of "the intoxicated
Tyranny of Rome'.1©

Since most of the money available to managers was
spent on after—-piece trickery and scenic wonders to attract
the thoughtless there was little money left to 'decorate'
the great writers of tragedy and comedy. so that the

procession may well have represented what passed for
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splendour in the 'legitimate' drama. Nevertheless, it is at
this time that the representation of processional ceremonial
on stags seems particularly to have excited critical comment
based on a rivalry between 'judicious' and 'popular’' taste
as fierce as that enjoined between the two great patent
houses. Francis Gentleman's response to the funeral
procession which opened Act V of Garrick's revision of Romeo
and Juliet (first produced at Drury Lane, 29 November, 1748)
was that "'stage—pageantry cannot be very pleasant at any
time to judicious taste'" and he was scornful that
"'three—-fourths of every audience are more capable of
enjoying sound and shew, than solid sense and poetical
1imagination''".1?

The Universal Museum, too, set out the critical
credentials by which such show was to be judged: "But what
end is all this pomp, shew, and farce to answer? If it be
calculated to please the eye and ear only. and not designed
to have a proper tragical effect on the mind of the
audience, nor contribute to the carrying out of the
denoument of the plot, i1t is absurd and truly
ridiculous'" .18

Clearly 1n an age when '"any scenery was good
enough for Shakespeare'1® some degree of pomp was necessary
to attract the 'thoughtless’' and so obviate the need to turn
exclusively to the 'gaudy scenes' of pantomime and spectacle
in order to ensure financial security. Nevertheless. the
ex-ent to which the tyranny o¢o:f spectacle had the theatre in

its grip may be 1illustrated from the 1754-55 season during
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the preparation of rival productions of Corieclanus when "the
very 1dea of a triumphal procession at Covent-Garden, struck
terror to the whole host of Drury'", thus ensuring a more
lavish production at the former in order to "get the start
of the rival theatre, where it was preparing with infinite
pomp and splendour'.2°

No doubt Garrick in presenting Henry VIII at
Drury Lane on 30 September, 1761 rejoiced in the additional
topical justification provided by the coronation of
George III and his marriage to Charlotte of Mecklenberg to
stage '"the grand and elaborate procession to mark Anne's
[Bullen] coronation".22 Even so, if Thomas Davies's Life of
Garrick i1s to be believed, it would appear that Rich’'s
superior experilience 1n matters '"'related to theatrical effect
from splendour of dress and magnificence of decoration"” was
the more successful in exploiting the public appeal of the
occasion. Davies complains that Garrick. knowing that Rich
"had a taste in the ordering. dressing, and setting out
these pompous processions, superilior to his own...contented
[himself] with giving the Coronation with the old dresses,
which had been often occasionally used from 1727 to 1761".
He concludes: "The exhibition was the meanest, and the most
unworthy of a theatre, I ever saw".=22

One enthusiastic reviewer wrote: "If. in many
instances. 1t must be inferior to the real Coronation, 1n
some it is universally acknowledged to exceed 1t".23n It was
so populzar, 1n fact, that one foreign visitor felt that

there could hardly be anyone in London who had not seen it=2<
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while another visitor from abroad noted that "all the great
events that occur to the nation are dramatised and
represented on the stage: for example, the coronation of the
present King: the Prince of Wales receiving the
garter...".2S

Odell calls John Kemble, somewhat reverentially,
"the first great 'producer' of Shakespeare on the English
stage'".2% Indeed. his production of Henry VIII2”" revealed a
change 1n emphasis in that '"The processions...afforded great
scope for the knowledge of ancient manners and habits which
Mr. Kemble had acquired" .28 It was Kemble rather than
Charles Kean who "first raised the already established
procession to grandiose proportions'=2° and the production
represented "the first of a long string of what purported to
be 'authentic' revivals with 'appropriate' costumes and
settings'", though it was essentially a species of realism
charged with the contemporary enthusiasm for the
antigue.3°

When the new Covent Garden Theatre opened in 18089
the visual appeal of pageant and ceremony had to compete for
attention - and money — with more elaborate scenery and
decorations. though they might. of course. be further
enhanced by the increased attention to 'appropriateness of
attire' which became a special feature of the new theatre.
Kemble's Coriolanus of 1811. for instance. "embodied all his
best ideas on the subject of Roman architecture. dress,
habits and manners. and...was presented on a scale of great

sculpturesque beauty"2® but it is interesting that The
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Times should pick out only one piece of ceremony, albeit
'superb', for special mention — "the ceremony of the ovation
on Caius Marcius's triumphant return from Corioli" which
apparently contained some 240 persons®2 - and that the same
newspaper. reviewing Kemble's Julius Caesar in 1812, while
praising "every attention to scenic splendour., and classical
costume”, complained of the oration scene that '"this fine
display was much diminished by the small number...on the
stage" .33
It must also be said. however, that the popularity

of such shows with the public no doubt owed a good deal to
the architecture of London's enlarged two principal
theatres which frequently rendered inaudible the voices of
the actors to those sitting in the gallery. Richard
Cumberland complained that both theatres had been "so
enlarged in their dimensions as to be henceforward theatres
for spectators rather than playhouses for hearers”. He felt
it was conly to be expected that "their managers and
directors encourage those representations to which their
structure 1is best adapted" and concluded:

There can be nothing very gratifying in watching

the movements of an actor's lips. when we cannot

hear the words that proceed from them; but when

the animating march strikes up, and the stage

lays open its recesses to the depth of a hundred

feat for the procession to advance., even the

most distant spectator can enjoy his

shilling's—-worth of show.34n

With the departure of Kemble 1n 1817 the

production of Shakespeare's plays experienced a period oI

decline which may be attributed principally to a lack of

suitable actors — Kean excepted - a lack of leadership and a
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public taste ever more eager for novelty, show, spectacle,
dancing and clowning. Shakespeare was still played, but he
was increasingly consigned to the background in the
estimation of the public and managements. It was, moreover,
a more than usually contradictory age with persistent
attempts to 'operatise' Shakespeare existing side by side
with efforts to restore to the stage his actual text freed
from the shackles of Tate, Dryden and their school. In fact,
1t was not until Macready transferred to Shakespeare
something of the method of spectacle that the public
returned, the introduction of gas lighting to the theatres
in 1817 having revolutionised scenic effects, enhancing
enormously the opportunities for the scene—painter and
stage—manager.

Of particular interest to our subject 1is the
production of Henry IV, Part Two at Covent Garden 1in 1821. a
production chosen largely to commemorate the accession of
George IV in that it offered ample opportunity to exploit
spectacularly the Coronation of Henry V at the end of the
play, thus continuing the practice of Cibber. Garrick and
Rich of celebrating with coronations the accession of
George II and George III. Both the playbill of 25 June, 1321
and the order of the procession in the book of the play
printed at the same time place particular stress on the
iconographic properties carried in the procession.
presumably to emphasise the solemn kingly office which the
new monarch was to undertake.

In general, however., the period appears to have
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been interested less in the solemn and symbolic import of
such ceremcnial as in the historical accuracy of the
costumes which dressed it. Now that Shakespeare's plays were
being increasingly placed upon the stage not as stock pieces
with stock scenes and dresses. but each play as a complete
production in its own right with appropriate setting,
costume and decoration it was no longer either appropriate
or necessary to rely largely on the clumsily grafted
procession to divert the thoughtless. Thus Kemble's King
John (1823) and Henry IV, Part One (1824), with costumes by
Planché and his Cymbeline (1827) all boast impressive
academic sources to support a dedication to the accuracy of
the 'dresses' which boardered on archaeological fanaticism.
Any potential for the display of ceremonial 1in these plays
appears to have been largely subsumed within a more general
scenic and sartorial splendour.

When the raw material of such display was employed
it was often reduced to an element in the repertoire of
'scenic illusion'. Thus in Macready's Macbeth (November,
1837) the Birnham Wood scene was praised for the effect
created by painted soldiers of "a whole hest...stretching
away into the distance'".3% Similarly, when Macready revived
Henry V in 1839. the scene of Henry's triumphal entrv into
London appears to have been of interest primarily as a
vehicle for the technical tour de force which produced 1t -
a diorama by Clarkson Stanfield. Macready's Coriolanus
(March, 1838). produced with much magnificence. had the hero

of Coriolil returning in triumph to Rome crowned with an
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caken garland yet it is the "marvellous picture of a Roman
holyday'"3s which captures the imagination; it is the
multitudes which crowd round the officers of state rather
than the 'state' itself which chiefly impress and perhaps
anticipate the change in focus from the observed to the
observers characterised half a century later by the
Saxe—Meiningen Company.

It is interesting that The Times, praised
Macready's Henry V only "as a pageant” and observed that
"excessive pageantry is no sign of a revival of the drama".
Yet its objection was based not upon any violation of the
artistic integrity of the play but upon the 1inevitability of
failure purely 1n terms of verisimilitude: "However great
the attempt to represent closely an army on a battlefield,
still the obviousness of the attempt can only render its
fruitlessness more apparent.... The discrepancy between the
stage and reality remains'.37

This did not inhibit Phelps from sending the
'gallant forty' who represented Henry's army on to the stage
carrying two dummies, one on either side®® while for Charles
Kean at the Princess's Theatre. with more resources at his
disposal than Phelps, there was no need for such deception.
With his production of Henry VIII Kean availed himself more
than any of his predecessors of the opportunities offered by
the play for pageant and procession. restoring the scenes
depicting the coronation of Anne Bullen and the christening
of Elizabeth. In the Preface to his acting edition Kean

cited Strutt's Manners and Customs of the English in
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justification: "the whole life of Henry the
Eighth.. abounded with processions and princely shows of
grandeur and magnificence” and he dedicated himself to
"scrupulous adher=snce to historical truth in costume,
architecture, and the multiplied details of action".29
Indeed, the whole production serves as a good example of the
sort of missionary zeal which justified '"the production of
pictorialised and archaeological Shakespeare' in terms of
"educational imperatives' . <40

The highlight of Kean's gorgeous and
archaeologically accurate presentation of Richard II
(March, 1857) was the interpolated Historical Episode.?in In
brief, "the procession itself contained all the guilds, the
Lord Mayor, minstrels, knights, archers, and many others, to
the extent of several hundred supers. Small groups and
individuals in the crowd - this was twenty—-four years before
the visit of the Meininger company - were carefully
rehearsed in separate actions and movements which united
harmoniously in an immense ensemble'.<42 Appropriately,
during the run, Kean was made a Fellow of the Socilety of
Antiquaries. a tribute which seemed to give official
endorsement to The Illustrated London News's 3judgement that
Kean's Historical Episode would have won Shakespeare's
approval "as a fitting illustration of historical fact".43

Y

<D

t 1t was only in the matter of degree that Kean
distinguished himself in an age when the general
tendency was to mount Shakespeare's plays with great

pomp and ceremony whenever any but the most perfunctory
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performances were attempted. Irving inherited the tradition
from Kemble and Kean and passed it on to Tree, all of them

aiming for 'ths proper decoration of Shakespeare''4< with the
different degrees of technical excellence available to them.

However, while Kean's decoration frequently
cluttered the stage with a mass of historical detail,
Irving's adornments sought only to interpret the plays
aright. In his advertisement in The Times for the first
performance of his Macbeth (1888} Irving himself speaks of
the 'reverence' which he feels for Shakespeare's works and
cites as authority for the scenic arrangement of his
production the actual text of the play itself together with
the descriptions of the chroniclers from whom Shakespeare
derived most of his incidents.

This 1s clearly a very different emphasis from the
authority of Kean's antiquarianism which was essentially
historical rather than textual. Irving did not strive
officiously for strict archaeological accuracy but aimed
merely at a harmonious overall effect. Nevertheless, in his
production of Henry VIII (1892) - a play which had not been
seen in London for over a decade - he succumbed to the love
of historical realism and sacriZiced much of the drama to
procession and display 1in his quest for pageantry and visual
splendour. The Times. whilst confessing 1tself '"bewildered.
not to say fatigued and oppress=d"” by the sumptucusness of
the setting nevertheless drew -omparison with Kean's 18585
production and paid tribute to Irving's "still greater

research and...more lavish display....":45 another reviewer
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detailed the procession of Anne Bullen on the way to her
coronation in A-t IV and his only regret seems to have been
that the process:ion passed all too quickly and that the
spectator "had not more time to profit by the liberal
education that might be afforded him as to the dress of our

ancestors' .4s

This brief and selective survey has inevitably,
perhaps, focused upon the London stage but one should not
overlook the fact that the provinces possessed "two notable
first—-class managements which produced Shakespeare on a
grand metropolitan scale',2”7 those of Charles Calvert at the
Princess's in Manchester between 1864 and 1875, and of
Edward Saker at the Alexandra in Liverpool from 1876 to
1881.

Calvert mounted twelve Shakespeare rewvivals 1n
association with his friend, the architect and antiquarian
Alfred Darbyshire, who, like Kean., was eventually appointed
FSA and the coronations of Henry V in Henry IV, Part Two
(1874) and Anne Bullen in Henry VIII (1877) provided the
opportunities for lengthy processions.=<®

Darbyshire was a Quaker and although Calvert never
joined the Society of Friends, in view of his own religious
upbringing "he cannot have remained totally immune to their
pacifist beliefs".<® Calvert developed Henry's incidental
allusion to an engagement with the Duke of Alengon 1nfto a
ma jor tableau in which "horsemen and footmen of the opposing
hosts are inextricably mixed together 1in deadly combat'"S©

but it seems to have been a production which, in bearing



testimony to the horrors of war and acknowledging war's
victims. reflectad not only Calvert's contemplative turn of
mind but also contemporary interest in the Franco-Prussian
war .St

Even when the spirit of Charles Kean seemed to
have reasserted itself with the 'HISTORICAL EPISODE'
1illustrating Henry's return to London, Calvert resisted a
mood of unalloyed jingoism. Thus the returning soldiers were
"war and weather—worn veterans''®2 and the crowd of some
three hundred was not uniformly triumphal, groups of anxious
women gcanning the faces of the soldiers desperately seeking
a loved one among their ranks.

The production was. not unexpectedly, féted in the
local press and yet there was also a sense in which "what
the provinces claim as the outplaying of the metropolis may
amount to no more than the perpetuation of an outmoded style
carried to an excess, which would never have been acceptable
to more sophisticated tastes".S3

In truth, critical opinion was beginning to weary
of the quest for accuracy of setting and staging: The
Athenaeum., reviewing Irving's Richard III, acknowledged that
"the Court proceedings have all possible truth, and the
scenes of combat are as realistic as possible when the
combat is mimic'" but ultimately i1t spoke slightingly of its
heing "an historical pageant with accompaniment ~f action”

with its tragic spirit choked to death by 'naturalism’ - the

false god of these later days".52 Four years later Edward

Craig wrote in the programme of the production of Purcell's
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Dido and Aeneas which he had both designed and produced that
he had "taken particular care to be entirely incorrect in
all matters of detail”S% while in 1901 genealogists were
dismayed to observe Lewis Waller as Henry V at Agincourt
wearing the arms of England on his coat reversed - and they
were still reversed seven years later. e

Both Craig's defiance and Waller's apparent
indifference contrasted markedly with Irving's monumental
devotion to detail and acknowledged that the spirit of
antiquarianism 1n Shakespearean production had largely run
1ts course even 1f 1t was the early vyears of the twentieth
century that saw "the height of the realistic movement with
regard to actual practice".57 Even Irving himself, in fact,
seemed to sense something of the spirit of the time: in his
last Shakespearean production, Coricolanus. while there was
an impressive show of pageantry of Forum and Capital, "the
glories of the procession are...somewhat abbeviated in order
not to delay the scene at the Capitol".=®

While Tree often exceeded Irving 1in the
sumptuousness of his Shakespearean productions he "appears
to have lacked Irving's monumental devotion to detail".3®°
Nevertheless, his Macbeth included an elaborate procession
to conduct Duncan to bed. his King John a spectacle of the

signing of Magna Carta and his Antony and Cleopatra "an
elabora~= tableau of Cleopatra as the goddess Isis 1in
procession through the steets of Alexandria to greet Antony

~n his return".s°

Tree's Richard II., first produced at His
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Majesty's Theatre in September 1903, emerged as one of his
most successful and enduring productions.$1n Indeed. he had
"not mistaken his public in serving SHAKESPEARE. DRESSED AND
GARNISHED" .2 In a period when the public demanded paintings
in which everything looked real, they were delighted with
the "huge. finely coloured pictures Tree showed them...in
which everything not only looked real but often actually was
real" .e3

The tone of the production may be judged from

the following observation:

It was a gorgeous series of pictures, of
costumes, armour, and of Plantagenet pomp.... The
spaciousness of the tournament lists, caused gasps
of admiration. He filled the stage with admirably
drilled crowds, and specialists had been consulted
to secure absolute accuracy in heraldry.
ceremonial and costumes.®<

Commentators condoned ''the various decorative
ornaments, processions and the like"$3 and acknowledged '"the
lavishness & care'eS expended 1n creating "a magnificent
spectacle'€”? in a production whose debt to Charles Kean was
not confined to his "recreative and archaeological'®® spirit
but extended to direct copying from Kean's elaborate
pageantry.©®

However . many who expressed admiration for
Tree's spectacle were. at the same time. made uneasy or
positively repelled by it. Tree's own sincerity 1is not 1n

question: in endeavouring to give a faithful picture of
the history of the time...it is hoped that the spirit in
which Shakespeare conceived the work 1s preserved. ([while]

the demands of modern audiences have been met by modern



stagecraft'." n= said in a 'Note by the Producer' in the
souvenir programme of the play.7°

=

=%, 1n praising "the splendour & beauty of the

<

mounting” whilst declaring it "an inferior production".?1
Gordon Crosse is giving expression to a growing general
ambivalence. Tree's method of 'illustrating Shakespeare'
with a succession of increasingly splendid spectacles had
become "a burden rather than a delight" as the plays became
almost buried “"under a mountain of magnificence".?2

Indeed. it was partly Tree's taste for
"Decorated Shakespeare at its most ostentatious”,?2
compounded by his '"love of the superfluous”?4 which fuelled
the movement towards textual purity and presentational
simplicity championed by William Poel who continued the work
of Benjamin Webster and Samuel Phelps in freeing the
production of Shakespeare from the tyranny of spectacle. and
restoring the original text to the theatre. Almost half a
century later Jna Ellis-Fermor would still cite Tree when,
writing of Ralph Richardson's production of Richard II in
1947, she expressed anxiety concerning '"a tendency to revert
to the emphasis upon setting...from which we had painfully
fought ourselves clear".”S

However, although some commentators were
offended by the lack of 'form' in the leisured indolence of
Tree's opening sequence which centred upon a Zame of bowls,
the scene was nevertheless replete with ceremonial in the
form of thoroughly historical costumes which Zaithfully

reproduced the heraldic insignia of the principal families.
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In fact. the importance which Tree continued to place upon
the 'authenticty' of such pageantic detail is confirmed by

his appointment ~f Ambrose Lee as authoritative adviser on
heraldrvy and ceremonial.?s

The Lists scene. however. drew universal praise
from commentators. Fitzgerald felt that "Nothing could be
better or so good as Mr. Tree's exhibition of the lists -
the crowd and all the ceremonial".?? Another reviewer

declared:

..seldom has an actor-manager reached such
heights in pure spectacle as Mr. Tree has attained

in the scene of the Lists before Coventry.... It
1s true to history in its dressing of the
crowds...and in the arrangement of the scenery -

the brilliantly—-decorated pavilions of the King
and Queen and the splendidly-dressed spectators of
the tourney appearing to flank a large arena.?®

In Tree's productions processional pageantry
continued to make an important contribution to the staging
and both Richard and his Queen entered ceremoniously in
procession on horseback '"to the accompaniment of music and
fanfares and trumpet calls required by the occasion".?® The
prompt copy provides a detailed order of procession:

THE PROCESSION ENTERS FROM DOQCK

L{EFT].U[P-STAGE] .E[NTRANCE]. TO CHEERS AND
TRUMPETS FROM SUPERS OFF AND ON PLATFORMS BEHIND 6
FOOT BARRIERS WHERE ARE LORDS AND LADIES AND SOME
BOYS AND GIRLS - EVERYONE AVAILABLE OF THE
COMPANY. EVERYBODY COMING INTO THE SCENE TOTAL OF
ABOUT 190. SUPERS. CHORISTERS, EXTREA LADIES AND
GENTLEMEN.

ORDER OF PROTCESSION

2 MARSHALLS MEN

2 TRUMPETERS

PURSUIVANT

1 LORD

THE QUEEN - ON CREAM PONY LED BY A
SROOM
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BOY PAGE

1 COURT LADY OF WARDROBE
TWIN LADY - TWIN LADY

2 KING'S HERALDS

2 LORDS WITH BANNERS
ROS5. PERCY. WILLOUGHBY
NORTHUMBERLAND

GAUNT

KING AT ARMS

HELMET AND SWORD OF STATE

KING'S PAGE : THE KING ON HORSEBACK : KING'S PAGE
: LED BY 2 GROOMS :

KING'S PAGE i i KING'S PAGE
BUSHEY. BAGOT GREENS®©
The entry of the Champions was no less
impressive:

A. THE CHAMPION
ON HORSEBACK

B. HIS GROOM
C. HIS HERALD

D. HIS CHAMBERLAIN
WITH BANNER

E. HIS PAGE WITH
LANCE & SHIELD

F.F. MARSHALL'S
MEN

EACH CEAMPION ENTERS THE KING'S PRESENCE IN THE
ABOVE ORDER - NORFOLK FROM P[{ROMPT].. BOLINGBROKE
FROM O([PPOSITE] .P[ROMPT] .. HIS HERALD HANDS TO THE
KING'S HERALD A COPY OF THE CHALLENGE WHICH THE
LATTER HANDS TO THE MARSHALL'S CLERK: THE
CHAMBERLAIN GIVES THE BANNER ALSC TO A HERALD WHO.
AFTER IT HAS BEEN NOTED BY THE CLERK. GIVES IT TO
THE KING AT ARMS WHO HOLD: IT DURING THE CEREMONY:
THE LANCE IS HANDED BY THE PAGE TO A MARSHALL'S
MAN AND HAVING BEEN MEASURED - WITH ANOTHER AT
HAND FOR THAT PURPOSE —~ IZ IN DUE COURSE HANDED BY
THE MA=SHALL TO A MARSHALL 'S MAN WHO GIVES IT TO
THE CHAMPION. ..

.. .WHEN THE KING STOPS THE COMBAT T=E BANNERS ARE
RETURNZD TO THE CHAMBERLAINS. WHO WITH THE
CHAMPIONS' HERALDS REMAIN WITHIN AND AT EACH
OPPOSITE EXTREMITY OF THE BARRIER: THE KNIGHTS
RETURN WITH THEIR PAGES T2 THEIR SEATS - WHICH
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HAVING PREVIOQUSLY BEEN REMOVED TO THE SIDES OF THE
BARRIER, ARE NOW BROUGHT FORWARD AGAIN - AND ARE
DIVESTED OF HELMETS AND SHIELDS. THEY RETIRE IN AS
FAR AS POSSIBLE THE SAME ORDER 22 THAT IN WHICH
THEY ENTERED.®21n
Meticulous as such ceremonies appeared - as. of
course, were the -various heraldic devices — Ambrose Lee
nevertheless admitted. somewhat grudgingly., that there were
some departures from accuracy in order to conform with
Shakespeare's arrangement of the scene.82
In the early performances of the production the
two combatants re-entered on foot but after a week or so it

was arranged that they should enter mounted at .list

what with our council we have done': 'KING'S TRUMPET
ON([(STAGE] BLOWING BLAST TO COVER ENTRANCE AND DISMOUNTING,
GIVING UP LANCES AND HERALDS TAKING BANNERS AGAIN. WHEN ON
TRUMPETS STOP AND KING CONTINUES...'.

Richard. having delivered his judgement from the
pavilion and come down to administer the oath 'WITH HIS
TRUMPETS PLAYING LOUDLY ALL THE WHILE' a procession formed
for a grand exit on foot 1in order:

2 MARSHALL'S MEN

2 TRUMPETERS

PURSUIVANT

2 HERALDS

2 HERALDS

KING-OF-ARMS

KING'S SERVANT
HELMET. SWORD OF STATE

THE KING & QUEEN
D{OWN] .S {TAGE] . U{P].S[TAGE].

TWIN : PAGE =0Y : TWIN
MISTRESS CF ROBES
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BUSHEY & BAGOT
1 LORD & NORTHUMBERLAND
ROSS & WILLOUGHBY
4 PAGES®S=
In sp:ize of Fitzgerald's enthusiastic praise of
the scene he nevertheless expressed reservations which
raised important principles of doubt concerning the very
validity of the pictorial method of displaying it:
The lists should be placed without, and the King
go t» the wing in a marked ostentatious fashion to
cast down hilis warder. By this arrangement we have
the whole business acted and not exhibited.2®4
Tree himself. however, had no such doubts and took
every opportunity to enhance the text with moments of ritual
formality: he concluded his opening act with a valedictory
tableau "Bolingbroke's friends swearing over Gaunt's body to
support him",®5 ‘'"crying 'Hereford' with crossed swords over
his body".8% Again, when Richard returned from Ireland the
'sword of state' was carried by Scroop so that '"when he came
down to encounter Bolingbroke at Flint Castle, the faithful
Scroop carried in front of him the sword of state. as the
last mournful relic of departing dignity".87
Such business nevertheless reveals a desire to
'fit the action to the word' and even at its most
grandiloquent Tree's pictorialism was seldom entirely
gratuitous. The Westminster Hall scene, which opened his

third act. was acknowledged the most notable of Tree's

"vichlyv beautiful"” settings. praised for 1ts "admirable

0

treatment of masses of red"®2 in the ecclesiastical garments
and hangings.®?®

Much of Tree's business 1n this scene was said to
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have been "excellent, full of meaning and entirely
arprorriate” .®9n The sclemnity and pathos of the deposition
was rendered more effective by contrast with the disorder
among <he lords and ecclesiastics - 'ALL SHOUTING AND
GESTICULATING' - following the previous confrontation
between York and Bolingbroke. When York re-entered 'FOLLOWED
BY RICHARD AND OTHERS' the noise gradually subsided and 'ALL
RETIRE TO THEIR RESPECTIVE SIDES. ECCLESIASTICS RIGHT, PEERS
LEFT AND RICHARD IN DEAD SILENCE WALKS UP FROM LI{EFT] TO
C[ENTRE] carrying the sceptre.®=?

During Richard's first speech in the scene Tree
sought, as usual. to maximise the visual effect by moving
through 'RED LIME' to 'GREEN LIME', 'VIOLET LIME' and
"AMBER LIME' before Richard sank onto the bench below the
table. At 'Give me the crown' Richard placed the sceptre on
the table and the crown was 'BROUGHT DOWN BY A PEER. BORNE
ON CUSHION'. During the ensuing speeches the crown was
naturally the symbolic focal point being alternately placed
on and removed from the table which tangibly separated
Richard and Bolingbroke.®2

At '...I must nothing be' Richard suddenly
snatched the crown from Bolingbroke's hold and held it
firmly before ritually uncrowning himself. At 'Now mark me
hoew I will undo myself! ' [IV.1.202]

HE TURNS UPSTAGE. L(EFT] C[ENTRE] WITH CROWN AND
SCEPTRE IN HIS HANDS.... HE ASCENDS THE THRONE
AND SITS.... HE PLACES THE CROWN ON HIS HEAD.
AND LEANS BACK IN THRONE. SCEPTRE RESTING ON HIS
ARM. AND THE MURMUR SWELLS TO A LOUD CLAMOUE OF
INDIGNATION. HE RAISES HIS LEFT HAND SILENCING

THEM - AND WITH THE SCEPTRE BECKONS BOLINGBROKE.,
WHO WALKS UP RIGHT TO THE STEPS OF THE THRONE.



KING RISES TO HIS FEET AND TAKES CROWN OFF AS HE
SPEAKS - HANDING IT TO BOLINGBROKE WHO IN TURN
HANDS IT TO ARCHBISHOP WHO COMES FORWARD READY
FOR THIS. A BISHOP PASSES IT TO DEACON BEHIND

WHO TAKES IT BACK - ALSC SCEPTRE WHICH IS GIVEN
NEXTe>

At 'With mine own tongue deny my sacred
state' [IV.1.208] Richard, now standing in ffont of the
throne seat. unfastened his purple gown and let it fall onto
the seat. At 'And thou with ali pleased. that hast all
achieved' [1.216] he indicated the throne which Bolingbroke
finally ascended.

Now politically impotent it was finally through
the ceremony that 1is due to a true King that Richard was
able both to expose the arrogance of the usurper and himself
acquire a tragic dignity. When Bolingbroke had ascended the
throne Richard knelt in obeisance at 'God save King
Henry...' [1.219] but it was a token gesture only - perhaps.
even, an ironic 'genuflexion' - as he 'RISES IMMEDZATELY'
and as he wished himself a 'mockery king of snow' it was the
usurper who was mocked as. turning to Bolingbroke on the
throne. he held out his hands 'AS IF TO SHIELD [himself]
FROM THE BRILLIANCE'.®4

In defeat Richard acguired a new author:ity so
that the empty ceremony that had formerly been demanded by
the office was now offered, in sincerity. to the man. The
lords temporal! and spiritual - having be=sn stung to a
'CLAMOUR' by Richard's taunts - severally 'SUBSID[{ZD] INTO
SILENCE AT HIS LOOK':

THEN IN THE SILENCE THE 3ISHOP OF CARLISLE COMES

OUT TO HIM AND WOULD KNEEL IN SYMPATHY AT TH=Z
KING'S FEET. THE KING TAKES HIS HAND AND WI_L



NOT ALLOW HIM TO DO SO, BUT KNEELS HIMSELF. THE
BISHOP OF CARLISLE BLESSES THE KING WHO, ON
RISING FROM HIS KNEES, TAKES THE RING FROM HIS
FINGER AND GIVES IT TO THE BISHOP, WHO THEN
KNEELS TC THE KING IN GRATITUDE. TAKES HIS HAND
AND KISSES IT. THE KING MOVES AWAY ABOVE THE
BISHOP WEO IS KNEELING, AND GOES TO
ECCLESIASTICS R{IGHT], AND WALKS STRAIGHT DOWN
THE FRONT LINE FROM UP R{IGHT] TO DOWN R[IGHT],
LOOKING INTO EACH FACE, AND AS HE DOES SO, THEY
EACH. SHAME-FACEDLY. TURN AWAY. HE THEN WALKS
ACROSS FRONT TO PEERS LI[EFT]. AUMERLE COMES OUT
FROM THE THRONG AND KNEELS DOWN LEFT AT THE
KING'S FEET. SOBBING. THE KING GENTLY SILENCES
HIM. AND WHILE HE KNEELS THE KING TAKES THE
CHAIN AND BADGE FROM HIS OWN NECK AND PLACES IT
ROUND AUMERLE'S, THEN RAISES HIM - AUMERLE
KISSES THE KING'S HAND AND THE KING TURNS
UPSTAGE, MEETING NORTHUMBERLAND.... THE KING
LOOKS VERY POINTEDLY INTO HIS EYES.
NORTHUMBERLAND DROPS HIS HEAD AND TURNS AWAY IN
SHAME. THE KING CONTINUES WALKING UP LEFT, AND
WHEN NEAR THE TOP, TURNS TO BOLINGBROKE WHO IS
SEATED ARROGANTLY ON THE THRONE AND SLIGHTLY
INCLINING HIS HEAD IN A BOW. WALKS THROUGH THE
CURTAINS UP LI[EFT]. THE TABLEAU CURTAINS FALL
SILENTLY ON THE END OF THE SCENE®S

Among "the various decorative adornments,
processions, and the like" which Percy Fitzgerald was eager
to condone in Tree's producticon as being "almost legitimate”

was the interpolated 'Historical Episode' 1llustrating
York's speech describing Bolingbroke's triumphal entry into
London. a scene in which '"there was. of course. almost a
squadron of horses engaged, who took some time to pass in
the vivid procession through the scenic street’.®s

As we have seen, a similar epizode had been one of
the most spectacular moments in Kean's Shakespeare.®7n Tree
placed the episode after Shakespeare's Azt TII, Scene 4 to
conclude the second of his customary three act arrangement.
Crosse describes 1t as "a cin=matograph of street life 1in

the 14th century...elaboratelv “hought -~ut & very well
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realised",®® a '"questionable innovation, though...an

enjoyable one...." .99

The Prompt Book indicates that the procession
during this tableau was even more elaborate than those which
framed the Lists scene and opened with various street
business, the number of citizens being swelled by '16 STAGE
HANDS' as well as ladies' and men's dressers. The procession
was heard approaching by means of the trumpeters among them

and subsequently came 1nto view:

GROOM ON HORSEBACK IN ARMOUR WITH DRAWN SWORD
12 FOOTSOLDIERS - 3 ABREAST
YORK, ON HORSEBACK, WITH BERKELEY, HIS ESQUIRE ON FOOQOT
4 GROOMS. ON HORSEBACK, IN ARMOUR
16 FOOT SOLDIERS
MORTIMER, ON HORSEBACK
AUMERLE, ROSS & WILLOUGHBY. ON FOOT
10 FOOT SOLDIERS
PERCY
5 GROOMS ON HORSEBACK, IN ARMOUR
12 FOOT SOLDIERS
2 HERALDS. BLOWING TRUMPETS
PURSUIVANT
4 HERALDS
BOLINGBROKE
BOLINGBROKE'S PAGE
EXTON. BAGOT
CARLISLE. ALISBURY & SCROOP
4 FOOT SOLDIERS. 2 EACH SIDE
KING RICHARD©®°

In this episode Tree seems to have used elements
of broken ceremony to highlight the irony of the present
plight of a King whose casual arrogance had previously
undermined moments deserving of studied formality. Thus, the
Properties and Lighting Plots contain additional Dusiness in
which 'RICHARD PUTS OUT HIS HAND TO BE KISSED BY ONE OF THE
MEN WHO SMACKS THE KING'S FACE INSTEAD' while the prompt
copy records that 'ANOTHER MAN FROM THE CROWD KNEELS TO THE

KING. AND THE REST DRAG HIM AWAY AND FLING HIM INTO THE
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BACKGROUND', all this to the taunting strains of
'BOL[INGBROKE] MARCH PLAYED IN PART OF MOCKERY' . 201
Tree chose to omit the final scene and substituted
a concluding tableau — "CORONATION OF HENRY IV. IN
WESTMINSTER ABBEY"1°92 and Fitzgerald recalls that "When the
King is lying dead a sort of vision or phantasmagoria
follows: the walls of the prison disappear. and the
Coronation Scene in Westminster Abbey is shown. with
processions, music. etc. The idea seems to be that the King
has some dim vision of this kind...'".103
One reviewer suggested that the music of the
Coronation was a '"happy relief" from the gloomy picture of
the dungeon scene. the "dead figure of Richard in the centre
of the stage,...the moon shining on his face, and all the
rest blackness''1094 and indeed "the color, pomp and authentic
spectacle of the tableau made a more sultable conclusion to
Tree's lavish production than the stark...severity of the
dungeon scene' .105
Ambrose Lee described the scene as showing
The King in his robes, without the mantle; the
clergy in their vestments: the Peers in their
robes; the Royal Dukes in purple; the others in
~rimson velvet; the little Prince Henry....with
the "Sword of Mercy,'" on the King's right hand:
and Northumberland., with the '"Lancaster
sword'.... The Archbishop places the Crown on
the King's head. the Peers and the King of Arms
put on their coronets, the Te Deum is sung. and
the brief vision dies away.21©¢
Crosse described the tableau as "a striking
effect" and considered particularly poignant the contrast

between the up-stage area of "a brilliantly lighted scene

showing Henry amid a crowd of bisheops & nobles. while in the
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foreground Richard lies dead in his gloomy dungeon'.1°7
Nothwithstanding. a 'vision' scene. however effective,
seemed like an old-fashioned throw-back to earlier staging
ideas; Fitzgerald declared it "too pantomimic, though
certainly effective".108 Tt was an ambivalence which
characterises much of the critical reaction to Tree's style
in the opening years of the century: even those who
delighted in the spectacle were often taunted by guilty
thoughts.

When Frank Benson had first brought his Richard II
to Stratford in 1896 he found that critical attitudes
towards ‘'magnificence’ in staging were equally ambivalent,
though 1in provincial Stratford it was occasioned less by
aesthetic considerations than by the discrepancy between
expectation and achievement. Before the production opened
one newspaper. glancing back to earlier revivals by Kean and
Phelps, approved that Benson's "promises to be more thorough
than either of these'1©9° while another regretted only that
"our stage is too small to carry out the Kean spectacle’.110
Post—production reaction. however., was quite content with a
sparer diet: it was acknowledged to have been "carefully and
accurately dresszed", and there was evident satisfaction in
its "painstaking attention to detail” with no fault found in
Benson's leaving no 'legitimate' taste unsatisfied:1??
another local newspaper was even more accommodating 1n
remarking that the scenes at Coventry and Westminster were
sufficient to satisfy the artist. the herald and the

archaeologist. "approximately at least”, and there was
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perhaps - as with the Herald's remark - a measure of
provincial defiance in asserting that '"more than that need
not be asked" 112

When Benson came to take the production to the
capital in 1900 he had not in any case "the means to be
spectacular"”, 123 much of the scenery and costumes
accumulated during seventeen years of touring having been
burned in the fire that destroyed the Theatre Royal at
Newcastle in November 1899. He nevertheless succeeded in
creating at the Lyceum "an authentic suggestion of mediaeval
magnificence’11<9 in which "the lists blazed with accurate
heraldry; (and] the set for the Deposition faithfully
reproduced old Westminster Hall"11® with sufficient
restraint not to alienate critical opinion. There was
general approval that "the scenes of regal pomp are well
enough contrived to bring to the minds of the imaginative.
an interesting idea of the splendour of the fourteenth
century' .116

Benson had originally spent some two months
preparing the play in Lancaster and he explained that the
greatest care had been taken in dressing the various
characters "a!l of whom will wear dresses bearing the
correct coats of arms of the period of the families to which
they belonged" .17

Pho~ographs taken at Lancaster1® show the defail
and care with which the costumes were designed and executed.
Neverthe.2ss, “hey represent a further step away from the

historiczl exar~tness of the previous century which. as we
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have seen. Tree continued to embrace. They are not "fussily
detailed" rut "theatrically effective", representing
"Benson's s2nsible attitude to the use of archaeology in

theatre design".119°

Gordon Crosse paid tribute to the fact that Benson
demonstrated that Shakespeare's plays '"need not be treated
as mere excuses for displays of magnificent mounting"12© and
felt that the manner of its staging contributed in some
measure to the success of the revival: "The costumes and the
heraldry were picturesque, &, as far as I could tell,
correct', suggesting tentatively that the mounting "might be
more magnifi:cent, yet more magnificence would be a change
for the worse'".2*21 This 1is a sentiment echoed with more
conviction by Robert Speaight who observes that Benson's
productions - '"tailored to repertory and to changing trains
at Crewe onr. Sunday mornings — were too unspectacular for
metropolitan tastes'122 but although some commentators in
the metropolis called Benson 'The Irving of the Provinces'
the sneer was lost on Benson himself who. having secured his
first professional engagement with Irving in 1882. was
pleased with the comparison and regarded Irving as his own
inspiration.

Benson chose an informal tone for the first scene

1))

of his production.123n offering his audience much splendour
with studied informality to suggest an effete,
self-indulgent king neither ‘'enthroned' ncr seated in a
chair of state but lolling in his "easy chair', K t=24

jl1l1-fitted for the responsibilities or authority cof state.
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His "evident boredom and inattention'125 were clearly at
odds with %Zhe rhetorical formality of the impeachments and
so exposed the "ironic disparity between Richard's personal
weakness ancd nis 1institutional authority as king'".1=2s

Undoubtedly, Benson used the Lists scene as the
occasion for a legitimate display of colorful medieval
pageantry and the scene "blazed with the colour of shields
and pennons'":127 "a triumph of stage effect produced by
comparatively simple means. The lists are up and the royal
pavilion set: there is a crowd of spectators, noble and of
low degree.... All this is given with a life-like
air...".128 Scme i1dea of the colourfulness of the scene is
conveyed by the list of costumes in the Benson Company
Wardrobe Book but although the general effect was
‘appropriate’. historical accuracy was not a priority.12°%n

Especially effective was the music which
contributed much to the pageantry of the occasion: in
addition to tre various flourishes and trumpet calls,
Richard's approach was announced with "a march with a melody
distinctive ard regal - Richard's theme march"®3© with a
more strident march for Bolingbrok=s. These themes provided a
musical accompaniment to the unfolding scene, nlayed piano
or fortissimo and in major or minor keys to suit the
developing action.132

The Vanchester Guardian described how. 1in the
first act.

Richars above everything else loves a fine
situation. and prefers the pomp and show of

royalty to the reality:; and Mr Benson realised
it well in his manner last night.
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In the second act we see the causes of his
downfall. On the one hand he is a firm believer
in ~he Divine Right of Kings, and on the other a
ororfligate and pleasure seeker of refined and
exp=2nsive tastes. 132
zwven before the production opened in 1896 one
newspaper looked forward with keen anticipation to the
'Lists at Coventry', '"gay with shields and banners, bearing
arms and badg=ss of the knights. nobles and prelates
mentioned in the play...copied from contemporary
authorities":133 the Sketch clearly approved that the
production was '"historically correct in the details of its
pomp and ceremony, notably...in the lists at Coventry'";13<4
while for one critic during the American tour "the chief
interest lay in the pageantry, the Abbey-like pictures, the
parades of armored Kknights'".135n
Travis Bogard has suggested that it is with the
third act of the play, with the return of Richard from
Ireland. that '"the essential drama begins, for it 1s at this
point that Richard enters on his way to suffering'", evolving
from the pageant King of the first two acts to "the
suffering king entering the world of the dispossessed": it
is a change =xpressed principally in terms of ceremony which
"in Act III seems to be meaningful and moving whereas before
it was empty formality". 136
Perhaps Benson was trying to suggest something of
the kind with the ritual! solemnity of the opening: When the

curtain rose on the 'exzerior of Zarkloughly castle' a
muffled side Zrum was heard beating a familiar marching

pattern which continued until all! were on-stage. The drum
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stopped and the dialogue began. Presently. "as a running
accompaniment t2 the declamation" an Agnus Dei was heard
in a "delicious rendering off stage...suggesting the
celebration ~f mass in the stately chapel in the
background".13? This Mozart Agnus Dei Benson retained in
spite of objections to its being used "hundreds of years
before it was composed'13® because it was the "only strain"
that gave the mood he wanted. using the music to "emphasize
that atmosphere <of hunger for forgiveness and that prayer
for mercy which were the outpourings of [Richard's] soul"
during this scene.139

James Black points out that whereas Holinshed's
description of 'the manner and order of the King's
coronation' runs to nearly two thousand words of high
céremony, no such ceremonial is indicated in Holinshed's
account of Richard's overthrow. yet in Shakespeare's play
"1t 1s impossible to conceive of the play without the
deposition events...:; Richard becomes 'unkinged', and in
becoming so goes through a form of uncoronating. a ceremony
of decoronation'.240

It 1s a moment when Shakespeare seems to demand a
formal staging employing stylised movement and grouping in
which '""the mannered presentation...emphasises the symbolism
of the occasion" .41 Like the Lists scene, 1t placed before

the ricture that must have been 1n the poet's

n

the evye
mind"*42 and 1%. too, satisfied. "approximately at least.
the artist. herald and archaeologist".142 Tlearlyv an

'approximation’ of historical authenticity was now equally
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acceptable to both critic and public.

No <-~-her producer this century appears to have
emulated Tree 1n i1llustrating York's speech describing
Bolingbroke's triumphal entry into London and some cut
York's speech completely as did Benson when he omitted the
Aumerle conspiracy.144n

Altrough Benson resisted the opportunity to
illustrate York's speech he fully explcoited the chance for a
strong processional effect in the final scene, which a
number of procductions have omitted altogether by ending the
play with Richard's death.14% His highly pictorial staging
chose to keep the emphasis firmly on the idea of kingship.
The final scene was set 1n the same London street 'leading
to the Tower' in which Richard had said farewell to his
Queen. The curtain rose to a Gloria sung by a chorus and
Bolingbroke ertered, as though from his coronation. in
stately procession. Richard's bier. attended by Exton and a
few soldiers, then entered and interrupted the roval
procession. Exton presented the coffin of Richard of
Bordeaux to Bclingbroke who gazed in horror and having
dismissed Exton took the sword of state from his sword
bearer and "places it in lieu of a cross on the dead man's
breast while -he courtiers stand around in reverent awe' . 14S
Following Bol:ngbroke's final pledge of atonement the
~nff-stage chorus began a ARegquiem and Bolingbroke. overcome
with remorse. sank sobbing over *“he dead body of the usurped
sovereign. He was wracked by genuine grief. "As he knelt

peside the dead man. a high dignitary of the church behind
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and the nobles and soldiers grouped about the curtain slowly
descended on a tableau which ceculd not readily be
forgotren' 147

This tableau was widely regarded as one of the
most moving things in the play yet Tree, as we have seen,
chose to omit the final scene and substituted his 'vision'
tableau - CORONATION OF HENRY IV. IN WESTMINSTER ABBEY. The
effect of Benson's decision was., of course. to throw the
focus upon Bolingbroke whereas Tree's 'vision' kept the
emphasis firmly on himself, as Richard.

Benson's first presentation of Henry V in
Stratford on 22 April, 1897 was also the first performance
of the play on the stage of the Memorial Theatre.1<48n

The promptbook for this and his many subsequent
revivals of the play has not survived, though David
Nancarrow concludes that "from the newspaper accounts one
can surmise that the production followed the pattern
previously set by both Kean and Calvert'14® and Trewin
speaks of Benson's responding to the play as eagerly as he
had to Richard II: "Benson emploved all the pomp of
heraldry, and filled (the playl] with tableaux - the stuff of
any 'spectacular' production in those days...".130

Inevitably. perhaps. given the debate currently in
progress on the degree of splendcur appropriate to
Shakespearean productions. critical comment frequently
focused upon this aspect, though detailed accounts of stage
pus=iness are unfortunately rare. The gensral parameters of

the debate may be gauged by comparing two journalistic
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judgements: cne reviewer observed that the '"superb pageants”
of Charles Calivert and George Rignold would be fresh in the
minds of many experienced playgosrs. "At the same %time 'the
play's the thing', and in judging its representation. scenic
effect, costly costumes, great processions, and all that
help to make mere spectacle should be put to one side' ;151
another, however. while applauding the '"truthfulness and
good taste"” rather than the "costliness and beauty" of
Benson's representations, rejoiced that this production
marked '"the highest development of pictorial art yet reached
upon the Memorial stage':

The peculiar beauty of the series of stage

pictures would scarcely have been possible a few

vears ago. The rich costumes of the pages and

pursuivants, the burnished armour, the

emblazoned quarterings, the symphonious

colouring, the sumptuous trappings would not

have been thought necessary, even if the

manager—-actor's purse could have afforded

them.... But the public taste in all matters of

decorative art has now greatly improved,
and...Mr Benson has taken the lead of some

managers...in putting the theatre in advance
instead of allowing it to lag behind the
aesthetic culture of the people....15=2

The 'mounting' debate was fuelled by Benson's
idiosyncratic practice of omitting from the play the
character of Chorus. though one reviewer felt that "no one
can complain seriously of the omission of Master Chorus”
because most of his words had been made manifest before the
audience's eyes.153 When Benson Iirst produced the play 1in
1897 the Manchester (Guardian was unequivecal:

These desperate appeals [2f Chorus] to the
flagging imagirnation of the natural man are

necessarily absent from 2 reproduction 1in which
the spectator has before his eyes a vivid
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presentazion of all the accessories of the
action....1354

i'mhaccily relatively little material directly
relevant to cur =ubject has survived: ons commentator spoke
of the producticn as being "handsomely and correctly
costumed' 5% while Benson's "regal robes" impressed
another .15¢ The Manchester Guardian praised the "solemn
chanting" heard :in the English camp before Agincourt>? and
"a march composed especially for the occasion by Stanley
Cooper Esq." was picked out for special mention.158

Reviews of Benson's Henry V in later years refer
to "a procession of monks & nuns bearing off the bodies of
some of the slain with solemn music'"*S° in the 1898
production and there 1s passing reference to the '"formal
peace making between the two kings in the last act".1€° When
Crosse saw the production again in 1909, however, he took
exception to the monks being accompanied by "a bishop in
cope and mitre"”161 and wondered whether the addition could
have been prompted '"by a desire to go cne better than Mr
Waller".162

The production inevitably assumed particular
significance at the time of the Boer War in 1900 and again.
of course. in 1914. One newspaper rejoiced that "at this
time of excitement and patriotic fervour'" Benson's Lyceum
season should have been launched with a revival of the
"great epic of English Chauvinism':1%3 another saw the
production of this "Inspilringly patriotic' play as a welcome
counter—-blast "at a time when many of us are taking a

pessimistic view''t64 and at the outbreak of the Great War



The Times not2d4 +he play's "expression of the English
spirit"” and urged 'everyone' to see Benson's production "not
merely for its own artistic sake, but as a masterpiece in
'the literature of the war'".18S5

Although the inclusion of "a rather meaningless
dance of the two scantily-attired young ladies in the French
camp''1t€® received wide condemnation the only major formal
element to excite debate was the battle tableau of
Agincourt. It was undoubtedly popular with audiences as
testified by repeated curtain calls but most commentators -
whilst praising the general excellence of the 'stage
pictures' - expressed serious reservations about the
tableau. Crosse was a persistent critic of the device and in
conceding that Benson's was ''well enough arranged” he
flattered merely to deceive: "I do not care for these battle
tableaux, with the actors like so many waxworks all 1in act
to strike & never striking'".1%7 Another commentator felt
that Benson's tableau could not be defended merely on the
grounds of following established precedent: "Tableaux may or
may not be justifiable. but fthey at least demand two
conditions - that they shall be helpful to the play and
artistic" .18 Benson's, he concluded, was neither.

It is not known whether Benson adopted recent
practice in imitating journalistic battle photographs
published in the 1llustrated weeklieslé®n hut Crosse's
distaste for the device was equally 1n evidence when he saw
lLewis Waller's Henry V at the Lyceum 1n January 1901.179°

In general., praise for the splendour of Benson's
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mounting was qualified by recognition of the practical
limitations for:ced upon a touring company. However, Waller's
Henry V. mounted "with much splendour'17?® in 1900 at the
Lyceum. where it had eighty performances, is described as
having been "lavishly mounted".172 Figure 1, showing the
Grand Tableau from the end of Act I, gives some idea of the
scale and character of the production which was lauded as
restoring the theatre to former glories: "...the Lyceum is
itself again, and returns to the best traditions of the
Irving management'"173 though the same commentator clearly
reflected the spirit of the times in acknowledging that
Waller's "thoughtful'" stage management revealed his good
taste in providing '"magnificent yet never vulgarly obtrusive
spectacle”.*74 Crosse, too, whilst conceding that the play
offered "ample opportunities for splendid mounting" which 1is
"most essential to bringing out its true spirit" also
asserted that such mounting demands the exercise of "good
taste" lest it "interfere with [the play’'s] main
purpose...'".1?5 Waller's production satisfied Crosse in that
"the costumes, armour & so forth were brilliant" without
being '"overdone” and his reference to "a procession of monks
who come upon the scene solemnly chanting, while Henry & his
army kneel in prayer'17¢ at the end of Act IV is one of the
few glimpses that we have that relate directly to our
subject (Fig.Z2].

Paradoxically, while Benson chose to omit Chorus

-

altogether. Waller's chronicler. Sidney Lee - wrifting of a

production manifestly more elaborate than Benson's - focused
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upon the limitations of stage setting which '"cannot do all”
and the im:zer-ance of Chorus in stirring "the imaginary
forces of “he audience...[which] must always be brought into
action befcre great drama achieves its full effect'".177

As with Benson's production the Boer War lent
Waller's Henry V a particular appositeness. The Times was
fulsome 1in observing that "the causes underlying the present
popularity of this trumpet—-call to patriotism are
sufficiently obvious.... The appeal of the play to our
martial ardour and to our racial pride is irresistible'".178

Sidney Lee, calling the play '"this stirring
national drama'", pointed out Shakespeare's allusion to the
home—-coming of a contemporary hero, Queen Elizabeth's
favourite, the Earl of Essex, returning in triumph to London
from the war in Ireland in Chorus's last speech and then
confessed "we feel instinctively that the change of a single
word ('Afric’' for 'Ireland') would carry a step further
Shakespeare's methed of vivifying the past by associating it
with the present...'".179

When Waller next offered the play to the public -
at the Imperial Theatre in 1905 - its topicality had
diminished. Perhaps the desire for an expression of
patriotic unity in the light of the national crisis 1in 1900
had had -he effect of blunting critical discrimination.
Certainl!s the reception of the later production revealed
conflicting rules of engagement on the part of the
commenta-ors. Whereas one commentator spoke of the

production as providing a welcome antidote to '"the note of
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national pessimism which is so prevalent'"189 another
declared that "never was patriotism more manifest than in
our days". For him four years had diminished neither the
mood of the people nor the power of the play to affect the
hearer "as a regiment of soldiers does when it marches
through the streets with jubilating brass'". The play was
thus a "iiving and eloquent tableau‘of a glorious historical
episode"” and in Waller's production "the scenery. the
clanging of arms and armour heighten the effect'".181

Another reviewer, however, was less easily
satisfied: "...the war spirit, which was just at its height
amongst us at the time of the Lyceum production, can now
hardly be relied upon to inspire every speech with instant
meaning and force'". For this commentator "the setting does
not strike one as being on anything like so large a scale”
and he was clearly disappointed that 1t was a production
"certainly not overburdened by spectacle".1®82 Another
reviewer. however, confidently proclaimed "the setting of
the piece at the Imperial must be pronounced even finer"
than that at the Lyceum and "as it 1s so spectacular. it
gains much in this way".183

No doubt the reality was somewhere between the
two. Gordon Crosse pronounced the mounting "splendid without
in the least overweighting the play" but felt that the
Imperial — being a good deal smallsr than the Lvceum - "robs
it of some of its effect”.184 C.D.Linton assures us that '"no

leg”"183 hyt when the

@]

attempt was mades to...insert specta

play was again presented by Waller at the Lyric Theatre 1in
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1908 Sidney Lee claimed it to be "in new and improved
conditions"18$ compared with the Lyceum revival in 1900 and
Linton conf:rms that it was "gorgeously mounted".187

Predictably, Benson responded to the advent of war
in 1914 with characteristic robustness. The company had just
commenced 1ts summer Festival at Stratford and sensing that
a formal declaration of hostilities was imminent, at a few
hours' notice Benson had substituted Henry V for the
intended Merry Wives on Monday 3rd August. War was declared
the following day. Even thirty years later John Dover Wilson
recalled that "the epic drama of Agincourt matched the
temper of the moment...so exactly that it might have been
written expressly for 1it'".188

A heightened sense of shared national
identity naturally characterised much of the critical
comment in the early stages of the war. Indeed. critical
judgement, if not actually suspended, was distinctly muted
at this time, almost as if a bad notice — particularly 1in
respect of "the patriotic play"1®® - would constitute an act
of disloyalty. It was a climate which inevitably disarmed
criticism of the play's pageantic elements.

One commentator conceded: "The theatre must be
under present conditions, rather a blessing and a safety
valve than a place to exercise strong opinions'.199 Another,
twelve months later and after eulogising the soldier king.
confessed: "After all., it is no bad ideal. the 1deal of
Henry V. in wartime, even though in peace time we may judge

py another scale of values" . 191
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It was. of course., 'the times' rather than its
staging -hat bestowed a special significance upon the
production. In fact, although a different catalyst had been
introduced Benson's formula remained essentially the same.
Indeed. the announcement the following spring that "the
present programme, with the exception of Coriolanus, is
confined entirely to Shakespearean stock-plays; there are
no experiments in the staging of the rare dramas of
Shakespeare..."1°2 might as justifiably be extended to the
individual plays in the Benson repertoire as to the
construction of the Festival itself.

Consequently, although Henry V was presented on
five occasions during the first Festival of the war the
production itself was reported neither widely nor in detail.
Some satisfaction was expressed that the performance went
"without jingoism from beginning to end”*®2 and when the
same reviewer 'revisited' the production after the initial
exhilara*tion it was only to lament the 'decorous debauchery”
of the French Camp scene; a pause '"which almost amounts to
an interval" before the Agincourt tableau; and an unseemly
overcrowding when the chanting of the funeral corteéege -
effective when heard off-stage - was brought before the
audience "at the back'".t®4 Little, it seems. had changed.

No doubt the familiar brought a measure of
~omfort and reassurance to a generation of theatregcers
whose liwves had been shaken by 1international events. One
reviewer considered that previous acquaintance with the

production meant that the performance "calls for little
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comment" burt exoressed satisfaction that "the gathering of
old comrades. .. zave a corporate quality. akin to the
national spirit, to their doings...'".195n Interestingly. it
was the provincial press which most consistently preserved a
tone of measured critical detachment in its dealings with
the play. Writing of Benson's presentation of Henry V in the
spring of 1815 there 1s a hint of fanaticism in The Times's
scornful dismissal of the Germans' attempts to 'annex'

Shakespeare:

We doubt 1if any foreigner can understand plays
like Henry IV. or Henry V., as quite ordinary
Englishmen understand them.... The plays are an
invocation of what is best and most
characteristic in our race.1°s

In the local press, however, the same production
was praised for its 'modesty', 'simplicity' and lack of
"patriotic demonstration or any sign of jingoism" and,
indeed. rebuked for a tendency so to "belittle the
enemy...that instead of the English standing out gloriously
as heroes they are somewhat tame and lustreless”.1®7 Another
reviewer balanced an understanding that "the King...1s the
incarnation of the English spirit during wartime" against a
recognition of the play's limitations:

Strictly speaking. it is not a drama, but a
pageant. a procession.... Its ideal production
on the modern stage would be based upon the fact
that the Elizabethan stage was particularly
fitted to these half plays, half pageants. Mr
Benson's Stratford production...is devised for
the modern picture stage. and however much we
may regret that at Stratford there 1s no
platform stage of Elizabethan days, we cannot
fail to appreciate the inspiring dignity and
ceremonial patriotism of the Benson

presentation.°®8

When Benson presented the play yet again the
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following spring it was found that "the fires of inspiration
which burns2 last year...have been somewhat quenched" and
that aspects of presentation that had then been indulgently
borne now began to give offence as bearing "both the virtues
and the faults of popularity":

No objection can be advanced against the

ceremony and circumstance and all the pomp and

pageantry of mediaeval colour, provided always

that the mechanical arrangements make no

interference with the continuity of the
performance. 199

Irritation that "the famous tableau was still
the same Parish Parlour affair" and with the concluding
'curtain' ("The characters assembled like the principals in
pantomime, minus the 'fun''") was tempered by the
recognition that the Festival was undertaken "with a
bravery which ought to disarm the critic”.2°99 Such critical
barbs as remained, however, were effectively blunted by the
occasion of the Tercentenary of Shakespeare's death,
marked in London by a commemorative matinée at Drury Lane
Theatre of Julius Caesar on 2nd May in the presence of the
King and Queen: "a sound choice for an occasion of ceremony"”
recalling Tres's '"magnificent revival" 1in 18%8.201%

The event, which lasted some six hours,
concluded with a Shakespeare Pageant arranged by Arthur
Collins and set against a huge black and gold staircase.
Again the comparison with pantomime proved 1irresistible.
this time in justifiable homage to "one who loved masques
and interludes'" .22 On this staircase appeared 1in succession
the characters of eight plays by Shakespeare in a series of

tableaux involving "hundreds of well-known players'".=293 The
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finale was a grand tableau, a long procession and the
$inging of the National Anthem. All this. and 'Sir’' Frank
Benson. too.

The Tercentenary Pageant 1s. perhaps, a fitting
event with which to close a chapter on staged pageantry in
Shakespeare's 'Decorated' period; Tree died twelve months
later and although Benson would continue as director of the
annual Shakespeare Festival at Stratford until 1919, during
the remainder of the war period there would be only one
other production of a play from the second tetralogy in the
decorated mode, a revival of Henry V at His Majesty's "under
the auspices of Sir Herbert Tree"2°4 which had just sixteen
performances; the five other revivals of the early English
histories - all under the more austere auspices of Ben Greet
at the 0ld Vic — totalled only twenty nine performances
between them.

In some respects, of course. the strand of realism
with which the pageantic mode shared a close affinity has
never entirely relinquished its hold upon public taste: "the
modern audience, lacking the Elizabethans' sensitivity to
words. needs such visual assistance'".2©3 Nevertheless, the
early years of the century witnessed both the culmination
and the decline of the antiquarian-spectacular movement. As
realism was gradually up-staged by the new methods of
suggestion the increased simplification and modification of
realistic methods 1inevitably resulzed in a scaling-down of
attendant pageantry. Its very survival in such an ostensibly

arid climate. however, 1s a measure of both an enduring
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pictorial irstinct and the recognition that although 'the
proper d=cocraticn’ of Shakespeare's plays need not extend to
photographic elaboration a measure of 'splendour' is both

proper and necessary to do justice to their spirit.
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CHAPTER II

Dressing down

The origins and progress of the 'New Stagecraft'
have been extensively chronicled and will not be rehearsed
at length here.in The term itself is. of course, a loose one
which embraces a considerable diversity of belief within an
exceedingly broad church. However, if the exponents of the
creed perceived the New Jerusalem in different terms they
were united in rejecting the dual heresies of spectacle and
antiquarianism. All sought in their different ways to free
the audience's imagination by abandoning scenic literalism,
whether by William Poel's method, releasing '"the exquisite
rhythm and cadence of the verse'"2 to create drama through
the ear as in the Elizabethan theatre or like Gordon Craig
who sought to express the poetry visually through suggestive
'decoration’' instead of representative scenery.

A contemporary summarised the principles embraced
by the exponents of the 'New Stagecaft': "The business of
these artists...was to evoke the atmosphere of the piece in
setting and in lights'". To this end they "put as little as
possible on the stage that might distract the spectator from
the meaning of the general design...: they enriched the
setting...through suggestion” and they strove for "a
synthesis of all the available and appropriate forces of the
theater. and of all the qualities of the play...".3

In brief, the visit of the Saxe-Meiningen company

to Drury Lane in 1881 had been an important precursor of the
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New Stagecrai~ pecause of their stress upon the artistic

b+,

ion. all aspects of performance ard design
being intezrzt=Z into a total effect. This was a concept
which inspir:z1 Z.W.Godwin, the father of Craig, no less than
Wagner who acted as the catalyst for the revolution in
staging on the Continent initiated by Adolphe Appia. Both
Appia and Craig sought the substitution of an abstract.
symbolic moun*ing for one of realistic illustration - light
replacing -—he traditional paintad scene - together with a
"synesthetic integration of experience'".4

Apr:ia sought to impart a mythic dimension to the
heroic world -onceived in Wagner's music-dramas through
'sculptured’ light and shadow. Using different stage levels
to create "an aesthetic connection between the actor and the
setting"® and curtains imaginatively draped. "at one swoop
Appia cleared the clutter of proscenium arch. painted
scenery and stage machinery'".®

Crai:g likewise rejected representation and
illusion in favour of expressive. significant 'Form'. Like
Poel, Craig wecrked at first with amateurs and 1in
non—-theatrica! spaces seeking. through a personal control
over and integration of all of the elements of theatre. to
free the spectator's imagination. Unlike Poel his approach
was neither 'antiquarian’ nor scholarly but after a brief
and acrimoninus sortie 1nto the professional theatre - he
largely retir=1 from an active role in production,
influencing ©ne new methods princ:ipally *hrough his writing

— notably The Art of the Theatre (1911) - and suggestive
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.02 r2wvival of Interest in the Elizabethan theatre

Wwith 1ts open stage and minimal scenery was "a particularly
British contribution to the overthrow of realism".” Like
other theatrical innovators at this time Poel sought to
release the imagination of an audience "clogged with
superfluous illustration".® However. when Waller's revival
of Henry V was reviewed by the Sunday Times in 1905 the
play's action was celebrated as being entirely "declamatory
and pictorial” and as such it was deemed to be unsuitable
for a treatment consisting of '"bare boards and merely
curtained entrances".® This was a squib clearly directed at
William Poel and the disciples of Elizabethan 'nudism'©on
and is a testimony to both the continued dominance of
pictorialism and the suspicion which the new methods
generated. Even by 1914 England's response to the new
movement had been relatively slight compared to the extent
that experiment had been embraced on the Continent:

The English, less susceptible to change (than

the Germans]. had scarcely been ftouched by [the

'new movement'] and of course after August.

1814, there was no thought of anything but

carrying on as best they could.?1?1

With the outbreak of war, 1in fact. experimental

me-hods were forgotten: what the public wanted in the midst

t

of confusion., as we have seen. was a return to established
practice and the comfort of familiarity. Even by the early
twenties an American on a 'Grand Tour' of Continental

theatres appeared dismissive that "England experimenrts in

l]ittle theaters...".12
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.2re 1s evidence, n=vertheless, that by ths
outzr=ak oI war ~he 2ld order was beginning to change. even
in England: "Tre= had become quiescent. Sir Alma Tadema wWas
dead. Granvilile Barker was producing and writing, Craig was
making a stir on the Continent, and reviewers were growing
more and more sympathetic toward the efforts of the new
theorists” .13 At the same time, the legacy of pictorialism
was deeply ingrained and even exrponents of scenic simplicity
did not entirely abandon other eiements of the pictorial
mode so that our subject - whilst hardly flourishing in the
prevailing climate — proved sufficiently hardy to survive,
albeit 1in stunted form. The most revolutionary aspect of the
New Movement was in the realm of the visual, manifested
primarily in the stripping away of illusionistic scenic
elaboration. However. in this country this was done without
substituting a 'suggestive' alternative, a fact which threw
the weight of the visual even more emphatically on costumes,
‘groupings' and stage movement. conditions not entirely
unsympathetic to some degree of rageantic display.

On the face of it, the fact that in 1894 William
Poel had chosen to cut York's speach describing
Bolingbroke's triumphal entry intc London when he directed a
public reading of Richard II in the Steinway Hall a2nd did so
again for his full production ¢I the play a7 the University

of London in 1399 might ke taken as a thir.v-disguiz=d

[

public re=jectio>n of 'Deccorated Zhakespear= as repres=2nted
by the infamous 'Historical Epis2de and an affirma-10on of

what Bridges—Adams was to call "the nudist way" of stage
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production.14 After all, in 1857 (and the play had largely
languished i the study since then) the interpolated.
so—callied 'Historical Episode’' had been the popular
highlight of Kean's gorgeous and archaeologically accurate
presentation. It had been revived by Tree, as we have seen,
and in many ways exemplified the ethic of managerial
commercialism which Poel claimed had '"turned the stage into
a huge business for the exhibition of trivialities" and
against which he had set his face.15

In practice, however, Poel's 'nudism' was confined
principally to the shedding of scenic dressing. Believing
both that "the imaginative faculties of modern man...were
being smothered by the insistent appeal to the eye, which at
every turn was recklessly flattered'1¢ and that Shakespeare
was essentially "his own scene painter'"1” he displayed "a
sovereign contempt for the land of milk and honey where
Beerbohm Tree pastured his horses, dogs. and rabbits".1®

Yet although Poel relied largely upon what has
been termed "architectural scenography''*® supplemented with
draped curtains for his settings, he was by no means
indifferent to visual appeal in his staging and to
exploiting the opportunites for pageantry offered by the
text.

Poel's use of the tableau vivant, one of the
most prominent features cf the Victorian pictorial theatre,
has been noted:2¢ C.E.Montague, making comparison with
Raphael and Giorgione. claimed gratefully that Poel's

pyramidal formation in his production of Milton's Samson



Agonistes in 1908 had served to rescue the "vacant eye' from
the play’'s '"wide expanses of still rhetoric"21 while
Speaight enumerates instances indicative of Poel's
"painter's eye'" .22 Montague concluded that it was "not
strict playgoing, perhaps...but quite strict pleasure; the
playgoing eye was at least triumphantly pacified”.=23

When. towards the end of his career he directed
four productions on a full platform stage for the
Elizabethen Stage Circle, Ivor Brown. distinguishing between
this stage and the 'compromise’ of the apron stage, remarked
on the scope 1t offered - by virtue of its size — for "much
and intricate movement...: It enables you to understand the
processional values of the Elizabethan Stage and the welcome
which it gave to the invasive masque" .29 During this periocd,
for example, Poel made full use of the processional elements
in his staging of Samuel Rowley's When you see me, you know
me in order to introduce as much spectacle and action as
possible, while in 1895 in The Comedy of Errors he had
introduced a procession which passed through the audience
and which anticipated Max Reinhardt's similar attempts to
link spectators and stage.

In many of his Shakespearean productions, Poel
made use of beefeaters, halberdiers and servants, some of
whom remained on stage throughout the performance. Some were
used for purely practical purposes but "for the most
part...the function of these supernumeraries was purely
pictorial”.=%

Although much revised and heavily overwritten,



the prompt copy for Richard II has an extensive 'ORDER OF
ENTRANCE' for the opening scene which brackets characters
and groups of characters together as if to indicate
processional pairings and includes numerous supers which are
listed again separately alongside:
4 HALB[(ERD] IERS
NORFOLK
CARLISLE
SURREY
SALISBURY
NORTH [UMBERLAND ]
ABBOT
GAUNT, 2 BLUE SER[VANTS]
2 JUDGES, RECORDER, ROSS, WILL[OUGHBY],
BUTLER
Mr ORME, YORK AND 2 RED SER([VANTS]
2 BEEF[EATERS], RICH[ARD], AUMERLE, 2 BEST
RED SER([VANTS]
Provision is also made for '2 BLUE SERVANTS' to
accompany Bolingbroke's entrance,?2¢ all of which compares
very favourably in terms of numbers with the thirty-seven
massed on stage in The Comedy of Errors 1in 189527 and,
indeed. is comparable with Benson's cast for Richard II.=28n
Even more impressive provision was made for the
opening of the lists at Coventry. In addition to the named
characters — Ross, Willoughby, Scroop, Salisbury,
Northumberland, Gaunt, Aumerle, Surrey, Richard, Bushy,
Bagot, Green - there were two 'BLUE' servants, four
halberdiers, two beefeaters, ten guards, two 'BEST RED
SERVANTS WITH TwWO CUSHIONS, ([STATE] SWORD AND ORB'.a
'RECORDER' and 'TWO OTHER RED SERVANTS' as well as boys
[ie Bluecoat Boys! to 'BRING ON CHAIRS AND BRING DOWN ALTAR
TABLE'. Norfolk and Bolingbroke was each accompanied by 'TWO

HERALDS' comprising a 'BUGLE BOY' and a named super bearing
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@ 'GILT WAND'. In this Poel actually 'improved' upon the
stage direczion which required only a single herald for
each. He aisc chose to elaborate the various martial calls
in having two trumpets 'ANSWER EACH OTHER' as Richard and
the court enter and again following Norfolk's declaration.2°®

When Richard and his train had left the stage no
less than four halberdiers and four 'BLUE' servants remained
on stage to decorate the leave-taking of Gaunt and his son,
presumably to see Bolingbroke off the premises.

The fact that Poel used so many supers to swell
the scene led at times, no doubt, to a very crowded stage
and 1t may be this to which the Athenaeum was alluding in
its patronising assessment of this scene:

It was, of course, impossible for the fight

between Mowbray and Hereford to take place. All

that could be done was to bring on the

contending noblemen, put blunted lances in their

hands, and make them, with the aid of their

squires, don, and then at royal bidding doff

their casques. For a moment it seemed as 1f they

were going to fight without, but on the king's

throwing down a superfluous warder they were

haled back.=3°

Even for an informal 'Court' scene such as

Aumerle's report of Bolingbroke's leave—-taking Richard,
entering from stage left, was attended by two beefeaters and
two 'BEST' servants while Aumerle, entering from the right,
was accompanied by four halberdiers. An additional
refinement was the playing of a harp - presumably intended
to suggest courtly indulgence - during the opening speeches
of this scene., as 1t did during the opening scene of the
plaY-al

Indeed, Poel seems to have used music principally
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to point the mood of a scene. The martial scenes were marked
by trumpst ard bugle calls and by drums while the solemnity
of the scene portraying the ailing Gaunt in Ely House was
established by an on-stage choir comprising four Blue
servants as 'MONKS', an Abbot. two choristers and a Nun, a
mood that was effectively destroyed with the entrance of
Richard and his followers, again to the accompaniment of the
harp. Significantly the prompt copy shows that Poel's
original intention to announce the King's presence with a
conventional trumpet flourish was abandoned in favour of the
less respectful harp.3=
Although Poel seems. within the limits of his

means, to have made the most of the play's pageantic
elements the prevailing stage conditions ensured that his
staging of processional entrances and exits was not always
in keeping with the dignity of the occasion:

Monarchs, heroes, and the like, had again and

again to step across the footlights and ascend

by steep steps through files of spectators to a

dressing—-room somewhere at the back of the

auditorium.33

In Westminster Hall Richard apparently entered in

formal procession preceded by two beefeaters 'WHO GO AND
STAND BY THRONE' and followed by York bearing the royal
crown on a cushion and by two 'BEST RED' servants with two
cushions displaying the orb and sceptre respectively. Orn:ce
Richard had been deposed the processional element was agailn
exploited, the separate exits of Richard and Bolingbroke

being combined 1n a single augmented procession headed by

two halberdiers. They were followed by Northumberland
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eéscorting FEichard and they, in turn. by Bolingbroke with two
halberdiers to bring up the rear.24

Tor the coffin =2pisode in the final scene four
choristers bearing lighted candles led the procession,
followed by two monks, two 'BLACK SERVANTS', four soldiers
carrying the coffin, two additional soldiers and, finally,
Exton.233

Here Pcel seems to have deliberately focused the
audience's attention upon the spectacle of the cortége and
so upon the personal tragedy of Richard. To this end he
ensured that they were not distracted by Bolingbroke's
internal turmoil - which would not, in any case, have sat
easily with the solemn choral background — and cut all
reference to Exton's justification of his deed.
Bolingbroke's response and his pledge to undertake a
pilgrimage to the Holy Land.

The prompt copy (Shattuck calls it a ‘'partial’
prompt book)23% contains little indication of business or of
movement about the stage and it seems probable that Poel was
content to rely upon a generally static stage picture -
embellished as it was by historically authentic costumes
rich in colour and texture — to hold the eye of the
audience. This impression 1s confirmed by the Athenaeum
which observed that "stage conditions were...prohibitive of
any kind of decoration beyond dress and of almost any kind
of action'", a point which it reiterated later in the review

by stating that the production was dressed in "handsome

Tudor costumes'" and that the lines were declaimed "with
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little accompaniment of movement or gesture'.3?

The T:mes concluded that "the picturesque grouping
stood out effectively against the tapestry which served for
background'".®® The very variety in the offices of the
various supernumeraries alone — halberdiers, beefeaters,
soldiers, together with matching pairs of red, blue and
black servants - suggests a stage impressively 'decorated’
for all 'public' occasions and hardly less so, as we have
seen, for many less formal scenes.

The Sale Catalogue for the auction of the
Elizabethan Stage Society's stage effects, properties and
costumes gives an instructive snapshot. Among the costumes
four servants' liveries were itemised, emphasising their
authenticity and claiming that they were copied from the
state household of Queen Elizabeth. Although the colour was
not given they consisted of heavily gold braided tabards
edged with fur with the emblem of the Tudor rose, with tunic
and trunk, hose, shoes, ruff and flat hat.=3°

Of course, in attempting to re-create the spirit
of the Elizabethan playhouse Poel was bound to fail; 1t was
apparent to a contemporary observer that '"reconstitute the
Elizabethan stage as you may, you cannot restore the
Elizabethan frame of mind";<9© Shakespeare's audience took
completely for granted the dress and architectural setting
which provided the context for their experience of the
plays. Poel labcured to re-create these features in terms of
'costume' and the simulated physical environment of the

sixteenth century public theatre as earnestly as Tree sought
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Lo create his own brand of realism. As such, his interest
was self-ceonscious and equally antiquarian. It is profoundly
lronic that in 1912 Granville Barker should have said of
Poel: "'I think his method is somewhat archaeological'" .42
Poel may have shared with Craig tbe desire to free
the spectator's imagination but thereafter their paths
diverged and the following extract from the 'Watchtower' of
the New Stagecraft, The Mask, to some extent defines the
nature of Poel's relative failure:
It 1s meretorious (sic] to insist on forms.
Religion and all else naturally clothes itself
in forms; but there are suitable true forms, and
then there are untrue unsuitable. As the
briefest definition one might say, Forms which
GROW round a substance, if we rightly understand
that, will correspond to the real Nature and
purport of 1it...; forms which are consciously
put round a substance, bad. I invite you to
reflect on this. It distinguishes true from
false in Ceremonial Form, earnest solemnity from
empty pageant, 1n all human things.<2
It is a vision that exposes the discrepancy
between Poel's theory and practice, expresses the
essentially organic nature of Craig's approach and
anticipates the 'Holy Theatre' of Peter Brook.<43
However, the dearth of production detail in
press reviews of productions of Shakespeare in England at
this time 1s 1tself a measure of the relative failure of the
new staging methods to make a significant impact on either
the producers of plays or their public. Conversely, such
special events as the Tercentenary Pageant were widely
reported because the productions themselves were frequently

predictartle rehearsals of well—-tried models. At Stratford

not only Benson but Bridges-Adams. too, and even his
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Successor, 3en Iden Payne - whose reign extended into the
second worlZ war - '"worked from old promptbooks when
remounting a ciay. fossilizing the performance texts,
conceptions. characterizations, and the basic
scenography' .44

At the Old Vic which had "taken to
itself...the task of looking after Shakespeare"<5 and where
Henry V and at least one other of the second tetralogy was
in repertoire every Shakespeare season between 1915 and
1920, Ben Greet ''never wanted to alter anything in the way
of stage business or reading of parts'.4% For the
proprietor, Lilian Baylis. "limited finances and a prejudice
against elaboration justified one another.... The 0ld Vic
presented the plays as an austere, evangelical alternative
to lasciviousness and drink" .47

For her producer, Ben Greet, it was economy
rather than ideology which precluded anything other than
purely nominal pageantic display. The prompt books
themselves have not survived, but although he has tended to
be associated with the austerities of William Poel "Greet
was not, by disposition, an Elizabethanist".<4® His
Shakespeare seasons at the Olympic Theatre and the
Metropole. Camberwell, in the later 1890s had been "fully
scenic"4® and were actually criticised for being merely
scaled down versions of Lyceum productions.S® Certainly when
The Ben Greet Players were invited to undertake the
Shakespeare Birthday Festival in 1895 his presentation of

Much Ado had '"lacked nothing in beauty of scenery and was
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sumptuously drassed"” while "the church scene was
part:cularly :mpressive with incense and acolytes. The choir
of Holy Trini-wv Church sang the first part of the marriage
service".%1 Moreover, his production of A Midsummer Night's
Dream at the Theatre Royal, Leamington in January 1895
included a cast of sixty, the entire suite of Mendelssohn's
music performed by "an increased orchestra and chorus" as
well as "a fairy ballet, a shadow dance, a dance of flowers,
a dance of stars [and] an electric ballet".S=2

He had gained the reputation of being an
'Elizabethanist' when he toured with Poel's Henry V at the
beginning of -he century. Even so, although an open air
performance at Stratford-upon-Avon enabled him to simplify
his scenic presentation he embraced enthusiastically such
moments of spectacle as remained available to him, sending
Henry into baztle on a white charger and dressing him in a
"silver armour' which glittered impressively in the light
of the open camp fire.S3

At *he 01d Vic, too, although Greet paid close
attention to :inculcating distinct and sympathetic
verse-speaking in his actors he was not indifferent to the
visual appeal! of his productions., giving "much attention to
the grouping <f 'Attendants’ and 'Crowds'" while the
costumes, toc. hired from Raynes in the Waterloo Road,
although "onlv hired...in extreme necessity”.®4 were
"handsome and suitable'" .53

He continued to argue that the best way to

present Shakespeare's plays was on a ''plain stage
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representing as nearly as possible Shakespeare's own stage"
and with "as much as possible, all, in fact. of the text"
but in practice compromised with "carefully arranged
'Acting versions'" with changes of scenery "to make them
entertaining and interesting to ordinary audiences'.S5s

When Greet had presented Henry V at Stratford in
1901 - a production which Poel had rehearsed - its staging
clearly had a certain curiosity value for its small number
of contemporary reviewers:

Upon the Memorial boards had been constructed an
Elizabethan stage, hung with arras, or hanging
curtains. and overhead a blue canopy of stars
representing the heavens. At the back was a
'balcony’', on which the incidents not
immediately connected with the play were
portrayed, this part being occasionally
concealed by a second curtain. The stage, in
fact, was an exact reproduction of the old
Curtain Theatre, London, so famous in
Elizabeth's day.S5?

Repeatedly the stage's '"strangely bare
appearance' S8 was contrasted with '"the magnificent mounting
and dressing now 1n vogue',®? though the same reviewer who
acknowledged that '"the majority of playgoers are moved by
gorgeous costumes, gay trappings, and elaborate scenery'" was
also sufficiently realistic to concede that managers were
unlikely to embrace 'Elizabethan methods' since when there
is "no tinsel scenery to distract it" the attention of the
audience is likely to be fixed upon the words of the poet
which is equally likely to expose bad acting and so ensure
"a beggarly array of empty benches'".s©

When Benson decided to devote himself to

hospital war work abroad and the Old Vic company - dressed
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in the unfamiliar garb of 'The Shakespeare Repertory
Company -f The Enyal Victoria Theatre' — presented the
summer Festival at Stratford-upon-Avon in 1916 Henry VIII
was the only English history play in the repertoire. Even
so, Greet chose to retain the coronation procession in
Act IV, Scene 1 in accordance with the stage directions, and
ended the play with the baptism of Princess Elizabeth,
represented by a real baby.

When Greet presented Henry V at the Shakespeare
Memorial Theatre in a matinée performance on 23rd October,
1916, albeit with a "full cast of thirty-five, apart from
supernumeraries''s1l again it was the staging which excited
most comment, evidently on the principle that the remarkable
thing about the production was not so much that it was done
well, but that it was done at all. It was termed, somewhat
circumspectly, "a bold experiment',®2 "a students' play"
presented under "very novel and interesting
circumstances”.s3

Harley Granville Barker's few Shakespearean
productions did not include a history play. However, his
so—called "Post-Impressionist Shakespeare'©4 abandoned the
"splendid irrelevant pageantry”$® along with the pictorially
realistic settings that audiences had come to see as part of
the Shakespearean tradition inherited from Irving and Tree.
Barker acknowledged the influence of Poel and Craig on his
thinking but resisted the antiquarianism of the former no
less than the monolithic tendencies of the latter. striving

always for an intimacy between actor and audience. The



simplified staging of Shakespeare initiated by Poel was. in
effect, "pecpularised by Barker in less academic
reconstructions” " $% to profoundly influence the stylised
productions in the period between the wars.

A practitioner who could ass2rt that there was
"no Shakespearean tradition" and who, beyond the text and
1ts demands, claimed complete freedom in representing them
would no doubt have felt the constraints of popular
expectation regarding the portrayal of English history to be
excessive. His productions of Euripides, however,
necessarily called for symbolic action, particularly when
they were performed in America on a much larger scale than
previously. The prompt copy for Iphigenia in Tauris, in
particular, reveals that the director adopted a version of
ritualized performance, paying '"close attention to formal.
ceremonial patterns'”.¢7 In his Shakespearean productions,
too, he used stylisation not only in his designs - he
employed Norman Wilkinson as his 'decorator' - but also in
stage movement. In A Midsummer Night's Dream (1914) his
fairies were 'gilded figures moving stiffly in hieratic
patterns’.é® Photographs of the production also show both
Oberon and Titania attended by extensive trains®® while one
commentator was impressed by the 'rich pageant when they
marched across the stage in a giittering procession'.”7°

Ironically, for an unadventurous public the
shock of Barker's new scenography had the effect of
interposing itself between the play and its reception just

as obtrusively as had the old illusionist scenography from
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which Baker was seeking to escape. His achievement with
Shakespeare undc.btedly extended beyond the visual to
involve '"rehabilitated approaches to the text, to verse
speaking, and to acting as well"”?71 but a significant
proportion of his audience remained stubbornly faithful to a
creed dedicated to maintaining "the time-honoured gulf
between spectator and actor"” since '"the average theatre goer
craves 1illusion'" .72

Like Barker, Max Reinhardt - styled ‘the Great
Eclectic' because he mounted each presentation in its own
unique style - had a profound influence on contemporary
staging precisely because he avoided the shrill tones of
extremism. Reinhardt utilised the new inventions of the
revolving stage ("Reinhardt's modern compromise between
illusion and non-illusion")?2 and developed types of
cyclorama, devices which he brought to the Coliseum in 1911
with Sumuridn, the first of three great symbolic pageants
which he brought to the capital. Interestingly, Reilnhardt
had threatened to withdraw the production only hours before
the opening performance because Sir Oswald Stoll had had the
decor painted with motifs from the Alhambra, "and the
scenery was now red, gold, yellow, blue and heaven knows
what other colours of the rainbow" instead of the uniform

white that had been specified. When challenged. Sir Oswald's

response 1is revealing: "'The London audience expects its
Orient to be colourful.... That's in accordance with its
taste'" .74 Even sc, Stern recalls: "The audience recognized

that they were facing something new and unusual....
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Literally overnight Reinhardt and I became famous in London
as the most daring and successful of stage innovators"7% and
the production ultimately proved influential in establishing
here a simplified setting and an atmospheric unity.

The spectacular The Miracle (1911) in the vast
area of Olympia and Oedipus Rex (1912) at the Lyceum were
both notable examples of what Stern, calls "a favourite
slogan at that time'":7¢ 'Sprengung des Biihnenrahmens',
breaking down and extending the physical limits of the
stage, extending the action beyond the footlights. The
entrance of the blinded Oedipus through the auditorium - a
'make—-shift' arrangement, according to Martin-Harvey,
arising from the original Circus staging”?” - caused a
sensation even though the theatre building did not permit
Reinhardt fully to incorporate play and audience into one
setting as he had done in Munich in 1910. Olympia. however,
converted into the semblance of a cathedral for The Miracle,
gave the audience the sense of actually participating in the
experience. The spectacular mimed drama - with a cast of
some 1,800. over a dozen horses and specialists imported
from Switzerland to instruct ceremonial flag-wavers?8 -
provided the scope for a number of impressive processions
enhanced by costumes that were '"reckless and exaggerated"”
and properties "manufactured much larger than usual" to
increase the scale of the actors.”®

It was through his Shakespeare productions.
however, that Reinhardt became nationally and

internationally known, precisely because he approached the
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pPlays "with eyes unclouded by the traditional staging of the
Victorian age”®° and it is wholly characteristic of
Reinhardt's 'eclecticism' that the extravagantly spectacular
style of his great mimed pageants should give way to
Elizabethan simplicity for Shakespeare. Like Poel in England
and Jacques Copeau in France "he saw nothing anachronistic
in reverting to the imaginative freedom of an empty
stage',®! though he adapted his approach to suit each play,
using the revolve to provide a degree of scenic background
and his impressionistic, broadly symbolist, settings could
be as simple or as lavish as the text required. Although
Reinhardt's general design style evolved towards
ever—increasing simplicity, the visual appeal of ceremonial
was unashamedly indulged: A Midsummer Night's Dream — first
presented by Reinhardt in 1905 and repeatedly revived over a
thirty four year period - included "brilliant processionals
under a star-spangled sky. with Theseus and Hippolyta making
their entrance to a candle-lit parade and at Oxford in the
open air in 1933 a cast which included some eighty supers.®2
John Martin—-Harvey who had played Oedipus for
Reinhardt in 1912 could not but be influenced by the
director's methods. In May 1916 Martin-Harvey revived
Henry V. ostensibly 'in the Elizabethan manner'. at His
Majesty's. While Benson's revival of the same play earlier
in the year had failed to inspire and Greet's production had
the air of a worthy academic experiment. Martin-Harvey's
revival succeeded in moving the audience to applaud with

"patriotic delight'®3 as the curtains masking the rear stage
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were drawn apart on the final couplet of the Southampton
scene to reveal the English fleet ready to sail for France.
"the King's ship...all golden and scarlet and glorious. hung

about with emblazoned armoury":&<

Was it Elizabethan? At the moment we would have
agreed to anything.... When the magic
dimmed...we recognised it as a Christmas
pantomime - the transformation scene put to
legitimate dramatic effect.8S

Martin-Harvey had shown himself to be not
entirely averse to the practice of simplified staging by
seeking the advice of Poel before deciding on the design for
The Taming of the Shrew in 1913 but was his Henry V
'Elizabethan’? Clearly not. In fact, Martin-Harvey's
biographer felt that the production's 'Elizabethan’
pedigree to be "one of the manager's grave, unconscious
jokes'"8¢ though Cary Mazer - likeping Martin-Harvey's use of
this inner stage to Tree's 1interpolated tableaux -
appears to have missed the joke 1in seeing the production as
"a return to archaeologism through the transformation of
the Elizabethan stage into a pictorial showcase”.®87

Gordon Crosse's evaluation reveals his
characteristic good sense:
The Elizabethan device of an inner & outer stage
was followed, not slavishly or with pedantic
archaism, but the main idea enabled the sequence
of scenes to be intelligently given without
waits, & 1t was adapted to the needs of the
modern theatre. The front part of the stage with
its own doors (in appropriate fifteenth century
architecture) was separated by a curtain from
the inner stage. on which a succession of quite

sufficiently elaborate sets in the modern style
were shown.88
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Martin-Harvey's approach to the settings of his
Shakespearean Tercentenary revivals was more 'modern' than
even Crosse could have foreseen. each of the four
productions being planned on a different method in a manner
remarkably akin to the 'holistic' ideal and reflecting
Reinhardt's influence. Expressing contempt for what he
called an "antic futurism" in theatrical art designed to
"bewilder the eyes of the groundlings and earn...a spurious
reputation for 'modernism'" he placed his faith firmly in
the supremacy of 'the play':

Everything must be subordinate to the play

itself. It does not matter whether your style is

the realistic, the academic, the archaeological,

whether it 1s old-fashioned, or whether it is

reformed.... It is the spirit in which a play is

produced which matters, not the form. To design

a new, 1ngenious, eccentric setting is nothing,

unless the design arises naturally and

inevitably from the play itself and 1is

conceived, too 1n a spirit which subordinates

decoration to the meaning and expression of the

play, unless. in other words, the setting of the

play i1s studied from the inside out and not from

the outside in.®8?°

We have several tantalising glimpses of our

subject: Martin-Harvey himself speaks of '"troops of
'Lords, ladies, officers, soldiers, citizens. messengers,
and attendants'"®° and - among curtains of different designs
and fabrics hung behind the false proscenium - one was of
gold tissue for rich interiors.®! The programme for the
production acknowledged a debt to Alfred Rodway in respect
of '"archaeological details'®2 and Martin-Harvey names Kruger
Gray as being responsible for "all the furniture, weapons,

armour ., coats of arms. heraldrv. cannon. tents, [and]

costumes"®3 while pazreantic music 1included Elgar's The
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Crown of India and Percy E. Fletcher's The Spirit of
Pageantry.®4n

Arthur Machen gave a stirring glimpse of the
production's pageantry which "gladdened us with his

understanding approval':®S

The old history comes to us splendidly arraved.
It glances with noble and golden banners, with
the blazonry of leopards and lilies and all the
tinctured learning of the heralds. Wherever King
Harry goes the square, stiff banner of England
follows him. his knights are surcoated in
strange devices, armoured with glittering
splendours.®s

Notwithstanding Machen's obvious enthusiasm,
Martin-Harvey had to confess that he had been mistaken in
supposing that "in those warlike days'" it was the play
which the public "most wished to see'; in the event, it
proved to be the only one of the four Shakespearean
productions which failed to show a profit.®7?

Nevertheless, Machen's tone in his review of a
production built on the older order of pictorialism and
spectacle, though reduced in scale. indicates how tenuous
had been the foothold gained by the theorists of the New
Movement before the war. Indeed. with Martin-Harvey's season
Shakespeare activity in the capital effectively ceased until
five months after the Armistice as audiences. supplemented
by large numbers of scldiers on leave, streamed into the
theatres with a taste for "only the lightest kind of
fare'" .98 Sex plavys. burlesque and music hall entertainment
thrived and '"'the London theatre sank to 1ts lowest point

since its nineteenth-century revival"”.®® A contemporary

observer expressed contempt that 'the theatre 1n all its



-106-

varieties has been in the sordid hands of money-makers" and
concluded: "If there was ever a period when England was
blessed with an idiot theatre. and an idiot spectator to
match, 1t was then".to0o0
When in 1919 the Stratford Festival was restored
after its wartime interruption W. Bridges—-Adams succeeded
Frank Benson's long and distinguished reign, though no
history play was offered during that first post-war season.
When it was. in 1920, it was on the basis of a sensible
compromise between the old ways and the new. Bridges—Adams,
himself., spoke of his desire to avoid "pseudo-simplicity as
well as over-elaboration”1©1 and theatre historians of a
later generation have been able to acknowledge that
"Shakespeare, under Bridges—Adams, had a fair deal without
pomp or barren experiment', K 102
A contemporary reviewer spoke of Bridges—-Adams's
device of four movable columns, creating "an expanding and
contracting proscenium"”. as combining 'the advantages of
Shakespeare's platform stage with those of the pictorial
stage of modern times'"; a workable truce had been achieved.
it seems. between the parties 1n another theatre of war:
...the veriest fanatic for Elizabethan nudity
cannot accuse Mr Adams of wasting
time...[while]...he keeps the eye pleased and
the imagination stimulated... 10°3
Between 1920 and 1930 at least one play in the
second tetralogy featured in all but two years (1920 and
1925), -“hough Richard II's appearance 1in nine Festivals

(spring and summer) far outweighed Henry V's three. The

imbalance 1s to be accounted for in part. no doubt, by an
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understandable measure of war-weariness, as this review

suggests:
In these days, when all men know the romance and
glamour of war to be an exploded sham. the
spectacle of Harry of England plunging two
nations into a struggle for the sake of his
personal honour fails to move an audience as it
must have moved those of another age... 104

Productions during this period are not extensively
chronicled and in most cases our thoughts must
'make 1imaginary puissance' with the meagre evidence
available.

The 1920 Henry V, with a cast of "some forty
characters'".195 seems to have combined simplicity of means
with an effect that was. overall, pictorial. The Daily
Telegraph recognised that "it is, of course, no part of his
[Bridges—Adams's] idea to pageantise this play"1°% while the
Manchester Guardian, echoing the sentiments of other
reviewers, proclaimed the production "a triumph for
simplicity".197 Little detail of the production has survived
but a glimpse of the French camp in terms of '"a screen. one
banner and three spears' is a world away from Benson, let
alone Kean., Irving and Tree.1°8

The play was presented in panel form between two
dark velvet transverse curtains which could disclose larger
or smaller portions of the stage. as required. The Daily
Express remarked that "the play is essentially a
spectacular work. and therefore none too amenable to such
treatment'"*°? and yet both i1t and others declared it to L=

‘pictorial’, and even 'gorgeous'.110

Its claim to be judged 1n these terms seems to
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ive rested almost entirely on its costumes. The Stage
raised "the wonderful 'Sothern' wardrobe which has been
acquired by the Memorial Theatre governors'.11in Qthers
observed "the dresses are rich";112 remarked on the
"historical accuracy of the costume'"112 or picked out ""among
the many beautiful costumes" a robe "worn at the end by Miss
Ethel Warwick [which was] an exact copy of a rich robe of
the period. exact even to the minutest stitch".:14
When Bridges—-Adams next presented Henry V at
Stratford, in April 1927 - in a dignified retreat to the
town cinema following a fire the previous year — it was
again the costumes which caught the eye, though such
comment as was offered was necessarily qualified: "..the
dresses were quite rich and splendid when one considers what
a great deal of the Shakespeare wardrobe perished in the
flames...":215 " | although its pageantry cannot now at
Stratford be its strongest feature...the setting and
dressing lacks that richness of colour, that heraldic
gorgeousness. that one would desire for Henry V';21S Henry V
"is a production which calls for pageantry...although this
was not possible on a big scale...".117
There are glimpses. too, of a modified pageantry

in the 'Agincourt song' sung behind a lowered curtain
before the production opened and in the vigour of the
silhouetted battle pieces1i® but in truth. press attention
at this time was focused more on the progress of the
fund-raising to replace the Memorial Theatre and

on specuiation regarding the new theatre's design than upon
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reporting current productions.

Even before the conflagration which consumed it
the Memorial Theatre was itself frequently portrayed as
imposing -ontraints upon the new management of
Bridges—Adams. The smallness of the stage and the "archaic
nature of the facilities"®19® were seen by some as being
responsible for perceived shortcomings in his first season
at Stratrord.

Curiously. such logistical failings had not been
an 1ssue during the period of Bensonian pictorialism - and
he was not called 'the Irving of the provinces' for
nothing. Now they provided a practical and therefore
legitimate justification in an era but painfully breaking
away from '"the outworn, 'representational', sham—-realistic
style of production”120 for settings that were '"simple and
free from all unnecessary scenic decoration'.121

This was no doubt unnerving for provincial
audiences whose reverential solemnity and conservatism in
all matters Shakespearean were 1n danger of rendering his
work what one national newspaper called "a dead letter in
modern England".122 though Bridges—Adams's 'simplicity' was
infinitely preferable to the "freakish. or futurist, or
rebellious'" perceived 1in Europe.1=23

Undoubtedly national prejudices plaved a part in
fostering opposition to experimental staging. Reviewing
James Fagan's production of Twelfth Night at the Court
Theatre which restored Shakespeare tc the West End after

"the glut of tomfoolery" which had characterised its
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war-time theatre the Daily Express expressed satisfaction
that there were "no new-fangled German—art ideas" to mar
it; "no Nurembergian toy landscapes or futuristic 'art'
effects..." 124

This has a clear 'populist' appeal but even The
Times. reporting on Bridges—-Adams's first production as
director of the Stratford Festival when it was revived
after a gap of three years, expressed relief that "for all
his reputation as a designer'" he '"does not intend to be
freakish” and hoped that he would contrive to be "original
without being outrageous".12%

‘Outrageous’' he certainly was not and the
qualified originality of combining traverses and painted
scenery which was ''rather a suggestion than a statement'126
soon settled into a predictability attested to by the fact
that the same prompt copy of KRichard II served for revivals
in 1920, 1924. 1926 and 1928.

One reviewer of the first of these called 1t "a
gorgeous production''t2? though its claim to the adjective
again seems to have rested upon a tapestry lowered to form a
"taking background"12®2 and on its costumes which anticipated
an eclectic approach more common later 1in the century. They
were primarily in the Elizabethan style but employed '"the
most striking attributes of the various fashions which have
ruled “hroughout the ages".12%9 As with his Henry V his
"adherance to historical detail"13© and "absolute
accuracyv't31 was noted while Murray Carrington's Richard

assumed an impressive black armour in honour of his father,.
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the Black Prince.132 Clearly the play's pageantry was not
the producer's principal concern but he was aware.
nevertheless. that something must be done if the play's
inherently formal qualities were to be respected.

Unusually, reviews of the production make little
reference to the lists scene, traditionally one of the
play's big 'production numbers'. The prompt copy suggests a
'sufficient' pageantry, though its detail was modified, no
doubt. according to time and place.1233n

The King's pavilion was 'dressed' with eight
soldiers and, in front of them, eight lords flanking the
King and Queen symetrically. Both soldiers and lords
entered from left and right rather than being discovered and
so brought a processional flavour to the scene, while a
ceremonial 'swordbearer' was a permanent symbolic presence
throughout the scene. All of the Marshall's proclamations
were delivered with 'BACK TO AUD([IENCE]', a simple device
which focused attention upon the King and the spectacle of
the trial of arms and turned the audience into the onlookers
on the fourth side of the jousting field.

Richard and his Queen entered to a flourish
which 'STOP AS KING SITS'. Indeed. ceremonial flourishes,
both specified and additional. punctuated the scene. Two
quite separate music cues - albeit 'SEGUE' - proclaimed
Mowbray's initial declaration and then announced
Bolingbroke, while a further flourish gave force to the
latter's declaration.

Further 'flourishes' marked the King's command
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'Order the trial. Marshal and begin' (this one designated a
'"MARCH'). the conveying of Norfolk's lance and the
conclusion of the First Herald's speech. The Marshal's
'Sound trumpets; and set forward, combatants' was also made
the occasion of additional ceremony, the line being
modified by omitting the 'and' to create two quite distinct
commands. The first ('Sound trumpets') permitted a flourish
during the exit stage left and stage right of Mowbray and
Bolingbroke respectively and the second ('set forward,
combatants') produced a 'LONG FLOURISH AND ROLL OF DRUMS'
for the charge.

There was, of course, a further 'LONG FLOURISH'
following Richard's '...let the trumpets sound // While we
return these dukes what we decree' to allow Mowbray and
Bolingbroke to return to the stage, but the oath swearing
was conducted with more than usual ceremony, both
combatants repeating the ocath. line by line. together with
'"BUS[INESS] OF CHANGING HANDS' as each swore to keep the
oath.134

If this scene succeeded in offending neither
traditionalists nor innovators. the staging of Westminster
Hall was felt by the Morning Post, at least, to have
"fallen between two stools. going either too far 1in the
direction of actuality or not far enough'"133 while the

Athenaeum urged a '"far more ruthless simplification of

scenery' .13¢

The ritual of uncrowning followed broadly

conventional lines., though a long refectory-type table
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placed downstage of the throne suggested an administrative
dimension prevailing over the purely ceremonial and the
producer was unusual in having Richard formally crown
Bolingbroke in his stead.

After the gages episode in which Bolingbroke had
already established his authority by personally coming
between the drawn swords of the incensed nobles Richard
entered ahead of York and a page bearing the regalia. He
responded to Bolingbroke's 'Are you contented to resign the
crown?' with unspecified 'CROWN BUS[INESS]' before
‘undoing' himself by placing the crown on a cushion borne
by a page and handing the 'SCEP[TRE] TO BOL[INGBROKE]'. At
'With mine own hands I give away my crown' he relinquished
the orb and during the remainder of the speech 'TAKES
BOL [INGBROKE] BY HAND AND LEADS BOL[INGBROKE] UP STEPS'. At
'Long mayst thou live in Richard's seat to sit' he
'PLACE(S] CR[OWN] ON HIS HEAD', and bowed to Bolingbroke
before turning to York to ask 'What more remains?'

The purely administrative nature of the
interchange between Richard and Northumberland was
emphasised by its being conducted from opposite ends of the
long downstage table and Richard's breaking down at the
table allowed a moment of compassicon from Bolingbroke as he
'DROPS DOWN TO LI[EFT] AND TOUCHES R[ICHARD'sS] SHOULDER'.

For the final scene in Windsor Castle there was
provision for sixteen supers as well as those 'lords' now
redundant to line the back of the stage — restrained by two

lines of men—-at-arms - to cheer as the curtain rose and
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bells chimei ('SOFTLY') for Bolingbroke's entrance. The
stage was bazred in 'BRIGHT SUNLIGHT' as the King ascended
the royal trreone. The image of Bolingbroke triumphant was
in poignant contrast to the solemnity surrounding Richard's
coffin. Here Bolingbroke's triumphal chimes were succeeded
by a single bell tolling on stage as the coffin entered to
additional music which 'STOP DEAD' once the coffin was on
stage. giving way to a solemn 'CHANT'.127

At the 0Old Vic Ben Gre=t's immediate successors
— Russell Thorndike (1919): Robert Atkins (1919-1925) and
Andrew Leigh (1925-29) - all, of course, under the
parsimonious eye of Miss Baylis - perpetuated a house style
in which "productions were not so much designed as
outfitted"23® and which was characterised. scenically, by
"dowdy curtain settings'.13° All produced plays from the
second tetralogy in this period but the prompt copies have
not survived. even reviews are far from numerous and
treatment of our subject 1s necessarily fragmentary.

In Russell Thorndike's 1919 production of
Richard II. in collaboration with Charles Warburton. the
pageantry of the Lists was emphasised in "the picturesque
and presumably accurate dresses and excellent scenery by
Wilfred Walter'"149 while an iconic image of Christ was
invoked in the deposition scene. Here Thorndike. who played
Richard. car=fully arranged his make-up "to suggest the
conventional portrait of Christ'®4? and at the line 'Nay.
all of you that look at me...' he threw open his long black

cloak to reveal a white surplice-like gown beneath and posed
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in a Christ-like attitude. "his...hands appealingly held out
slightly from his sides as he completed his speech'".14=z

Robart Atkins. a disciple of Poel, used a
semi-permanent Elizabethan setting based on "a false
proscenium of black velvet...and a forestage'.143 His
judicious use of the old stock material may have secured
"miraculous effects"®44 but it did not, evidently. stretch
to pageantry: Herbert Farjeon's admiration for his revival
of Richard II in 1925 was for a production contrived
"without fuss or flourish'.14s

Barry Jackson's attitude to Shakespearean
production has been described as "the logical extension of
the Elizabethanism of William Poel'".146 Believing that
period costume and 'poetic' vocal delivery were "artificial
barriers between the play and the spectator'" it would be
necessary to eliminate '"the entire tradition that continued
to dominate Shakespeare performance 1n Great Britain'" 1if
these barriers were to be removed.2147 This he attempted with
modern dress settings and low-key, ’'naturalistic'
verse—speaking. notably 1n his productions of Cymbeline
(1923) and Hamlet (1925).

Jackson evidently felt that history plays did not
lend themselves to modern dress treatment and the theatre
was not yet ready to embrace contemporary analogies so that
Jackson assaved only the two parts of Henry IVt48n yhich
were presented 1n terms of a "stylised medievalism™.149 At
the same time. his stylisation was still underpinned by a

familiar vein of realism as the distinguished antiquary,
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Alfred Rodway, was engaged to "ensure accuracy in the
various heraldic devices emblazoned on the shields and
banners".150 Photographs of the production reveal a quantity
of stiff banners in the Shrewsbury scenes which helped to
enhance the production's emblematic quality while a
backcloth depicting "a tiny conventionalised view of the
walled tcewn of Shrewsbury'151 contributed to an illuminated
missal effect. Settings were displayed within a proscenium
painted to resemble the decorative timber frame of a
medieval house and with a permanent vertical wooden post
which divided the upper stage and reinforced the 'halving’
principle underpinning the scenic display and which was
regarded as important in revealing the dual nature of Hal's
character.152

However, if Barry Jackson had begun '"quietly and
firmly to jettison worn traditions''1®3 Terence Gray was a
conscious iconoclast who '"played havoc with Shakespeare
amidst the modern—-dress and anti-illusionist ferment of the
period"”.154 Although Gray did not produce any of the plays
under consideration here and was little known outside
Cambridge his production of Henry VIII in 1931 is of

interest because it was a play traditionally treated as "a
densely-textured popular pageant. with narrative
subordinated to crowd-scenes. processions and elaborate
ceremonial”15% and frequently performed as a commemorative
tribute on the occasion of some significant national royal

event . Shaughnessy suggests that '"the persistence of a

surfeit of pageantry and spectacle on the stage may be
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paralleled wi-h the British monarchy's attempts to reinvent
itself for the -wentieth century - often in terms of the
revival of generally bogus 'ancient ceremony'"156 and the
fact that in 1931 the monarchy was entering a newly
turbulent phase that would culminate in the abdication
crisis of 1936 meant that '"such pomp was ripe for
debunking'" .15~

The prcduction will not be treated in detail here
but it provided Gray with the opportunity to explore his own
idiocyncratic view of drama history., rejecting the
conventional approach which seeks to '"create a pageant that
brings before the eyes of a modern audience a near
representation of the outward semblance of a past epoch of
the human race" in favour of a satirical method "poking fun
at...aspects of the modern world by contrast with a
caricature of an age that is past".138 Barry Jackson's
cautious stylised medievalism appears positively
conservative set against a production in which all of the
characters were depicted emblematically as playing cards.
Some of these were actually life-sized cardboard cut-outs, a
device which recalls Tree's practice of using cardboard
cut-outs for many of the extras in his revival of the same
play in 1910. It was a court reminiscent of that in Lewis
Carroll's Alice 1n Wonderland which "reduced the characters
to flat. manufactured and depersonalised playthings. and
characterised court politics as a ruthless and arbitrary

game' . 15°

In general, however. the experimentation of the
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1920s had much smaller results in England than in central
Europe. Her= audiences and producers tended to be
"protective of Shakespeare's official cultural status and
defensive regarding his poetry".16° Leonard Merrick, writing
under the name 'Stanley Jones' at the end of the nineteenth
century, was typical of a school of opinion which believed
that '"the plays of Shakespeare belong to literature, not to
the stage...'".1%1 This perception of Shakespeare as a
classic literary figure who happened to have expressed
himself in dramatic form and "must therefore be given his
meed of ritual worship in the theatre" led to a degree of
conservatism about visual representation.1%2 Barker in his
Savoy productions had undoubtedly thrown out a challenge to
convention and tradition "not 1n obscure society
productions. but in a commercial theatre in the heart of the
West—End'" .13 Nevertheless, '"the general approach remained
closer to Tree than to Craig'"*%4 and there would still be a
few West End productions that united "firm and often major
playing with substantial realism".1%%® Trewin cites the
production of Henry VIII by Lewis Casson (Christmas 1925)
which "d:d not forget its pageant quality'"?©® and contained
a scene depicting the coronation of Anne Boleyn which
impressed Norman Marshall as "one of the most magnificent
stage spectacles"” he had ever seen.®s”

Gray was undoubtedly ahead of his time in
perceiving that pageantry, hitherto used primarily for
decorative effes-t, might be employed to interrogate social

and political anomalies. For proponents of the New Movement



in general pageantry was deemed guilty by association with
the excesszs of rineteenth-century historicism and yet the
genre. aithough :n disgrace with the discerning, was proving
remarkably resilient. In the commercial theatre pageantic
display. though reduced in scale, continued to play its part
in satisfying audiences' taste for conspicuous consumption.
Even the most scholarly of practitioners, however,
recognised that in performance the eye must be fed and
though 1t was never openly acknowledged there was a tacit
acceptance that a pageantic presence was intrinsic to the
proper presentation of the plays even 1f. as yet, the 'soul’
of pageantry with its appeal to the understanding of the

spectator remained obscured by 1ts decorative form.
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CHAPTER III
(1) Necessity's wvirtue

During the 1930s the public taste for pageantry
appeared largely undiminished and was satisfied by several
instances of high public ceremonial: King George V's Silver
Jubilee 1n 1935: the "majestic spectacle” of his funeral the
following year which brought "unprecedented crowds'" onto the
streets®? and the coronation of George VI in 1937. The King's
Christmas Day radio broadcasts to the Empire in 1932 and the
three succeeding years also had the force of solemn
international celebrations. The Times clearly understood the
expectations of its readers when it reported on six
consecutive days 1in Jaﬁuary 1930 the celebrations and
ceremonials surrounding the marriage of the obscure Princess
Marie José of Belgium to the Prince of Piedmont in Rome, 1its
ceremonies, pageants and processions being recorded 1in
meticulously detailed verbal pictures.=2

Increasingly during the first three decades of the
century the pageantic aspects of theatrical production had
to be measured less against the excesses of nineteenth
century theatrical historicism than against the superior
physical reality of film. Of course. the many people who
went to a Shakespeare play '"more to see a picture than a
drama"2 were among the millions who flocked during the
thirties and forties to 'the pictures'. "the tidal wave of
the kinomatograph"4 which "really could mount a cast of

thousands whenever necessary"S and supplied a new and more



Seductive realism against which to assess the rival claims
of eye and ear.

From the early days of the silent movie the great
epic cycles of D.W.Griffith and DeMille had been conscious
demonstrations '"confirming film's superiority over the
theatre's physical limitations"é and exploiting the late
nineteenth-century vogue for spectacle; film had become 'the
congenial medium for handling stories that depend on a vast
time span, multiple settings, spectacle. and physical
reality" .7 During the 1930s such films were made on a more
modest scale than formerly. The taste for spectacle was
somewhat diminished and the advent of sound lent a stilted
quality to the dialogue of epic heroes robbing them of the
mythic stature which silence had bestowed. Even so. in a
different mode the Busby Berkeley musical extravaganzas
provided the cinematic equivalent of the massed ranks of
Kean. Irving and Tree. The choreography of such films took
its inspiration from the marching and counter-marching of
the drill yard and many numbers had a military theme.®

The theorists of the serious theatre recognised
the unequal nature of the competition and used it as a
further justification for abandoning any attempt at
'vyealism' or scenic elaboration though in practice there was
during the period a reassertion of realism. albeit of a
modified or impressionistic kind.®n

Shakespearean production at this time was a
nworld of experiment'1© but a world in which pageantry

played only a grudging and discredited part. the use of



stage ceremonial of any but the most nominal kind inviting
scorn as reviewers and producers alike found themselves
respectively limited and inhibited by past excesses. By 1945
T.C.Kemp, writing of the "unusually heavy load of pageantry"
in Henry VIII - in which "almost every scene is a state
occasion” - could acknowledge that 'even these may be
impressed into dramatic serwvice'",11 but in the thirties the
past usually cast too profound a shadow for such potential
to be recognised. Gielgud's production of Richard II at the
Queen's Theatre in 1937, for example, was said by one
reviewer to be 'sadly reminiscent of 1906 and All That"1=
while J.C.Trewin, summing up critical attitudes to Oscar
Asche's revival of Julius Caesar at His Majesty's in 1932.
1identified a '"revulsion against a grand manner some called
grandiloquent" .13

Clearly it was a production "not geared to the
current stage. Fashion. imperceptibly. had shifted".®9 This
was a sentiment shared with Tyrone Guthrie who writes that
at the time when he first produced at the O0ld Vic in 1932
"in all the arts naturalism. or realism. was out of
fashion":1% for commentators and practitioners alike
'simplicity' was itself a virtue. Indeed. Henry Cass seemed
to speak for a whole generation when. succeeding Guthrie a-<
the 0ld Vic in 1934. he said. "'A use of modern simplified
production seems to me the best method of expressing the
full richness of Shakespeare's plays''"1% and although the

word 'simple  characterised several reviews of Henry Cass’

(1)

production of Richard II at the Old Vic in 1934. at least
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one reviewer felt that "more simplicity would have been to
the good" .17

Not everyone, of course, was convinced of the
unqualified virtues of scenic and presentational austerity.
Even at a time when many commentators were encouraging the
spirit of William Poel's 'nudist way'1® others were less
enthusiastic. For Harcourt Williams's production of
Richard II at the 0Old Vic in 1930 the ceremonial of the play
was sufficiently important for Michael Watts, the stage
manager, to take ''great pains over the heraldry"1® while at
least two observers identified "pecuniary necessity' as well
as '"genuine belief'29 as playing a part in Cass's commitment
to 'simplicity of production'; the reviewer of Sphere
alluded to Tree's commercial success in 'putting it on
splendiferously" and added, with perhaps a hint of
wistfulness, "At the 0ld Vic...splendour 1is not possible' .21
Some two years earlier at the opening of the new Shakespeare
Memorial Theatre another reviewer suggested that restraint
in respect of the mounting in recent years might have owed
more to practicalities than to idealism when he observed
that during the previous six years Bridges—Adams and his
players had laboured on a '"platform built out behind a
picture house, with little equipment beyond bare boards,
containing walls and time-serving scenery. They have been
cramped as to space and depth, handicapped by the nature of
the auditorium from attempting anything in the way of
expansiveness or pageantry” . 22

It was natural, perhaps, that Shakespearean
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revivals at His Majesty's, in particular, should prompt
nostalgic comparison and a greater degree of critical
tolerance. Sydney Carroll's production of Henry IV, Part One
at Tree's alma mater was one such. Perhaps Lady Tree's
presence as Mistress Quickly gave added romantic lustre to a
revival described as a '"lavish heraldic production'22 but at
least one reviewer was prepared to concede - perhaps with a
hint of irony - that "...pomp must be observed when
Shakespeare 1s played at His Majesty's. So the trumpets blew
and the drums sounded".24 Elsewhere there were other wistful
backward glances: Stanley Bell's production of The Merchant
of Venice transported one critic '"back to the old Lyceum as
not many revivals that have happened since have done'.2% No
doubt '"the days of the Lyceum and His Majesty's ([were] still
the Golden Age to some of them'.=26

Nevertheless, stage ceremony continued to be
equated with the excessive pictorial realism of the past and
the moving picture could, in any case, "tell a
naturalistic story better in most ways than it could be told
on the stage'".2? The resultant tension between theatrical
and cinematic philosophies inevitably influenced
Shakespearean production during this period. Iden Payne.
addressing the Birmingham Rotary Club in 1936, observed that
"+he mechanised theatre definitely held up a mirror to
nature. Its very literalness was its undoing from the point
of view of the artist, who was essentially the revealer of
the imaginative world which to the artist was much more real

than the literal world".=2® Interviewed the following week at
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the end of the 1936 Stratford Festival Payne again made
distinction between "a kind of stark realism about anything
photograph:ically produced. whereas the poetic drama can and
does carry its audiences into another world - the world of
imagination". 29

Given that the ideal of the cinematic art was to
create "the seamless image of a world which has an illusory
resemblance to our own but which is presented as coherent,
continuous, universal, and wholly decipherable" for a
spectator who "must never be disturbed in his willing
suspension of disbelief" a degree of caution was
understandable.®° Thecodore Komisar jevsky writing in 1934
observed that "the art of the cinema 1s organically alien to
the essential elements of the art of the living theatre'"31
but he also perceived that '"the cinema has a strong
influence on the modern theatre" .32 its '"sham naturalism"
playing its part in the debasement of the 1i1dealistic
significance of theatrical performances and workmanship".=33
Three years later W.A.Darlington remarked more 1n sSorrow
than in anger: "Realism is still the plain man's favourite
convention in the theatre. He applies just the standard of
ordinary life without any special knowledge of the
theatre' .34

The appearance of George Robey as Falstaff in
Sydney Carroll's revival of Henry IV, Part One lnevitzably
excited a good ceal of 'popular' interest. After all. in
goilng to the cirema "1t was the star that the public went to

see more often than not"3% and so it was on this occasion.
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SO much so that Robey's presence '"threw the whole thing a
little out of focus'".2% Perhaps it was the combined effects
of the venue (His Majesty's) and the fact that Robey was
bound to attract large numbers of patrons more accustomed to
the sham naturalism of the cinema that prompted one
commentator to anticipate effusively that "the decor
promises to be marvellous - quite in the Tree vein, brought
up to date...and every one of the innumerable scenes is to
be completely realistic, from the roaring fire in the 0ld
Boar's Head tavern to the embossed throne of the king".37
All this, no doubt reassuring to 'barren spectators', could
not but make the judicious grieve.

When commentators inveighed against any suggestion
of excess it was a response which Guthrie believed was based
upon misunderstanding. "As is so often the case with critics
who are not practitioners, they perceive a symptom and
believe the symptom to be the cause, not the result, of a
malady which they have not diagnosed':38

..as far back as 1936 I felt convinced that
there could be no radical improvement 1in
Shakespearean production until we could achieve
two things: first, to set the actors against a
background with no concessions whatever to
pictorial realism...; secondly, to arrange the
actors in choreographic patterns, in the sort of
relation both to one another and to the audience
which the Elizabethan stage demanded and the
picture—-frame forbids".=3°

The reality, however, was what he called '"the
insuperable problems posed by the architecture” both at
Stratford-upon-Avon and the 0ld Vic where "director after

director...falls back upon elaboration of spectacle. To give

the public something for its money. a Pageant is mounted to
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the accompaniment of a Shakespearean text'.<° The tyranny of
the picture-frame was apt to render attempts at restraint in
such matters somewhat exposed and invite complaint, even in
1935: "Whether or not there should have been more scenic
display, for the stage is wide enough to look barren
sometimes, was a matter of opinion".41

Factors such as these also seem to have influenced
not only reviewers' expectations regarding the staging of
Shakespeare's plays, but the very vocabulary used to
describe it. George Reynolds, rejecting the assumption that
an open stage must necessarily be bare or uninformative,
acknowledges "the eye's natural hunger for pageantry" but
equates such pageantry merely with "vivid costumes".42 In
fact, usually at this time the use by commentators of the
term 'pageantry’' carries no implication of "the glories of
the procession''43 but almost always refers to costumes that
are colourful and have an air of historical authenticity
together with hangings more or less heraldic in design:
"the pageantry was essentially right i1n every detail of
banneret and tabard'<44 is a typical response and Gordon
Crosse commended ''the plain modern style which rightly
concentrates on the text & the acting, and relies for its
appeal to the eye on costumes...".45 Tyrone Guthrie, too. in
his first season at the 0ld Vic , being "in full reaction
against naturalism”, decided to have no scenery except a
permanent structure thus "eliminating the cost of scenery.
The money so saved was to go into costumes",4® though one

reviewer — albeit a self-confessed "inveterate antiquary" -
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was conscious of the process of linguistic no less than
stylistic evolution: "The pageantry, that memorial of a
distant age. has become merely the rich armorial decoration

of a spectacle" .47

Clearly the first appearance of a play's central
character - and he a king - is dramatically a very
significant moment; in Shakespeare's plays it is

..accented by music or the blast of trumpets or
roll of drums, and...accompanied by lords and
lesser attendants in proper order of precedence
and attired in the gorgeous habiliments of the
Renaissance court. Such an entrance appeals to
the 1ntelligence, to the ear and to the eye, and
1s, im ([sic] short, a Grand Entry.<®8

Both Tree and Benson had favoured a mood of
languid self-indulgence at the opening of their productions
of Richard II secure in the knowledge that there would be no
lack of ceremony later in the evening. The balance of
opinion, however, has favoured a degree of ceremonial - or
at least formality - in the opening scene. John Russell
Brown says: "It begins with the stage set formally. Richard
is enthroned and surrounded, as the Quarto edition of 1597
says, with 'Nobles and attendants''".h<®

Harley Granville Barker. writing to John Gielgud
about the latter's 1937 production, believed that "'W.S.
thought of the scene as a meeting of the Privy Council -
Richard presiding...probably raised on a dais at the end or
centre of the table, formally presiding'".59 Charles Kean

seems to have played the scene in the way which Barker

indicates, setting the scene in a "real council chamber and
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striving to look business—like and important during the
quarrel" . S2

Barker thought Gielgud mistaken in "'hiding
yourself in a corner''"S2 and therefore diminishing the
initial impact which the figure of the king should make. Yet
both Barker's reading of it and that of John Russell Brown
seem to imply - 1in spite of the reference to 1597 - a
curtained stage in which Richard is discovered, an
arrangement which wastes the occasion demanded by the open
stage of a ceremonial entry of the king at the very start
of the play when the audience's anticipation is high.

The opening of Gielgud's production of 1937, in
fact, offered an unusual glimpse 'behind the scenes' of the
spectacle of pageantry, a device more common at the end of
the century than then. Here was a change of emphasis with
suggestions of the political manoeuvring and suspicions that
ceremony masks; 1t is a mood of tensions which heightens
expectation for the entry of the king upon whom all these
people attend, and depend:

The curtain goes up on a court...but for once we
are not assisting at a kind of threadbare
tattoo, a blazoned concourse of waxworks briskly
rattling off obscure allusions, slapping each
other on the back, waiting for somebody
important to come and say something that the
audience knows by heart. but a real court,
belonging to an inadequate king in the Middle
Ages. For perhaps a minute nobody speaks; but
there before us, true and suggestive, 1is the
court: an ante-room, darkly splendid but above
all a place for waiting about in. shot with
fears and ambitions and jealousies, heavy and
violent with glances and encounters and

withdrawls and the things these things
portend. S>3
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In a sense Guthrie's 1933 production at Stratford
has the best of both worlds: the prompt copy direction —
'CURTAIN UP ON BARE STAGE' - creates a certain expectancy
which 1s intensified as members of the court enter from

stage right and left:

'ENTER R[IGHT] ENTER L({EFT]
YORK & NORTH([UMBERLAND] . BUSHEY, BAGOT, GREEN
ROSS5 & WILLOUGHBY
AUMERLE

GAUNT - JOINS YORK R{[IGHT].C[ENTRE]
BOLINGBROKE'S HERALD'

(o NG BN oS S I

York's movements - 'YORK X'S L[EFT] - SPEAKS TO
BAGOT - X'S R[IGHT] TO GAUNT' give an added urgency so that
by deliberately delaying the king's entry a sense of
restlessness and anticipation 1is created which 1s resolved
by a ceremonial entry, albeit modest by the standards of
former times:
'FLOURISH
RICHARD ENTERS ON DAIS C[ENTRE] FROM R[IGHT]
WITH
4 CANOPY BEARERS & 2 TRAINBEARERS'®S<
The king's entrance in Sydney Carroll's production
of Henry IV, Part One in 1935 generated a measure of
enthusiasm from the musical director, Ernest Irving:
'The King's entrance will be signalised by the
0ld English Drum March, for centuries the State
march of the English kings. There is extant a
curious Royal Ordinance of Charles I ordering
the revival of 'the ancient march of this, our
English nation, so famous in all the honourable
achievements and glorious wars of this our
Kingdome in forraigne parts...'.SS
But while some commentators spoke in terms of a

"lavish heraldic production',S¢ and of its "fine

pageantry”,®? the entrance, in competition for column inches
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with the novelty value of Robey's Falstaff, went almost
unregarded. Only Gordon Crosse, it seems, troubled to give
i1t a second glance: "We began with a procession of the King
returning from church. This preceded I,1..." and even then
he dismissed it summarily as "unnecessary embroidery".S®e
Herbert Farjeon betrayed similar irritation with suggestions
of ceremonial in Henry Cass's production of Richard II the
previous year: "Instead of plunging straight into the
dialogue, preliminary business is introduced, as the
lighting of candles, or a Grand Parade of 0ld Vic students.

This tendency should be curbed at once. It inevitably leads

to cuts'" .59

It can be argued that pageantry is of even greater
importance as an accompaniment to the first entrance of
Henry V than of Richard:

For two whole plays, the King (as Prince

Hal) had appeared in a most unkingly role as
guller of Falstaff and tavern-roisterer; and
Shakespeare had to give the audience vivid,
ocular evidence of his complete change of
character. Henry must now become the mighty hero
of Agincourt.... Henry now appears with royal
pomp and dignity, and is inclined to patriotic
conquest, provided his claim 1s just. Thus the
Grand Entry serves both plot and character, and
is more than a theatrical flourish. To an
outsider, the pageantry of courts looks like
mere pageantry; but. to the initiate, 1t has
personal and political significance...®°

In the 1930s, however, it was a sad 1if
understandable declension that stage ceremonial had come to
be equated with tasteless and irrelevant ostentation.
ostentation with realism and realism with populism so that
directors generally chose not to gratify the popular

'outsider' with theatrical flourish and so avoided the
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danger of alienating an 'initiate' not yet ready to embrace
the duality which Draper identifies.

Even so, Coronation year (1937) inevitably
permitted greater indulgence of 'the patriotic play', the
Evening Standard describing it as '"the inevitable choice for
occasions of this kind".®* The very fact that two major
productions of the play opened almost simultaneocusly®2n is a
measure of the extent to which the play was regarded as a
fitting expression of national loyalty and patriotism. In
addition, Harold V. Neilson led a touring version of the
play to the provinces "to mark Coronation year and to remind
the younger generation of our splendid heritage'.s3

Reviews of Tyrone Guthrie's production of
Henry V were actually pleased to invite comparison between
the stage and the national event to which it was seen as
paying tribute, praising "a setting of flags and decorative
costume that will not look tawdry by comparison with
Coronation costume itself'"¢4 and expressing a conviction
that "the real show in Westminster Abbey will not glitter
more than the 0ld Vic trappings'.®% One reviewer of Iden
Payne's Stratford production went even further:
England will be full of colour during this year
of the Coronation.... But the colour of
"Henry V", is not the cold red, white, and blue
with which the drabness of modern England will
be bedecked.
"Henry V" is crammed with colour - the rich
glowing colours of heraldic emblems.®®
Sally Beauman has remarked that in the twentieth

century the play "has been rescued from the grip of

spectacle".67 This is no doubt true, relatively speaking,.
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and yet many retained the conviction that "if Henry V is to
be played at all, it must surely be played lavishly..." .ss
The Observer's reviewer at the beginning of the
decade, regarding the play primarily as a vehicle for
pageantry, described Harcourt Williams's production as being
"in the right spirit with plenty of tuckets and martial
flourishes".%® In 1934 The Times, with the William Poel
school of production in mind, saw the choice of plays for
Stratford Festival as offering "a challenge to those who
cherish the belief that the Elizabethan stage was almost
invariably as bare as it was made out to be in De Witt's
famous sketch of the Swan theatre'", and also observed that
Robert Atkins. in producing Henry V and "perceiving the
relevance of heraldry to an heroic theme which turns on the
clash of kings and nobles, had no need to look outside the
play for his decorations".?”© Three years later the Sphere
spoke enthusiastically of Tyrone Guthrie's production as
supplying "a healthy tang of royalty and loyalty and
mediaeval pageantry in general, banners and everything'".71
Perhaps it was guilt that persuaded commentators
to excuse the pageantry in terms of the play's inherent
weaknesses. The Times expressed the opinion that Henry V was
"so much a pageant of general action and so little a drama
of individual thought that it must flow strongly or
stagnate'?2 while the News Chronicle, also reviewing
Harcourt Williams's production at the 0Old Vic, described the
play as "nothing but a pageant with bursts of poetry and

streaks of humour'.?2 In 1934 the Birmingham Evening



-141-

Despatch dismissed it as "a faked chronicle - not a play -
and as such commands interest only as a spectacle",”?<4 and
while the Birmingham Gazette was prepared to acknowledge its
universal significance "for anyone who loves any plot of
grourd" 1t was equally dismissive of its dramatic qualities:
"Henry V is not a play. A pageant - yes; a procession — of
course: but a play. never".?5

Even so, there were some who eschewed pageantry,
even in this play. The "Coronation summer' notwithstanding,
the News Chronicle. beneath the headline 'HATES CEREMONY
SHAKESPEARE'S KING', pointed out that "one of the longest
and most impressive speeches 1is one wherein the King
deplores ceremony" and asks whether the spectacular
presentation of Iden Payne's production is "entirely
appropriate' .76

As plays for celebration The Henrys have always
had a special place at Stratford and it was with both parts
of Henry IV, that the new Memorial Theatre opened in 1932,
an occasion described as "a ceremony as much as a
performance".?? Certainly the producer seems to have been
infected with the solemnity of the occasion; even the
programme has the flavour of the eighteenth century: 'The
Second Part of Henry the Fourth, containing his Death: and
the Coronation of King Henry the Fifth'. In fact, the
coronation procession was unusually impressive for its time,
containing, according to the prompt copy, 10 Peers, Warwick
and Westmoreland. Lancaster. Clarence and Gloucester. 2

Archbishops, 2 bishops, 'HAL'. 4 canopy bearers. 2 train



~142-

bearers. the Chief Justice and 2 beadles. Falstaff's words
'I will deliver her' were the cue for 'CANNON' and 'BELLS'
to sound, the bells continuing until the king's exit. The
general sense of excitement was enhanced by a substantial
crowd jostling for vantage in four choreographed groups and
restrained by six spearmen who 'JOIN SPEARS IN A LINE TO
KEEP CROWD BACK'.7® The Coronation procession was given
added wvisual impact by the judicious use of the new
theatre's 'rolling stages' by which means '"the sliding stage
took us along the length of a crowded street and back again,
Henry pacing ceremoniously against the movement as the
horses used to run at Drury Lane".79 There were some words
of warning to the effect that 'the least word of Shakespeare
is more important than the finest moving stage'®° but the
device rendered most commentators unusually indulgent. The
Birmingham Mai! reviewer used words like '"novelty'" and
"trick"” but with no sense of malice and for once populism
became a virtue: "it is the sort of thing that will bring
back the general public to Shakespeare, if anything will".®?1
The added "air of reality'"®2 inevitably drew

comparison with the cinema: The Era described "the new
mechanism" as "a triumph'", enthusing that '"by means of the
sliding stage the coronation of young Henry V was shown
moving through the streets. It had the same effect as the
moving camera in a modern film" .83 The Scotsman, with
greater gravity. made the same point:

What may be done at Stratford by way of making

a stage play compete with cinema was shown when

the coronation procession of Prince Hal was
rendered more vivid by the use of the rolling
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stage. In full view of the audience, a whole
street was unfolded as in a panorama, and by
ingenious manipulation the procession was
protracted.8<

Bridges—Adams used the same device that season in
Julius Caesar. Thus '"the street scenes before the assembling
of the Senate will be played continuously with the main
scene, so that Caesar will be shown passing through the
Roman streets and entering the Capitol - all, as it were, in
one set. A whole Roman panorama will be built along the
rolling stage'".®% The Birmingham Post used words like
"unnecessary'” and 'showmanship" and was minded of 'Mr.
Cochran'®® but The Times after threatening to be overwhelmed
by the ebb tide of spectacular reason was able - 1f somewhat
tentatively — to take advantage of the flood tide of
dramatic potential:

Henry V was unusual, it could scarcely be called
a trick, for the sense it gave us of the
splendour of the young king's accession to power
helped us to realize the ruin of Falstaff's
hopes. The march of Caesar and the conspirators
to the Capitol - the stage moving in one
direction and the procession in the other - is
at first sight much more like a trick.

What purpose does 1t serve beyond showing
the wonders of the new stage?"

Having been brought "to the very edge of the
crisis" we are expectantly waiting "for the daggers to
strike':

Then comes the picturesque interlude, the
stately procession from the door of Brutus's
house to the inside of the Senate House, and
lets the tension down.

On reflection, however, it would seem
possible that the fault is ours. The spectacle
has 1introduced no extraneous 1dea that 1s 1in
conflict with the ideas of the play, and 1t may
be considered as a convenience to the producer,
since it enables him to run three scenes into



~144-

one. Whether the play does not profit by the
usual pause between the glimpse of the
tremulously apprehensive Portia and the crisis
of Caesar's death is a debatable point, but it
may be that we have been looking on the novel
spectacle as a 'stunt', and that when we are
better used to the stage and its possibilities
there will be no loss of suspense in this
picturesque scene.®7?

If these words express a degree of caution towards
acknowledging the dramatic potential of pageantry on stage
the prompt copy for Iden Payne's coronation production of
Henry V 1in 1937 suggests an inhibition bordering on
neurosis. Time and again the prompt copy records
'DISC[OVERY]' where the stage direction has 'Enter' - a
device which played its part in prompting much comment on
the production in terms of its 'stage pictures' - and a
curtain 'DROP' often forestalls exits, whether ceremonial or
otherwise. However, after the victory at Agincourt the
producer accepted the King's invitation to 'go...in
procession to the village' and the ritual Exeunt 1s made to
a 'TE DEUM'. However, the prompt copy reveals no less than
three rather inconclusive attempts to order the procession.
For the royal betrothal in the final scene of the play, too,
notes in pencil to the left of the text indicate attempts to
arrange an 'ORDER OF ENTRANCE DURING FLOURISH' but after
some erasing and altering the attempt 1s abandoned and
replaced with the ubiquitous 'DISCOVERY' - though the
'FLOURISH' is retained.®®

Robert Atkins in his 19324 production of Henry V

also opted for discovery in the final scene and even cut the

'Flourish' which the stage direction in the edition
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favoured for the production indicates should greet the kiss
exchanged between Henry and Katherine, though perhaps this
was an attempt to suggest that the betrothal should be
regarded in personal rather than purely dynastic terms.
After Agincourt, too. the ceremonial element was muted:
Henry's words referring to the procession were retained but
no procession was attempted — at the end of the scene during
Henry's last speech 'ALL MOVE UP C[ENTRE]. & KNEEL', the act
concluding with 'MUSIC' and 'SLOW ACT DROP'.®° Where there
was praise for a production "full of colour and
pageantry",®° and for its '"befitting air of regality and
gallantry'"®1 it was almost entirely the setting which
created the effect. "The stage glowed with colour from
shields and banners and surcoats richly embroidered” though
without "the least suggestion of realistic heaviness'":

A permanent feature of the stage was an

elaborate carved inner proscenium reminiscent of

a rood screen. Behind the screen were hung

draperies which displayed the golden crown of

England, or the fleur-de-lis of France as

occasion demanded, and within the framework of

the screen were set the Royal Presence Rooms,

and taverns, streets, and battlefields of the

play. The effect sought was that of a richly

ornamented medieval missal....®2

There was not even unqualified approval of the

costumes on this occasion. One critic thought they made a
"brave show' though even he spoke of the use of heraldic
draperies 1in terms of "compromise'" between '"mass spectacle”
and "the curtains which other companies effect";°3
others, however, felt that some of the costumes looked

vdingy and ill-assorted against these rich backgrounds'"®<

and had "evidently been fished out of the rag-bag".®®
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Perhaps the charge of compromise misjudges
Atkins's treatment of ceremonial in this production. Henry's
first appearance is a case in point. The distinction between
the Antechamber and the Presence Chamber was lost as the
first two scenes were run into one and Canterbury and Ely
remained on stage, the King coming into their presence
rather than they into his. A 'FLOURISH' announced the King's
arrival with members of the court and he was attended by two
pages and four men-at-arms.®% There was no sense of a state
entry about the king's arrival, however, and little sense of
formality; indeed, the only sign of formal respect was shown
to the Archbishop of Canterbury to whom Exeter bowed. Henry
received the Archbishop's 'No woman shall succeed' speech
[(I.2.33-95] seated not on the throne but on the
triple-backed gothic seat stage-right. Only when the
messengers from the Dauphin were called did he move to the
throne, put on the crown, take the sceptre and orb and sit.
The decision to abandon the state entry was not an arbitrary
one, however, nor was it dictated by anti-pageantic
prejudice. By distinguishing between Henry's essentially
political role in determining policy and a separate and
distinct ceremonial role bestowed by assuming the theatrical
properties of majesty Atkins suggested a means of
interrogating the nature of kingship which another

generation of directors would exploit more rigorously.
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(11) Dressed to kill. ..

There were in this decade, however, two
productions of plays from the second tetralogy to which the
words ‘'tremulous' and 'compromise' could not with justice be
applied. These were both productions of Henry V and each in
its own way was a maverick, uncharacteristic of its time and
undertaken in circumstances outside the main stream of
Shakespearean production.

When Colonel Stanley Bell's production of
Henry V opened at the Hippodrome Theatre, Manchester on
Boxing Day 1933 public expectation had already been raised
by the time, the place and the extensive press coverage for
several weeks prior to the event. It was, after all, the
festive season, the season of pantomime; and the Hippodrome,
famous for 1ts water spectaculars, was generally regarded as
a "high class music hall".®7 Moreover, the Alhambra to which
the production was transferred in the new year was a '"vast
house which has spent its life in the service of
spectacle” .98

"'Pageantry 1is the sort of thing the public want
at Christmas...and they will get it in this show''®?®
promised the producer some three weeks before opening night
and this was the theme which the press enthusiastically
pursued 1in 1its pre—-show coverage: 'A Pageant of
Shakespeare'. 'Patriotic Spectacle', 'Splendour and
Magnificence' were typical of the headlines to articles
which anticipated the production.

Early in his career Stanley Bell had been a
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designer for Beerbohm Tree and it was a heritage on which he
now seemed anxious to capitalise. Undeterred by the fact
that he had never seen the play performed on stage Bell's
approach was "'just the same as it would be towards any
great war play that might be written today, but I have this
advantage - great opportunities for displaying splendour and
magnificence'"” .99 Tt was an emphasis which the press
readily echoed, referring to "this greatest of all war
plays...[which] lends itself to colour and pageantry, and
Colonel Bell has spared nothing of magnificence...'"101 and
to "Shakespeare's masterpiece of patriotic
declamation. .. [which] will be presented as a great
historical pageant, keyed to a pitch worthy of the period
when 'this star of England’' shone at its militaristic
brightest' . 102
'Authenticity' was another of Tree's watchwords
which Bell embraced with an almost child-like enthusiasm:
'Mr. Godfrey Tearle, who is particularly
interested in the period, constituted himself
unofficial armourer to the company, and he and I
ransacked all kinds of shops in London to find
15th century armour.
We have succeeded in getting faithful
replicas of armour used during that period
together with weapons., including cannon,
longbows, swords, pikes, battle rams and scaling
ladders' .03
As might be expected, the heraldry of the show
also came in for special attention: "Henry V encouraged the
advancement of Heraldry", observed the News Chronicle, "and
close attention has been given to the accurate copying of

banners and shields..."”,1949 the Manchester Daily Dispatch,

having earlier assured 1its readers that "Colonel Bell
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searched the records of 49 English and French families to
ascertain their heraldry'.105
Yet here again the play was forced to bear an
additional burden, one which lay altogether outside the
play's own artistic integrity, as "an experiment that ought
to succeed”.1°s If previous comments have suggested that
Henry V has frequently been regarded primarily as a vehicle
for the expression - if not the actual inflaming - of
patriotic fervour or as a commemorative metaphor, this
production was the culmination of a pioneering crusade first
mooted twenty six years earlier and carried out with almost
religious zeal to bring Shakespeare to the people; to bring
about a mass conversion in a temple of thespis which held
fully 3,000 souls. Already Julius Caesar and The Merchant of
Venice had each played for four and a half weeks. Now
Henry V was seen as the culmination of "Sir Oswald Stoll's
effort to popularise Shakespeare in Manchester',197 as the
"third big realisation of Sir Oswald Stoll's vision of a
Shakespeare revival in the North of England".1©98
There is perhaps a hint of scorn for Norman
O'Neill's '"martial theme—-song of the requisite popular
quality'"1°® but it was certainly a distinctly populist
approach which the Manchester Evening News chose to adopt:
Wasn't it in Bernard Shaw's 'You Never Can Tell'
that the butler remarked that 1t was the
unexpected that always happened?
I was reminded of this when I called upon
Colonel Stanley Bell and the manager of the
Manchester Hippodrome, Mr. A.S.Whittaker, today.
I found them humming a tune, a really attractive
tune, and one which I began to whistle myself

when I had listened for a few minutes.
"Which pantomime 1is that from?" I asked., my
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mind being full of pantomime, Christmas being
here, and all that.

"That's no pantomime; that's Shakespeare!"
s2id Colonel Bell, the producer of Shakespeare
for Sir Oswald Stoll.

A lilting, catching tune from Shakespeare?
The unexpected had certainly happened.

Then I learned that it was a marching song
which Norman O'Neil ([sic] has composed, with all
the other music for 'Henry V', the Hippodrome's
Christmas show.110

It was a 'show' which the News Chronicle promised
would be "as new and fresh as Cavalcade"111 and some first
night reaction accorded with this tone: the Daily Express
compared the '"festive gathering” with 'the first night of a
Cochran review'" ;112 the Manchester Daily Dispatch felt that
"the public 1s ready for Shakespeare properly produced" and
rejoiced that "Stanley Bell has restored Shakespeare to his
rightful place as a popular dramatist';113 while the
Manchester Evening News regarded Bell as championing 'the
ordinary theatregoer'" over "those who call themselves
students of Shakespeare'114 and Punch later called it
"popular SHAKESPEARE, but none the worse for that'.21S

Nevertheless, the opening night reviews also spoke
of "artistic restraint"” as well as pageantry: "...the beauty
of the words and the dramatic tension were not sacrificed
once for the purpose of spectacle.... It must have been a
temptation, with such facilities at his command, to prolong
the marching and the battleground scenes, but Colonel Bell
knew the precise moment to switch out spectacle and bring us
back to the drama 1n the tents and around the camp fires of
opposing armies.**® 'A.S5.W.' 1in the Manchester Guardian

spoke of the "restraint and beauty"117 of a production in
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which "waving banners are not allowed to detract from the
play's quick movement".:1s®

It was inevitable, however, that attention should
focus primarily upon the spectacle of the production, "a
beautiful pageant...in the lavish style of Tree",119 if only
because it ran counter to current fashion . For the Daily
Mail reviewer the production was '"as dazzling as a
pantomime” in which "dazzling scenes stamped themselves on
the mind's eye'" ;220 the News Chronicle described it as "“a
pageant of colour and light"122 and 'R.J.F.' in the
Manchester Daily Dispatch exalted in "all the panoply and
pomp with which mediaeval kings went forth to battle, the
jingle of harness, the shouts and tramp of armed men, the
massing of troops'122 and two days later rejoiced that "at
last we have Shakespeare produced in a modern style which
enables his plays to compete commercially with modern
spectacle".123 While the Manchester City News reviewer,
under a headline 'THE GREATEST STAGE SPECTACLE?', could
remember "nothing approaching [it] in grandeur and scenic
spectacle” 1in "a long experience of Manchester theatre
going'124 the Scotsman acknowledged that 1t "makes its main
appeal as a spectacle".125 For the Morning Advertiser it was
"a beautiful production, full of colourful pageantry and the
clash of arms'".1=2¢

Generally acknowledged the most spectacular of the
scenes, an '"animated tableau".12” was the interpolated
marriage in which "Henry and his French princess stand

before the altar of Rouen Cathedral amid the pageantry of
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two nations'.128s

Inevitably this involved taking certain liberties
with the text, liberties which most commentators were

prepared to accept:

The King himsz21f says 'Prepare we for our
marriage', and the Royal wedding in Rouen
Cathedral is a natural sequel. The stage
directions read 'exeunt', the usual
Shakespearian finish, and then follows an
epilogue spoken by the chorus, mostly a

reference to "Henry VI.", written earlier, with
which his public was familiar.

Colonel Bell showed genius in refusing to
accept an ending dictated merely by the
limitations of the Elizabethan stage, and in
substituting one in keeping both with modern
taste and with the spirit of Shakespeare.12°

Thus, Queen Isabel's speech beginning
'God, the best maker of all marriages,

Combine your hearts 1in one, your realms in one!'
(V.2.351-60]

was given to an interpolated Cardinal "in gorgeous robes"”
who performed the ceremony.13° This, the '"scenic highlight"”
of the production was further enriched by 'swelling strains
from the organ, choirboys singing in procession, and the
rich vari-coloured costumes of the throng assembled...' 1312
with red and gold predominating.132

Most commentators, as has been said, regarded the
scene as a '"legitimate innovation'133 and felt compelled to
"admire Mr. Stanley Bell's daring",134 but others were less
tolerant, believing Bell to be "using the text as something
to be maltreated at the producer's convenrience and 1in the
interests of scenic spectacle".13% Jt was an attitude which
left the producer unrepentant: "That was a wicked thing to

do. perhaps. but it was very greatly enjoyed, don't you
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think, by the majority of the audience?".13s
Audiences may have enjoyed it, but 'C.B.' of Time
and Tide was moved to reflect on how Bell in the "theatrical
hereafter" might justify to a much-wronged playwright '"a
twopence-coloured cathedral” which left "the articulate
Harry of England with nothing but a mute processional and an
unnecessary tableau'".137
Yet Bell could not be accused of indulging totally
indiscriminate spectacle and he actually received some
criticism for having the 'breach' speech delivered straight
to the audience on a stage devoid of soldiers, though the
Illustrated London News judged the decision "brilliant'".:38
Punch saw the 1ssue as one of scale: "The magnitude of the
speech makes one imagine a vast throng, and to see a handful
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